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Executive Summary  

1.1 Purpose and Scope  

This independent report evaluates the economic feasibility and viability of the proposed mixed -

use redevelopment at 810 Pacific Highway, Gordon, within the framework of the New South 

Wales Transport Oriented Development (TOD) program.  

 

The report has been p repared specifically for inclusion in the Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS) accompanying the State Significant Development Application (SSDA) . 

 

The assessment analyses  the implications of Ku -ring-gai Council's target  10% Affordable 

Housing (AH) contribution under Clause 6.14 of the Ku -ring-gai Local Environmental Plan 2015 

(KLEP).  

 

The analysis is undertaken in strict accordance with section 7.32(3)(c) of the Environmental 

Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act), which requires that any planning condition, 

including affordable housing obligations, be reasonable and proportionate having regard to 

demonstrated development viability.  

 

Employing transparent, open -book modelling, corroborated by independent market valuations 

from leading firms and comprehensive scenario sensitivity testing, the report establishes a 

defensible basis for a proportionate AH framework.  

 

Central to the findings is the critical need to reconcile ambitious policy objectives -  particularly 

the delivery of increased housing supply and diversity in high -accessibility, transit -oriented 

locations -  with the practical realities and constraints of site-specific development.  

 

The report concludes that any Council - imposed AH contribution should be strictly limited to the 

genuine planning uplift enabled by recent TOD controls, namely the increase in permissible 

Floor Space Ratio (FSR) from the pre -existing baseline of 3:1 to 6.5: 1. 

 

This approach is essential to preserve project deliverability and avoid sterilising the significant 

housing uplift intended by State policy.  

 

The scope of the assessment is comprehensive, encompassing a detailed review of the 

statutory and planning context, development scheme assumptions, revenue and cost inputs 

validated against market evidence, feasibility modelling outcomes and available stat utory 

pathways for AH delivery.  

 

The report draws on prior proponent submissions dated 24 April 2025 and 21 May 2025, as 

well as supporting technical reports.  
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Particular attention is given to potential inconsistencies in the translation of Council's 

Affordable Housing Policy and Contributions Scheme into the operative provisions of the KLEP, 

reinforcing that feasibility testing must prioritise site -specific cond itions over generic or 

theoretical benchmarks to facilitate orderly and economic development.  

 

1.2 Planning and Statutory Context  

The subject site is located within the Gordon TOD precinct governed by the KLEP, triggering a 

10% AH dedication requirement for any development incorporating more than 1,000 m ² of 

residential gross floor area (GFA).  

 

This local obligation interacts with the overarching Housing State Environmental Planning Policy 

(Housing SEPP), which imposes its own baseline AH requirement (typically 15% of total GFA 

under the TOD incentive pathway) as a precondition for accessing heig htened development 

standards.  

 

Notably, application of the Council's AH policy exhibits variability across the Gordon precinct, 

with certain sites -  including Council -owned land -  benefiting from reduced or nil obligations 

despite comparable or even superior development potential.  

 

This inconsistency raises legitimate questions of equity, transparency, and alignment with 

broader TOD objectives, such as promoting housing diversity and affordability proximate to 

high-quality public transport nodes.  

 

Section 7.32 of the EP&A Act confers discretion on consent authorities to vary AH conditions 

where necessary to ensure they are reasonable and do not compromise viability, without 

requiring rigid adherence to nominated policy rates.  

 

The TOD program and Housing SEPP collectively prioritise the expeditious delivery of additional 

dwelling capacity to address acute housing shortages, provided cumulative planning 

obligations do not undermine economic feasibility.  

 

Previous submissions have highlighted that Council's current approach may insufficiently 

recognise these statutory flexibilities, risking frustration of State - level strategic planning goals.  

 

Importantly, the site already benefits from an approved and substantially commenced 

development consent permitting an FSR of 3:1 with no associated AH obligation.  

 

This existing entitlement establishes a lawful baseline that must be credited when calculating 

any additional uplift attributable to recent planning reforms.  
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1.3 Development Scheme and Site Constraints  

The proposed concept scheme comprises a 28 -storey mixed -use tower delivering 180 

residential apartments, approximately 1,324 m ² of ground -floor supermarket and ancillary retail 

GFA  and six levels of basement parking.  

 

The overall scheme achieves an FSR of approximately 8.45:1 on the 2,357 m ² site, which 

presents severe topographic challenges including a 12-metre level  differential from Pacific 

Highway frontage to the rear Radford Place alignment.  

 

Accessing the TOD bonuses amplifies  a range of complex site -specific constraints, including 

exceptionally deep basement excavation, permanent dewatering measures to manage high 

groundwater tables and flood risks, extensive rock removal, relocation of high -voltage 

infrastructure in coordinat ion with Ausgrid, prolonged traffic and construction management on 

a classified State road with limited rear access, retention of a heritage - listed façade and 

delivery of a new public east -west pedestrian thoroughfare req uiring coordination with 

adjoining properties.  

 

These factors, comprehensively documented in supporting technical investigations and the 

Estimated Development Cost (EDC) report prepared by Newton Fisher Group, dated 17 

November 2025, result in construction costs materially exceeding typical benchmarks. The EDC 

has construction costs of $1 42. 59 million (exclusive  of GST), supplemented by contingencies, 

escalation at 4% per annum to assumed 2026 commencement, and professional fees.  

 

1.4 Revenue and Cost Assumptions  

Residential revenue assumptions are robustly evidenced by concurrent independent valuations 

from CBRE, M3 Property, and Cushman & Wakefield, converging on achievable sales rates of 

$15,500 to $16,500 per square metre of Net Saleable Area (NSA).  

 

These rates are supported by transactional evidence from comparable Gordon projects (e.g., 

Northgrove at 26 -30 McIntyre Street achieving circa $16,000/m ² for quieter, boutique product) 

and recent Pacific Highway -fronting resales ($10,429 -$13,750/m²).  

 

By contrast, superior North Shore centres such as Lindfield and St Leonards routinely achieve 

$19,000-$20,000/m ², underscoring the locational disadvantages of highway exposure, 

obstructed views and prevailing softer market conditions in Gordon.  

 

Commercial GFA is valued at approximately $16,992/m ², with a standard 2 5% revenue 

discount applied to any dedicated AH units.  

 

Resulting gross realisation across scenarios ranges from $260 million to $ 283  million -  below 

the more optimistic rates embedded in Council's comparable viability assessments.  
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Cost inputs are derived directly from the EDC report, augmented by evidenced site -specific 

premiums for basement complexity, infrastructure upgrades and mixed -use construction 

inefficiencies.  

Where applicable, feasibility inputs have been directly informed by the Atlas modelling 

commissioned by Council , with selected inputs applied on a like - for- like basis to reflect the 

proposed development concept.  

A target profit margin of 20% on total development costs is adopted as the minimum threshold 

to satisfy lender and equity requirements for a high -risk TOD  project of this nature.  

 

1.5 Feasibility Outcomes and Key Findings  

Feasibility modelling contrasts three scenarios under section 7.32 of the Environmental Planning 

and Assessment Act 1979 and clause 6.14 of the Ku -ring-gai Local Environmental Plan 2015:  

 

• Option A – Full Council  Affordable Housing  

Application of a 10% Council affordable housing contribution to the full 6.5:1 residential 

GFA, in addition to the Housing SEPP requirement, resulting in a cumulative affordable 

housing outcome of approximately 4,572 sqm .  

 

• Option B – Council Affordable Housing Limited to Local Uplift  

Application of the 10% Council affordable housing contribution limited to the uplift from 

3:1 to 6.5:1 FSR, in addition to the Housing SEPP requirement, resulting in a cumulative 

affordable housing outcome of approximately 3,802 sqm .  

 

• Option C – Housing SEPP Affordable Housing Only  

Delivery of affordable housing solely in accordance with the Housing SEPP incentive 

pathway (15% of total gross floor area for a minimum of 15 years), with no additional 

local affordable housing contribution under clause 6.14 of the KLEP. This delivers 

approximately 2,986 sqm of affordable housing and is the preferred option from a 

feasibility standpoint.  

 

Both Option A and Option B fall short of the 20% viability benchmark, recording profit margins 

of approximately 10.4% and 14.8% , respectively  (with Option B being the next preferred 

development scenario after Option C).  

 

Limiting Council affordable housing to the local residential uplift (Option B) delivers a 

measurable improvement relative to Option A, increasing marketable residential NSA, lifting net 

revenue by $9. 4  million, and improving residual land value from $11.2 million to $20.6 million. 

Notwithstanding this uplift, overall returns remain below accepted feasibility thresholds of 20%  

 

Only Option C, which delivers affordable housing solely in accordance with the Housing SEPP, 

approaches a viable outcome, achieving a profit margin of approximately 19.4% and a residual 

land value of $30.6 million. This outcome highlights the sensitivity o f project feasibility to 
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additional Council - imposed affordable housing contributions beyond those mandated under 

State policy.  

 

Table 0 .1. Feasibility Scenario Comparison (Figures in $ Millions)  

Scenarios   Option A   Option B  Option C  

YIELD   

Marketable Residential NSA (M2)  12,552 13,206 13,897 

Infill AH NSA (M2)  2,530  2,530  2,530  

Council AH NSA (M2)  1,345 691 0 

REVENUE   

 Residential Sales  $207.11 $217.90 $229.30  

 Affordable Housing Revenue  $31.31 $31.31 $31.31 

 Commercial / Retail Sales  $22.50  $22.50  $22.50  

 Gross Revenue  $260.92  $271.71 $283.11 

Net Revenue   $235.57  $245.11 $255.19 

COSTS   

 Acquisition and Sales Costs  $30.22 $30.33 $30.45 

 Legal, Finance & Other Costs  $40.64 $40.64 $40.64 

 Construction Costs  $142.59 $142.59 $142.59 

Net Project Costs   $213.45 $213.56 $213.68 

PROFIT & LOSS   

 Target Profit (20% Project Costs)   37.39 37.41 37.44  

 Profit   22.11 31.55 41.51 

 Profit Margin   10.4% 14.8% 19.4% 

 Residual Land Value   11.22 20.63  30.58  

 
Source: Solve Property  

 

Importantly, the analysis demonstrates that even a Council affordable housing contribution 

applied only to the residential uplift materially constrains viability when layered on top of the 

mandatory 15% Housing SEPP requirement. The proposal nevertheless d elivers a substantial 

affordable housing outcome under this framework, with 2,530 m ² NSA of in - fill affordable 

housing provided.  

 

Critically, pushing affordable housing requirements beyond demonstrated feasibility thresholds 

does not enhance delivery outcomes; rather, it materially increases the risk of project non -

delivery, resulting in the loss of both market and affordable housing  supply and directly 

undermining the objectives of the TOD program and the Housing SEPP.  
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1.6 Public Interest Considerations and Recommendations  

Development feasibility is properly characterised as a public interest matter, not merely a 

private commercial concern.  

 

The public interest case for enabling the proposed redevelopment is reinforced by the core 

objectives of Ku -ring-gai Council’s Affordable Housing Policy and the NSW Government’s 

Transport Oriented Development (TOD) program, which seek to increase housing s upply in 

accessible locations, deliver affordable housing outcomes alongside market housing, and 

support sustainable, transit -oriented communities. In this context, ensuring the subject site can 

deliver both additional dwellings and an affordable housing c omponent is directly aligned with 

these objectives.  

 

Pursuant to sections 4.17 and 7.32 of the EP&A Act, consent authorities must ensure imposed 

conditions do not frustrate strategic planning objectives, sterilise permissible development 

capacity, or impede the orderly and economic use of land.  

 

An AH framework that renders the project unviable would be antithetical to these statutory 

tests and to the overriding policy imperative of expanding housing supply, including affordable 

components, in well - located, transit -accessible centres.  

 

Moreover, the imposition of excessive Council affordable housing conditions risks undermining 

the overall viability of the project to the extent that it may prevent the development from 

proceeding to market.  

 

This would result in the non -delivery of both market and affordable dwellings, further 

exacerbating housing supply shortages and affordability pressures within Gordon and the 

broader Ku -ring-gai LGA, where demand for well - located housing remains acute amid  ongoing 

State -wide supply constraints.  

 

Accordingly, it is recommended that any Council AH obligation be strictly confined to the FSR 

uplift from 3:1 to 6.5:1, calibrated at a rate well below 10% (or preferably  nil) consistent with 

modelling outcomes, and delivered in -kind or monetarily via a registered Community Housing 

Provider. 

 

This proportionate approach improves economic viability, enables delivery of 180 new dwellings 

(inclusive of affordable units), captures public benefits attributable to planning change and 

advances broader strategic housing objectives without jeopardising the project's realisation.   



 

 
 

11 

2 Introduction  

2.1 Purpose of Report  

This report has been prepared by Solve Property Group Pty Ltd (Solve) on behalf of Ecove 

Group Pty Ltd (Ecove) to independently assess the economic feasibility and development 

viability of the proposed mixed -use redevelopment at 810 Pacific Highway, Gordon , within the 

framework of the New South Wales Transport Oriented Development (TOD) program and the 

recently amended planning controls.  

 

The report has been prepared for inclusion in the EIS , accompanying the proposed State 

Significant Development (SSD) application , addressing matters in relation to the application, 

quantum and calculation basis of affordable housing contribution requirements applying to the 

site. 

 

In this context, the report examines whether Ku -ring-gai Council’s adopted affordable housing 

contribution framework can be applied to the subject site in a manner that is reasonable, 

proportionate and deliverable, while still achieving meaningful affordab le housing outcomes 

consistent with the objectives of the Housing SEPP, the TOD program  and Council’s Affordable 

Housing Policy, properly applied having regard to feasibility and statutory discretion.  

 

2.2 Scope of Assessment  

The scope of this assessment has been deliberately framed to address matters directly relevant 

to the consent authority’s exercise of discretion under the EP&A Act, with particular regard to 

sections 4.17 and 7.32, and to support a reasoned determination o f affordable housing 

contribution requirements for the subject site.  

 

Specifically, the report includes:  

 

• a review of the statutory planning framework applying to the site, including the Ku -ring-

gai Local Environmental Plan 2015 (KLEP 2015), Council’s Affordable Housing Policy and 

Contributions Scheme, the Housing SEPP  and the TOD framework  

• an examination of the existing development consent at 3:1 FSR, which represents a 

lawful and realistic baseline development entitlement and carries no affordable 

housing obligation  

• analysis of the incremental uplift in development capacity created by amended local 

planning controls (to 6.5:1 FSR) and by the Housing SEPP incentive pathway (up to 8.45:1 

FSR)  

• independent market benchmarking of residential revenue assumptions, including 

comparison of Council’s adopted assumptions with Tier -1 valuation advice from CBRE, 

M3 Property and Cushman & Wakefield  
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• assessment of construction cost, programme, risk and finance inputs, including site -

specific physical and servicing constraints that materially differentiate the subject site 

from the generic assumptions relied upon in Council’s affordability modelling  

• feasibility modelling and sensitivity testing of alternative affordable housing 

contribution methodologies, including testing the impact of Council - imposed 

affordable housing contributions across a range of outcomes  

• identification of a lawful, proportionate and deliverable affordable housing contribution 

framework, consistent with the viability requirements of section 7.32(3)(c) of the EP&A 

Act.  

 

2.3 Relationship to the Environmental Impact Statement  

This report forms part of the technical evidence base supporting the EIS and is intended to 

inform the planning justification and assessment of conditions of consent.  

 

In particular, the findings of this report are relevant to:  

 

• the assessment of affordable housing impacts and public benefits  

• the evaluation of economic feasibility as a public - interest planning consideration, 

rather than a purely commercial matter  

• the consent authority’s determination of whether, and in what form, an affordable 

housing contribution should be imposed under clause 6.14 of KLEP 2015.  

 

The report should be read in conjunction with:  

 

• the architectural and urban design documentation  

• the Estimated Development Cost (EDC) Report  

• the Planning Assessment prepared for the SSD application.  

 

2.4  Report Structure  

For clarity, the report is structured to:  

• outline the methodology and key assumptions underpinning the feasibility assessment  

• summarise the principal findings and implications for housing delivery  

• describe the planning and statutory context applying to the site  

• assess policy intent, equity considerations and site -specific constraints  

• review revenue, cost and risk inputs against independent market evidence  

• present feasibility outcomes and sensitivity testing  

• identify a lawful, proportionate and policy -consistent affordable housing contribution 

framework. 

.
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3 Methodology and Definitions  

3.1 Methodology Background  

This assessment has been prepared to evaluate whether affordable housing contribution 

requirements can be accommodated without compromising project deliverability, while still 

delivering a meaningful and policy -consistent affordable housing outcome for the  Gordon 

precinct and the broader Ku -ring-gai Local Government Area.  

 

The methodology responds directly to the statutory requirement under section 7.32(3)(c) of the 

Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act), which provides that any 

affordable housing contribution must be reasonable and have regard to developm ent viability.  

 

In the context of a State Significant Development (SSD), the assessment also has regard to the 

broader public - interest considerations under section 4.17 of the EP&A Act, including whether 

imposed conditions would frustrate strategic planning objectives or sterilise development 

capacity.  

 

The assessment is undertaken having regard to:  

 

• the planning controls under the Ku -ring-gai Local Environmental Plan 2015 (KLEP 2015), 

as amended by the State Environmental Planning Policy Amendment (Ku -ring-gai 

Station Precincts) 2025 (effective November 2025)  

• Council’s locally negotiated Transport Oriented Development (TOD) framework and 

associated Affordable Housing Contributions Scheme  

• the State -wide incentive provisions under Chapter 2, Part 2, Division 1 of the State 

Environmental Planning Policy (Housing) 2021 (Housing SEPP), which provide non -

discretionary increases in floor space ratio and height in exchange for the delivery of 

affo rdable housing.  

 

Under the Housing SEPP incentive pathway, developments may access a 30 per cent increase 

in floor space ratio and height, provided that 15 per cent of total gross floor area is delivered 

as affordable housing and managed by a registered Community Housing P rovider for a 

minimum period of 15 years.  

 

In addition to testing development feasibility under alternative affordable housing scenarios, 

the methodology also critically examines the assumptions, structure and application of 

Council’s adopted affordability and viability model.  

 

This includes assessing whether the manner in which affordable housing contributions are 

calculated and applied aligns with statutory principles of reasonableness, proportionality and 

planning nexus, particularly where cumulative obligations arise from the  combined operation of 

local and State mechanisms.  
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3.2 Assessment Methodology  

Viability testing adopts an industry -standard Residual Land Value (RLV) framework to assess 

whether the proposed development can support affordable housing contributions while 

remaining  commercially viable and capable of securing finance.  

 

This approach is consistent with:  

 

• the Ku-ring-gai Affordable Housing Contributions Scheme – Schedule 2 (as a reference 

framework, not a determinative benchmark)  

• NSW Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure guidance for affordable 

housing contributions under Division 7.2 of the EP&A Act  

• lender and investor requirements for mixed -use developments within TOD precincts on 

Sydney’s Upper North Shore.  

 

The modelling framework evaluates:  

 

• development yield based on permissible floor space ratio and height under the 

amended KLEP and Housing SEPP  

• gross development value derived from market -supported revenue assumptions, not 

generic strategic benchmarks  

• total development costs, including site -specific premiums, programme risk and 

financing costs  

• resulting profit and risk margins relative to accepted viability and financeability 

thresholds. 

 

The methodology is designed to identify whether a development is theoretically feasible  and to 

test whether proposed affordable housing obligations can be reasonably imposed in practice  

while having regard to statutory discretion and real -world delivery risk.  

 

3.3 Feasibility Modelling Framework  

Feasibility modelling has been undertaken on a transparent, open -book basis, using:  

 

• independently supported revenue assumptions derived from Tier -1 valuation advice  

• construction cost estimates  prepared by a registered Quantity Surveyor, adjusted to 

reflect the site’s physical, servicing and staging constraints  

• realistic programme and finance assumptions reflecting current market conditions and 

lender requirements  

• profit and risk margins consistent with financing expectations for mixed -use TOD 

developments.  

 

The modelling explicitly tests the cumulative effect of:  
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• the fixed 15 per cent affordable housing requirement under the Housing SEPP, applied 

to total gross floor area  

• varying levels of Council affordable housing contribution, tested using different 

calculation methodologies . 

 

3.4  Key Modelling Inputs and Assumptions  

Key assumptions underpinning the modelling include:  

 

• Revenue: derived from independent Tier -1 valuation advice and transactional evidence, 

rather than generic or policy - led benchmarks (refer to relevant Appendices)  

• Construction Costs: based on the Estimated Development Cost (EDC) report prepared 

by Newton Fisher Group (dated 17 November 2025), reflecting site -specific constraints 

including basement complexity, steep topography, infrastructure relocation and access 

limitations 

• Feasibility: Where applicable, feasibility inputs have been directly informed by the Atlas 

modelling commissioned by Council, with selected inputs applied on a like - for- like basis 

to reflect the proposed development concept.  

• Profit and Risk: assumed within the range generally required to secure debt and equity 

finance for Upper North Shore TOD projects, having regard to project complexity and 

market conditions  

• Programme and Finance: reflecting realistic construction duration, holding costs, 

financing structure and prevailing lending conditions.  

 

3.5  Sensitivity Testing Approach  

Sensitivity testing has been undertaken to assess the robustness of feasibility outcomes .  

 

The purpose of sensitivity testing is to identify viability thresholds and breakpoints relevant to 

the statutory test in section 7.32(3)(c) of the EP&A Act, rather than to lock in a single 

contribution outcome prematurely.  

 

This approach recognises that the appropriate affordable housing contribution, if any, must be 

informed by demonstrated feasibility, not by nominal policy rates applied in isolation . Where 

final inputs remain subject to confirmation or refinement, assumptions are framed 

conservatively and tested through sensitivity analysis, consistent with the statutory requirement 

to assess downside viability risk.  

 

3.6  Transparency and Open -Book Review  

All modelling inputs, assumptions and outputs have been made available to Council on an 

open-book basis, consistent with Clause 12.3 of Ku -ring-gai Council’s Affordable Housing 

Policy.  
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This transparent approach enables the consent authority and its advisers to independently test, 

interrogate and verify the feasibility findings against statutory requirements and public - interest 

considerations.  

 

3.7  Definitions  

For the purposes of this report, the following definitions apply:  

 

• Affordable Housing (AH): housing for very low, low or moderate income households as 

defined under the EP&A Act and relevant State Environmental Planning Policies, 

including affordable housing required under the Housing SEPP and any affordable 

housing contr ibution imposed under clause 6.14 of KLEP 2015  

• Baseline Development  Entitlement: the development capacity authorised under an 

existing and substantially commenced development consent at 3:1 FSR, which carries no 

affordable housing obligation  

• Floor Space Ratio (FSR) Uplift: the increase in permissible development capacity above 

the baseline development entitlement, including the uplift from 3:1 to 6.5:1 FSR under 

amended local planning controls  

• Housing SEPP Affordable Housing: the mandatory requirement to deliver 15 per cent of 

total gross floor area as affordable housing for a minimum period of 15 years in 

exchange for access to the Housing SEPP incentive provisions  

• Council Affordable Housing Contribution: any affordable housing requirement imposed 

under clause 6.14 of the KLEP 2015, whether delivered as a dedication of dwellings or a 

monetary equivalent, subject to statutory discretion and development viability  

• Gross Development Value (GDV): the total estimated revenue generated from the 

completed development, calculated on a net saleable area basis and informed by 

prevailing market evidence  

• Residual Land Value (RLV): the notional value attributable to the land after deducting 

all development costs, statutory contributions, affordable housing obligations and an 

appropriate developer profit margin from the gross development value  

• Total Development Cost (TDC): all costs required to deliver the completed 

development, including construction, professional fees, finance, statutory contributions, 

holding costs and allowances for risk and contingencies . 

• Transport Oriented Development (TOD): the NSW Government initiative and locally 

implemented planning framework that facilitates increased residential density and 

housing delivery within designated station precincts, including Gordon.  
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4  Planning & Statutory Context  
This chapter summarises the current and amended statutory framework applying to the subject 

site, including the applicable height, floor space ratio (FSR), key sites mapping and affordable 

housing requirements.  

 

The chapter a lso establishes the statutory context for assessing the reasonableness, 

proportionality and viability of affordable housing contributions under Division 7.2 and section 

7.32 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act).  

 

The chapter draws on statutory controls, Council policy documents, State policy initiatives and 

prior submissions to explain how the current affordable housing framework has been applied to 

the site, including the interaction between clause 6.14 of KLEP 20 15 and the Housing SEPP 

incentives.  

 

It also identifies the policy - to-scheme misalignment previously raised in the proponent’s 

submissions of 24 April 2025 and 21 May 2025, including Council’s reliance on generic 

feasibility assumptions rather than market evidence.  

 

4.1 Site Description and Local Context  

The subject site is located at 810 Pacific Highway, Gordon (Lot 12 DP 631351) and occupies a 

prominent corner position at the intersection of Pacific Highway, Dumaresq Street and Radford 

Place within the Gordon station precinct.  

 

The site has an area of approximately 2,357 m ² and is characterised by a pronounced cross - fall 

of approximately 12 metres from Pacific Highway down to the rear lane (Radford Place).  

 

The site is located approximately 200 metres walking distance from the Gordon Railway 

Station entrance, providing access to public transport, employment and services.  

 

It is situated directly opposite the Gordon Centre and adjacent to Council -owned civic and 

community uses, reinforcing its strategic role within the town centre.  

 

Vehicular access to the site is provided from Radford Place, enabling basement access and 

servicing while minimising traffic impacts at the Pacific Highway and Dumaresq Street 

frontages.  
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Figure 4.1. Subject Site – 810 Pacific Highway Gordon (Lot 12 DP 631351)  

 
Source: Nearmap , Solve Property  

 

Figure 4.2. Local Context  

 
Source: Nearmap , Solve Property.  
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4.2  Existing Development Consent and Baseline Entitlement (3:1 FSR)  

The subject site benefits from an existing and substantially commenced development consent 

(DA-0610-17, as modified on 20 November 2025) for an eight -storey mixed -use development 

comprising 55 –56 residential apartments above ground - floor retail, including a full - line 

supermarket, basement parking and associated works.  

 

That approval was granted under:  

• a 3:1 floor space ratio (FSR)  

• a maximum building height of 26.5 metres.  

 

Importantly: 

• no affordable housing obligation applies to the approved development  

• early works including demolition, excavation, shoring and piling have been approved 

and are scheduled to commence  

• the approval represents a lawful and realistic fallback development position that could 

proceed independently of any planning uplift.  

 

For the purposes of this assessment, the approved 3:1 scheme establishes a baseline planning 

entitlement that must be credited when assessing the nexus and proportionality of any 

additional affordable housing contribution.  

 

4.3  Ku-ring -gai Local Environmental Plan 2015 (KLEP 2015)  

The site is zoned E1 Local Centre under the Ku -ring-gai Local Environmental Plan 2015, within 

which shop -top housing is permissible with consent.  

 

In 2025, the KLEP 2015 was amended to implement Council’s locally negotiated Transport 

Oriented Development (TOD) framework through a self - repealing State Environmental Planning 

Policy made on 14 November 2025.  

 

Under the amended controls:  

• the site is subject to a base FSR of 6 .5:1 and a maximum building height of 73.5 metres  

 

Council’s Affordable Housing Contributions Scheme, adopted on 21 October 2025 and 

implemented via clause 6.14 of the KLEP 2015, applies a mapped affordable housing 

contribution rate of 10% for the subject site.  

 

Clause 6.14(5) provides that the consent authority may impose such a condition, confirming the 

discretionary nature of the power and the need to apply the provision in a manner consistent 

with statutory principles of reasonableness and viability.  
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4.4  Council Affordable Housing Policy and Contributions Scheme  

Council’s Affordable Housing Policy, adopted on 15 April 2025, acknowledges that Council 

does not have a primary role in delivering affordable housing and instead sets a framework to 

facilitate delivery by others.  

 

The associated Contributions Scheme establishes monetary contribution rates and in - lieu 

mechanisms, but has been developed using generic feasibility assumptions, including:  

 

• residential revenue benchmarks of $18,000 –$20,000/m ² NSA  

• standardised cost inputs that do not account for site -specific constraints.  

 

As documented in the proponent’s submissions dated 24 April 2025 and 21 May 2025, these 

assumptions are not supported by market evidence and do not adequately account for the 

subject site’s cost and delivery constraints.  
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5 Policy Intent, Equity and Site 

Constraints  

5.1 Policy Objectives for Affordable Housing and TOD  

The policy intent of Ku -ring-gai Council’s Affordable Housing Policy and the NSW Government’s 

Transport Oriented Development (TOD) program is to:  

 

• increase housing supply in accessible locations  

• deliver affordable housing outcomes alongside market housing  

• support sustainable, transit -oriented communities.  

 

These objectives are widely supported. However, the achievement of these objectives depends 

on the economic feasibility of development, noting that infeasible contribution settings risk 

sterilising sites and resulting in non -delivery of both market and aff ordable housing outcomes.  

 

5.2 Economic and Physical Constraints of the Site  

The subject site is affected by significant physical and economic constraints that materially 

increase development costs and risk, including:  

 

• steep topography with an approximate 12 -metre cross - fall  

• extensive subsurface rock requiring major excavation and retention works  

• a high groundwater table necessitating permanent basement tanking and dewatering  

• relocation of high -voltage infrastructure  

• restricted construction access and traffic management along a classified State road  

• permanent loss of city and district views due to recently approved 83 –93 metre towers 

on adjoining sites.  

 

5.3  Planning Nexus and Incremental Uplift Considerations  

As a matter of established planning practice, contributions of this nature should relate to net 

additional development capacity created by planning change.  

 

Applying an affordable housing contribution to development capacity already secured under 

an approved and substantially commenced 3:1 consent, or to development capacity beyond the 

incremental local planning uplift without proper adjustment for the separat e affordable 

housing obligation imposed under the Housing SEPP, results in a cumulative affordable housing 

burden that lacks a clear and proportionate planning nexus to the incremental uplift enabled 

by amended local controls.  
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Limiting Council’s affordable housing contribution to the incremental uplift from 3:1 to 6.5:1 FSR 

provides a proportionate and defensible value -capture mechanism. This approach also aligns 

with the statutory requirement under section 7.32(3)(c) of the EP& A Act that contributions must 

have regard to development viability and must not render development unviable.  

 

Further, in the SSD context, feasibility is not advanced as a purely commercial issue. It is a 

relevant public - interest planning consideration under section 4.17 of the EP&A Act, particularly 

where the operation of a contribution mechanism  would constrain or frustrate the delivery of 

otherwise permissible housing outcomes in a strategically located centre.  

 

5.4  Inconsistent Application of Affordable Housing Rates Across 

Precincts  

Within the Gordon precinct, the majority of sites identified on the Affordable Housing Map are 

subject to materially lower contribution rates in the range of 2 –5%, with only a small number of 

sites, including the subject site, mapped at 10%.  

 

Council - controlled sites within the precinct are subject to lower or nil obligations, despite 

benefiting from materially stronger development fundamentals. This differential treatment is 

noted on a comparative basis and reinforces the need for a site -responsive and feasibility -

based application of affordable housing provisions.  

 

In these circumstances, the application of a flat 10% contribution without calibration to 

feasibility, and without adjustment for the approved baseline entitlement or the cumulative 

Housing SEPP requirement, risks undermining the policy intent of both Coun cil’s Affordable 

Housing Policy and the TOD framework by increasing the likelihood of non -delivery. 

 

Clause 6.14 of the Ku -ring-gai Local Environmental Plan 2015 establishes a two -stage 

framework for affordable housing. While the consent authority is required to consider the Ku -

ring-gai Affordable Housing Principles when determining a development applicat ion, the 

imposition of an affordable housing contribution is expressly discretionary.  

 

This discretion is confirmed by the use of the permissive term “may” in clause 6.14(5), which 

authorises—but does not mandate —the imposition of a condition requiring an affordable 

housing contribution.  

 

In exercising this discretion, the consent authority must have regard to the circumstances of the 

site, the nature of the development and the broader public interest.  

 

In these circumstances, although the consent authority is empowered to impose a condition 

under clause 6.14, it is not obliged to do so, and there are reasonable grounds for the consent 

authority to consider whether such a condition should be modified or n ot imposed in the 

circumstances of this site.  

 

Relevant considerations informing the proper exercise of discretion include:  
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• the anomalous application of a 10 per cent affordable housing rate to the subject site  

• the existence of an approved and substantially commenced development consent at 3:1 

FSR  

• the lack of a clear planning nexus between a flat contribution and the incremental 

uplift enabled by amended controls  

• the delivery of affordable housing within the proposal itself through a registered 

Community Housing Provider  

• the demonstrated economic infeasibility of applying a flat contribution rate in addition 

to the fixed Housing SEPP requirement.  

 

These matters reinforce that the application of clause 6.14 must be site -responsive, 

proportionate and informed by feasibility, consistent with both Council’s policy framework and 

the statutory discretion conferred by the EP&A Act.  
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Figure 5.1. Affordable Housing Contribution Rate – nominated sites - Gordon  

 
Source: Affordable Housing Map – Sheet AFH_014 -  Ku-ring-gai Local Environmental Plan 2015  

Subject Site  
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6 Development Scheme and 

Construction Assumptions  
This chapter describes the subject site’s physical characteristics, the existing approved 

development scheme, and the proposed redevelopment under the amended Transport 

Oriented Development (TOD) controls and Housing SEPP incentive pathway. It also identif ies 

the construction -related assumptions and site -specific constraints that materially affect 

feasibility and distinguish the subject site from the generic assumptions relied upon in Council’s 

affordability modelling.  

 

The matters addressed in this chapter are central to understanding why the site has a limited 

capacity to absorb cumulative affordable housing obligations without undermining 

deliverability, despite its strategic TOD location.  

 

6.1 Site Characteristics and Constraints  

The subject site comprises approximately 2,357 m ² and is located at 810 –818 Pacific Highway, 

Gordon. It occupies a prominent corner position at the intersection of Pacific Highway, 

Dumaresq Street and Radford Place and is directly opposite the Gordon Centr e within the 

Gordon station precinct.  

 

The site is characterised by a pronounced cross - fall of approximately 12 metres from Pacific 

Highway down to Radford Place. This topography has significant implications for excavation 

methodology, basement depth, retaining structures, construction sequenci ng and programme 

risk. 

 

The site previously accommodated a multi - storey commercial office building dating from the 

1980s. That building has now been substantially demolished and the site is secured with 

hoarding.  

 

Vehicular access and servicing are provided via Radford Place to the rear. This rear access is 

critical to managing construction and operational traffic impacts on Pacific Highway, which is 

a classified State road with limited tolerance for disruption.  

 

Key physical and servicing constraints affecting the site include extensive subsurface rock 

requiring large -scale excavation, shoring and retention works; a high groundwater table 

necessitating permanent basement tanking and ongoing dewatering; high -voltag e 

infrastructure traversing the site requiring relocation; restricted construction access and 

complex traffic management along Pacific Highway; the mandated delivery of a new publicly 

accessible east –west pedestrian link through the site; and the loss of c ity and district views 

resulting from recently approved 83 –93 metre towers on adjoining sites, including the Gordon 

Centre and Council -owned land.  
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Collectively, these constraints are material cost drivers and materially increase construction risk 

relative to generic feasibility assumptions.  

6.2  Existing Development Rights and Approved Scheme (3:1 FSR)  

Under pre -TOD planning controls, the site has a baseline development entitlement of 3:1 floor 

space ratio (FSR) and a maximum building height of 26.5 metres.  

 

Box 1: Approved Development Consent – Baseline Entitlement (3:1 FSR)  

Total GFA:  7,053.27 m ² (maximum permitted 7,071 m²) 
 
Commercial GFA:  1,724.1 m² 
 
Residential GFA:  5,329.17 m² 
 
Affordable Housing Requirement:  Nil 

Source :  SEE 2017, RPS  

 

In 20 18, development consent was granted for an eight -storey mixed -use development 

comprising approximately 55 –56 residential apartments above ground - floor retail, including a 

full- line supermarket, basement parking and associated works.  

 

That consent has been substantially commenced, with the most recent modification approved 

on 20 November 2025, and authorises early works including demolition, excavation, shoring 

and piling.  

 

No affordable housing obligation applies to the approved development.  

 

For the purposes of this assessment, the approved 3:1 scheme represents a lawful and realistic 

baseline development outcome. It establishes the starting point against which any planning 

uplift and associated value capture must be assessed.  

 

6.3  Proposed TOD / Housing SEPP Development Scheme  

The proposed redevelopment seeks to utilise the amended planning controls applying to the 

Gordon station precinct, together with the Housing SEPP incentive pathway.  

 

Box 2: Proposed SSD Development – TOD and Housing SEPP Pathwa y 

Site area:  2,357 m ² 
 
Total GFA at 6.5:1 FSR:  15,320.5 m² 
 
Residential GFA at 6.5:1  FSR: 13,996.3 m² 
 
Total GFA at 8.45:1 FSR:  19,916.65 m² 
 
Residential GFA at 8.45:1 FSR:  18,592.45 m ² 
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Housing SEPP affordable housing (15% of total GFA):  2,987.5 m ² 

Source Solve Property  

 

Under the amended KLEP 2015 controls, the site is capable of development at 6.5:1 FSR, subject 

to compliance with relevant provisions.  

 

In addition, the proposal seeks to utilise the Housing SEPP incentive pathway, which permits a 

30 per cent increase in FSR and height where 15 per cent of total gross floor area is delivered 

as affordable housing for a minimum period of 15 years.  

 

The operative SSD scheme therefore assumes development at up to 8.45:1 FSR, incorporating a 

new full- line supermarket, ancillary retail tenancies, approximately 180 residential apartments, 

and multi - level basement parking.  

 

For clarity, the Housing SEPP incentives are tested in this report as part of the feasibility 

assessment, not to justify built - form outcomes.  

 

6.4  Baseline 3:1 FSR versus Uplift to 6.5:1 and 8.45:1 FSR  

For clarity, it is necessary to distinguish between three separate components of development 

capacity at the subject site: the pre -existing baseline entitlement at 3:1 FSR, authorised under 

an approved and substantially commenced development consent and ca rrying no affordable 

housing obligation; the local planning uplift from 3:1 to 6.5:1 FSR enabled by the amended KLEP 

2015 controls; and the additional State -based incentive density from 6.5:1 to 8.45:1 FSR 

enabled by the Housing SEPP, which carries a fixed  affordable housing requirement.  

 

The residential uplift from the approved 3:1 scheme to the 6.5:1 planning control represents the 

only uplift attributable to local planning change and is therefore the appropriate reference 

point for any Council - imposed affordable housing contribution.  

 

The Housing SEPP incentive represents a separate State -based mechanism, contingent on 

delivery of a fixed 15 per cent affordable housing contribution applied to total gross floor area 

and operating independently of Council’s local contribution framework.  

 

Applying Council’s affordable housing contribution to development capacity beyond the local 

planning uplift — including to the approved baseline entitlement or without adjustment for the 

separate Housing SEPP requirement — results in a disproportionate cum ulative contribution 

outcome and materially increases development risk.  
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6.5  Construction Staging and Delivery Constraints  

The site exhibits significant construction staging constraints that have been acknowledged in 

prior submissions but not incorporated into Council’s generic affordability modelling.  

 

These include:  

 

• complex excavation and retention works across a steeply sloping site  

• deep multi - level basement construction driven by flood planning requirements  

• permanent basement tanking and dewatering due to high groundwater  

• construction of the mandated public pedestrian link, including coordination with 

adjoining sites; prolonged traffic management and cranage along Pacific Highway  

• relocation of high -voltage infrastructure.  

 

These constraints materially extend programme duration and increase preliminaries, financing 

and risk exposure. They also increase the likelihood of programme slippage and construction 

cost escalation relative to generic feasibility assumptions.  

 

6.6  Market and Design Factors Affecting Feasibility  

In addition to physical constraints, the site is affected by market and design factors that 

materially influence feasibility. These include the permanent loss of city and district views due 

to recently approved taller developments on adjoining sites; overs hadowing and reduced solar 

access relative to earlier planning assumptions; and increased  competitive supply within the 

Gordon town centre.  

 

These factors suppress achievable residential values relative to the generic assumptions relied 

upon in Council’s modelling. They are directly relevant to achievable residential pricing and 

absorption and are consistent with the independent valuation evide nce summarised in the 

preceding chapter.  
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7 Revenue Assumptions & Benchmarking  
This chapter reviews the residential revenue assumptions adopted by Ku -ring-gai Council and 

its adviser, Atlas Urban Economics, in the context of affordable housing feasibility testing. 

Those assumptions are benchmarked against independent Tier -1 valuation advice and 

contemporaneous transactional market evidence.  

 

The analysis demonstrates that Council’s adopted gross realisation rates materially exceed 

achievable market outcomes for the subject site at 810 –818 Pacific Highway, Gordon, and 

therefore overstate development feasibility. This has direct implications for  the reasonableness 

and viability of applying Council’s affordable housing contribution to the full residential gross 

floor area, particularly when considered alongside the fixed affordable housing obligation 

imposed under the Housing SEPP.  

 

7.1 Overview of Revenue Assessment  

Council’s affordability modelling relies on residential revenue assumptions that are materially 

above what is achievable for the subject site, particularly having regard to:  

 

• the site’s Pacific Highway frontage  

• increased noise, traffic and amenity impacts relative to off -highway residential 

locations  

• the approval of 83 –93 metre towers on adjoining sites, which permanently obstruct city 

and district views previously assumed to support higher values.  

 

This assessment tests Council’s assumptions against independent valuation advice and market 

evidence, consistent with accepted feasibility practice and the statutory requirement under 

section 7.32(3)(c) of the EP&A Act that affordable housing contributions  must have regard to 

development viability.  

 

7.2 Council and Atlas Urban Economics Assumptions  

Council’s original affordability model, commissioned and prepared by Atlas Urban Economics, 

adopted gross realisation rates in the range of $18,000 –$20,000 per square metre (NSA).  

 

During technical meetings held on 16 April 2025, Council officers revised this assumption 

upward to approximately $20,000/m ² NSA, citing anecdotal commentary from selling agents 

and selective sales evidence drawn from Lindfield and Roseville.  

 

This approach does not adequately account for the subject site’s specific characteristics, 

including:  
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• its Pacific Highway frontage, which is consistently discounted in Upper North Shore 

apartment markets  

• higher noise and traffic exposure relative to quieter residential streets  

• the approval of multiple 83 –93 metre towers on adjoining sites, including the Gordon 

Centre and Council -owned land, resulting in permanent loss of city and district views.  

 

These factors materially differentiate the subject site from the locations relied upon in Council’s 

benchmarking and undermine the relevance of the sales evidence used to justify higher 

assumed rates.  

 

7.3  Independent Tier -1 Valuation Evidence  

In response to Council’s adopted assumptions, the proponent obtained formal valuation advice 

from three independent Tier -1 valuation firms in April–May 2025.  

 

All three valuers independently concluded that gross realisation rates of $18,000 –$20,000/m ² 

NSA are not achievable for apartments at the subject site, given its location, frontage and 

emerging competitive supply.  

 

The independent conclusions were as follows:  

 

• Cushman & Wakefield (30 April 2025)  

Achievable average rates of $15,500 –$16,500/m ² NSA, noting that Council’s assumed 

rates exceed current market indicators for Gordon, particularly given the Pacific 

Highway frontage and the loss of views resulting from approved adjoining towers  

• CBRE Valuations (2 May 2025)  

Achievable rates of $14,500 –$16,500/m ² NSA, identifying Northgrove (26 –30 McIntyre 

Street, Gordon) as the only directly comparable new apartment project in the suburb, 

achieving approximately $15,700/m ² NSA in a quieter, superior location  

• M3 Property (28 April 2025)  

Achievable rates of $15,500 –$16,500/m ² NSA, observing that existing Gordon sales 

evidence generally falls within $10,000 –$15,000/m ², with new apartments attracting 

only a modest premium of approximately 10 –15%. 

 

Each valuer emphasised the inferior positioning of Pacific Highway - fronting apartments relative 

to quieter residential streets in Gordon and nearby suburbs such as Lindfield and Roseville, 

which historical sales evidence consistently demonstrates to be sup erior apartment markets. 

Accordingly, the subject site cannot reasonably be expected to achieve sales rates 

comparable to those recorded in those locations.   

 



 

 
 

31 

7.4  Supporting Transactional Sales Evidence  

The independent valuation conclusions are corroborated by extensive contemporaneous market 

evidence, including 116 arm’s - length resale transactions in Gordon recorded in 2025 year - to-

date, together with current off - the-plan pricing from directly comparable  developments.  

 

Key evidence includes:  

• Established apartments on or near Pacific Highway, Gordon  

Predominantly achieving $10,000 –$13,000/m ² (internal area)  

Examples include:  

– 206/888A Pacific Highway – $12,308/m ² 

– 303/888C Pacific Highway – $10,429/m ² 

• Northgrove, 26 –30 McIntyre Street, Gordon  

Boutique, off -highway project marketing three -bedroom apartments at approximately 

$15,700/m² NSA, despite a superior location and outlook  

• Finlay House, Pacific Highway, Turramurra  

A comparable mixed -use highway - fronting project achieving approximately $16,000 –

$16,600/m² NSA.  

 

In addition, publicly available NSW Government sales data for strata dwellings in Gordon 

(postcode 2072) provides independent market corroboration of the Tier -1 valuation evidence 

relied upon in this report. The June 2025 quarter median sale price of appro ximately $950,000 

for strata dwellings is materially below the implied apartment values arising from Council’s 

assumed gross realisation rates, even allowing for a reasonable premium for new product. 

Accordingly, the NSW Government’s published sales eviden ce does not support the pricing 

levels embedded in Council’s affordability assumptions.  

 

By contrast, the higher rates relied upon by Council (in the order of $19,000 –$21,000/m ²) are 

associated with materially superior locations, including elevated, view -secure sites in Lindfield 

and Roseville or projects significantly closer to the Sydney CBD , and are not comparable to the 

subject site.  

 

7.5  Implications for Feasibility and Affordable Housing Assessment  

The evidence set out in this chapter demonstrates that Ku -ring-gai Council’s adopted 

residential revenue assumptions materially overstate achievable market outcomes for the 

subject site and fundamentally undermine the reliability of the feasibility conclus ions drawn 

from Atlas Urban Economics’ modelling.  

 

When corrected to reflect independent Tier -1 valuation advice and contemporaneous 

transactional sales evidence, it is clear that the application of the amended local planning 

controls — namely development at 6.5:1 FSR coupled with a 10 per cent affordable housing 

contribution in perpetuity under clause 6.14 of the KLEP 2015 – falls below the generally 

accepted feasibility benchmark.  
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This conclusion applies even before consideration is given to the site’s exceptional physical 

constraints, construction risk and financing requirements.  

 

The transactional sales evidence presented in Sections 7.3 and 7.4 further reinforces this 

position. Achievable pricing for Pacific Highway - fronting apartments in Gordon is materially 

below the revenue levels assumed by Council and Atlas, such that the fea sibility deficit 

associated with the local LEP control framework is exacerbated rather than mitigated when 

real market conditions are applied.  

 

In this context, the Housing SEPP uplift does not represent surplus or discretionary development 

capacity capable of absorbing additional local contributions. Rather, it is the critical enabling 

mechanism that allows affordable housing to be delivered at a ll on this site. Applying Council’s 

local affordable housing contribution framework on top of the LEP control envelope, without 

regard to feasibility or market evidence, would negate the very uplift intended to facilitate 

housing and affordable housing del ivery. 

 

Accordingly, the evidence confirms that:  

 

• the local LEP control framework of 6.5:1 FSR with a 10 per cent affordable housing 

requirement is not feasible for the subject site and  

• affordable housing delivery is only made viable through the State -based Housing SEPP 

uplift, which must therefore be protected from additional local value -capture demands.  
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8 Cost , Risk and  Finance Inputs  
This chapter outlines the cost, risk and finance assumptions adopted in the feasibility modelling 

and contrasts these with the generic assumptions relied upon in Council’s affordability analysis.  

 

It identifies the site -specific factors that materially increase development cost, programme risk 

and financing exposure, and which must be considered when assessing the reasonableness and 

viability of any affordable housing contribution under section 7.32 (3)(c) of the EP&A Act. 

Importantly, these factors directly affect the project’s capacity to secure funding and proceed 

to construction and  therefore go to deliverability as a matter of public interest rather than 

purely commercial preference.  

 

The cost and risk inputs described in this chapter are informed by the Estimated Development 

Cost (EDC) report prepared by Newton Fisher Group, noting that final values remain subject to 

further confirmation through detailed quantity surveying and procurem ent. 

 

8.1 Site -Specific Cost Premiums  

The subject site is affected by a range of abnormal, site -specific cost premiums that materially 

increase total development cost and construction risk beyond base construction assumptions. 

These factors have been consistently identified in the proponent’s submissions to Council and 

supported by technical investigations; however, they are not reflected in Council’s generic 

affordability modelling.  

 

Key site-specific cost premiums include:  

 

• deep basement construction and permanent dewatering driven by a high groundwater 

table and flood planning requirements  

• major cut -and -retain works and extensive rock excavation associated with the 

approximately 12 -metre level change between Pacific Highway and Radford Place  

• relocation of high -voltage infrastructure traversing the site, including coordination with 

Ausgrid and relevant authorities  

• prolonged traffic management, cranage and staging requirements along Pacific 

Highway, a classified State road, compounded by restricted rear - lane access  

• construction of a publicly accessible east –west pedestrian link, including heritage 

façade retention and coordination with adjoining sites  

• mixed-use construction inefficiencies arising from the integration of supermarket, retail, 

residential and basement components, which are not comparable to a single -use 

residential development  

 

Based on preliminary quantity surveyor inputs and earlier cost planning, these premiums 

represent a material uplift to the project cost base and significantly increase construction and 

delivery risk.  
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Final allowances remain subject to further quantity surveyor verification, design development 

and procurement outcomes.  

 

These cost premiums are reflected in the detailed cost breakdown contained within the EDC 

report, which underpins the feasibility modelling presented in this assessment.  

 

8.2 Estimated Development Cost - Summary  

The base construction costs adopted in the feasibility modelling are derived from the Estimated 

Development Cost (EDC) report prepared by Newton Fisher Group, dated 17 November 2025. 

The report provides an objective assessment of the EDC for the proposed d evelopment, based 

on architectural drawings prepared by PBD Architects and supporting documentation.  

 

The EDC has been prepared in accordance with applicable legislative and regulatory 

requirements, including the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000 (as 

amended December 2021), the EP&A Act, relevant SEPPs, Planning Circulars and SEARs, as 

well as the AIQS Practice Standard for State significant projects in NSW and the Australian and 

New Zealand Standard Method of Measurement (ANZSSM 2022).  

 

The scope of the EDC includes building construction and associated infrastructure, demolition 

works, and fixed or mobile plant and equipment, but excludes costs payable under conditions 

imposed by the EP&A Act, costs associated with separate development co nsents, land 

acquisition, marketing and sales, ongoing maintenance, and GST (reported separately).  

 

Key assumptions include a builder –developer procurement model, delivery in a single stage with 

a 2026 commencement, allowances for an additional low -rise level (eight apartments), and 

structural assumptions comprising shored basements and an in -situ concre te frame.  

 

A summary of the EDC is provided in Table 8.1.  
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Table 8.1. EDC Report Summary  

Item Cost (EXCL. GST)  Methodology  

Demolition & Remediation  $523,300   

Construction (Item A)  $126,480,600  Elemental and rates build -up 

Mitigation of Impact Items  Not Applicable   

Consultant Fees  $6,350,195  5% of Construction Cost  

Authorities Fees (LSLL)  $349,261  0.25% of Construction Cost  

Plant & Equipment (Item B)  Not Applicable   

Furniture, Fittings, and Equipment (FF&E)  Not Applicable   

Contingency  $6,350,195  5% of Construction Cost  

Escalation  $2,540,078  4% pa, commencement in 2026  

TOTAL EDC (EXCL. GST) for SSD/SSI  $142,593,629   

GST  $14,259,363   

TOTAL EDC (INCL. GST) for Non -SSD/SSI  $156,852,992   

Gross Floor Area (AIQS)  40,786 m ² Assessed based on Items A & B above  

Construction Cost only $/m ² GFA (AIQS)  $3,101/m² Assessed based on Items A & B above  

Source: Newton Fisher Group . 

 
 

8.3  Cumulative Contribution Burden and Reasonableness under 

Section 7.32  

In assessing the reasonableness of any affordable housing contribution under Division 7.2 of 

the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, it is necessary to have regard to the 

cumulative effect of all contributions and dedications required of the de velopment.  

 

In this case, the proposed development is subject to multiple statutory and policy -based 

contribution requirements, including:  

 

• a mandatory affordable housing requirement of 15 per cent of total gross floor area 

under the Housing SEPP as a precondition to accessing the incentive pathway  

• development contributions under section 7.11 of the EP&A Act  

• substantial infrastructure, public domain and servicing obligations associated with TOD 

delivery 

• materially elevated construction, financing and risk costs arising from the site’s physical 

constraints, as documented in this chapter.  

 

When considered cumulatively, these obligations represent a significant surrender of 

development capacity and project value for public benefit prior to the imposition of any 

additional affordable housing contribution under clause 6.14 of the KLEP.  

 

Section 7.32(3)(c) of the EP&A Act expressly requires that any affordable housing condition be 

reasonable, having regard to any other dedication or contribution required to be made by the 
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applicant. A contribution that is reasonable in isolation may become unreasonable when 

assessed in combination with other statutory obligations.  

 

As demonstrated in this assessment, the imposition of an additional local affordable housing 

contribution beyond the Housing SEPP requirement materially exacerbates development risk 

and undermines project viability. In this context, the cumulative contribu tion burden exceeds 

what can reasonably be supported by the development, within the meaning of section 

7.32(3)(c).  
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9 Feasibility Results  and Sensitivity 

Analysis  
This chapter presents the results of the updated open -book feasibility modelling, undertaken to 

assess whether the proposed development can accommodate affordable housing contributions 

without rendering the development unviable, consistent with the statuto ry requirement under 

section 7.32(3)(c) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act).  

 

The modelling draws on the evidence -based revenue, cost, programme and risk inputs 

established in Chapters 6, 7 and 8 and has been prepared to isolate the impact of alternative 

affordable housing contribution methodologies while holding all other assumptio ns constant.  

 

The modelling has been prepared by reference to, and is broadly consistent with, the 

affordability modelling framework previously adopted by Council and its consultant, Atlas 

Urban Economics, including assumptions within the Ku -ring-gai Affordable Housing 

Contributions Scheme. Adjustments have been made only where necessary to reflect updated 

market evidence, revised cost inputs and the specific physical constraints of the site.  

 

9.1 Modelling Framework and Scenario Overview  

Feasibility modelling has been undertaken to test the viability implications of alternative 

affordable housing contribution approaches, having regard to:  

 

• the approved and substantially commenced 3:1 FSR development, which represents the 

baseline entitlement  

• the amended 6.5:1 FSR planning control, which constitutes the local planning uplift  

• the Housing SEPP incentive pathway . 

 

For consistency and comparability, all feasibility scenarios test the same operative SSD 

development scheme, incorporating a full - line supermarket, ancillary retail, 180 residential 

apartments, and multi - level basement parking.  

 

The approved 3:1 FSR scheme is treated as a baseline entitlement for the purposes of assessing 

planning nexus, uplift and contribution proportionality, but is not re -tested as a deliverable 

scenario. The subject site benefits from an existing approval at 3 :1 FSR, representing 5,329.17 

m² of residential gross floor area once the commercial component is excluded. This approved 

outcome provides a legitimate and established fallback development position which generates 

no affordable housing contribution.  
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9.2  Affordable Housing Contribution Methodologies Tested  

The feasibility modelling tests alternative affordable housing contribution methodologies to 

isolate their impact on development viability.  

 

9.2.1 Option A – Application to Base 6.5:1 Residential Floor Space   

Under this approach, the local affordable housing contribution imposed by Council under 

clause 6.14 and delivered by the proponent is calculated on the base 6.5:1 residential gross 

floor area of the development, and is applied in addition to the fixed affo rdable housing 

requirement imposed under the Housing SEPP incentive pathway at 8.45:1.  

 

While the Council - imposed contribution is not calculated on the Housing SEPP incentive floor 

space, the combined operation of the two mechanisms results in a cumulative affordable 

housing burden that materially exceeds what is contemplated by either mechan ism in isolation.  

This approach captures:  

• residential floor space already secured under the approved 3:1 FSR development 

consent, through its inclusion within the 6.5:1 base envelope  

• the full Housing SEPP affordable housing requirement applied to total gross floor area 

at 8.45:1.  

 

As a result, Option A lacks a clear nexus to incremental local planning uplift, produces a 

disproportionate cumulative contribution outcome, and materially undermines development 

feasibility.  

 

Based on the feasibility modelling, Option A falls well below accepted viability benchmarks. 

Applying Council’s local affordable housing contribution across the base 6.5:1 residential floor 

space, in addition to the fixed Housing SEPP requirement, results in an affordable housing 

burden that exceeds feasible limits. Under this scenario, the development fails to achieve 

lender-acceptable viability and is therefore unlikely to proceed to delivery.  

 

9.2.2 Option B – FSR Uplift -Only  

Under Option B, Council’s affordable housing contribution is applied only to the incremental 

residential uplift between:  

• the approved 3:1 FSR baseline scheme  

• the 6.5:1 FSR planning control under the amended KLEP 2015.  

 

The Housing SEPP affordable housing requirement, being 15 % of total gross floor area, is 

applied separately and in full.  

 

This methodology provides a clear nexus to planning change, avoids double counting and 

reflects established value -capture principles. Applying the Council’s 10% contribution rate solely 

to this uplift band produces an affordable housing requirement of appr oximately 827  m². This 

approach reflects a proportional value -capture mechanism tied to land -use uplift, is consistent 
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with the operation of affordable -housing contribution schemes in NSW and avoids double -

counting density already secured under an approved consent.  

 

Option B , although below the generally accepted feasibility benchmark, represents a materially 

improved outcome relative to Option A by limiting Council’s affordable housing contribution to 

the incremental uplift between 3:1 and 6.5:1 FSR. Importantly, Option B further reduces 

development risk compared to Option A.  

 

9.2.3 Option C – Housing SEPP Affordable Housing Only  

Under Option C, affordable housing is delivered exclusively in accordance with the Housing 

SEPP incentive pathway, being 15 per cent of total gross floor area, without the imposition of 

any additional local affordable housing contribution under clause 6.14  of the KLEP 2015.  

 

This option represents the most financially viable scenario tested in which affordable housing 

delivery is enabled without undermining overall development feasibility , whilst also further 

reducing risk . 

 

9.3 Key Inputs and Assumptions  

To ensure transparency and alignment with established benchmarks, the feasibility modelling 

incorporates a range of inputs drawn from reliable sources, with adjustments where necessary 

to reflect current market conditions and site -specific factors.   

 

These inputs prioritise consistency with Atlas and Council frameworks, while incorporating 

updated construction estimates to account for revised costing that captures existing site 

constraints and development challenges.   

 

They form the foundation for revenue, cost, and risk calculations across both options. The 20% 

target profit margin serves as a benchmark hurdle rate, reflecting industry standards for 

assessing viability in high -density, mixed -use developments like this o ne.  

 

Revenue assumptions, particularly for residential sales, are grounded in market evidence, 

ensuring a realistic assessment.   

 

Below is a summary of the primary inputs, along with their values, sources, and notes.  

 

Revenue Assumptions  

• AH Revenue Discount: 25 % -  Indicative of being transferred to a CHP -  AH revenue 

discount consistent with previous Atlas modelling commissioned by Council  

• Commercial Rate ($/m ² GFA) -  $16,992 -  Consistent with previous Atlas modelling 

commissioned by Council.  
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• Market Residential Rate ($/m ² NSA): $16,500 -  Representing the upper bound of 

independent valuation advice and research conducted by Solve Property.  

 

Sales and Marketing  

• Sales & Marketing (%): 1.0% -  Consistent with previous Atlas modelling commissioned by 

Council  and Ku-ring-gai Affordable Housing Contribution Scheme.  

• Selling Costs  (%): 2.50% -  Consistent with previous Atlas modelling commissioned by 

Council  and Ku-ring-gai Affordable Housing Contribution Scheme.  

 

Tax and Rates  

• GST Rate (%): 9% -  Consistent with previous Atlas modelling commissioned by Council.  

 

Acquisition and Land  

• Acquisition Costs: $1,652,500 -  Consistent with previous Atlas modelling commissioned 

by Council.  

• Cost of Land: $26,500,000 -  Consistent with previous Atlas modelling commissioned by 

Council.  

 

Finance and Debt  

• Debt Ratio: 100.0% -  Consistent with Ku -ring-gai Affordable Housing Contribution 

Scheme.  

• Loan Costs: $ 639,368 -  Based on 0.35% of peak debt (100% debt financed) -  consistent 

with Ku-ring-gai Affordable Housing Contribution Scheme.  

• Interest: Interest during construction has been assessed on a high - level, conservative 

basis appropriate for comparative feasibility testing and applied consistently across all 

scenarios.  Consistent with previous Atlas modelling commissioned by Council.  

 

Legal and Valuation  

• Legals and Valuation Cost: $150,000 -  Consistent with previous Atlas modelling 

commissioned by Council.  

 

Developer Contributions  

• Developer Contributions (Full): $53,500 -  Consistent with previous Atlas modelling 

commissioned by Council.  

 

Construction Costs  

• Construction Cost: Based on EDC -  Estimated Development Cost report provided by 

Newton Fisher Group dated 17 November 2025.  

 

Profit and Viability  

• Target Profit Margin: 20% -  Consistent with previous Atlas modelling commissioned by 

Council Ku-ring-gai Affordable Housing Contribution Scheme benchmark hurdle rates.  
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9.3 Feasibility Scenario Comparison  

This section compares the viability outcomes of Option A, Option B, and Option C, as 

summarised in Table 9.2.  

 

All three scenarios assume an identical built form, yield and cost base, with feasibility outcomes 

driven solely by differences in the quantum and treatment of affordable housing.  

 

Table 9.21. Feasibility Scenario Comparison (Figures in $ Millions)  

Scenarios  Option A  Option B  Option C  

YIELD   

 Marketable Residential GFA (M2)  14,805  15,575 16,391 

 Marketable Residential NSA (M2)  12,552  13,206  13,897 

Infill AH GFA (M2)  2 ,986 2 ,986 2 ,986 

Infill AH NSA (M2)  2 ,530  2 ,530  2 ,530  

Council AH GFA (M2)  1,586 816 0 

Council AH NSA (M2)  1,345  691 0 

REVENUE   

 Residential Sales  $207.11 $217.90 $229.30  

 Affordable Housing Revenue  $31.31 $31.31 $31.31 

 Commercial / Retail Sales  $22.50  $22.50  $22.50  

 Gross Revenue  $260.92  $271.71 $283.11 

 Selling Costs  $6.52  $6.79 $7.08 

 GST  $18.83 $19.81 $20.85  

Net Revenue   $ 235.57  $ 245.11 $ 255.19 

ACQUISITION AND SALES COSTS   

 Cost of Land   $26.5  $26.5  $26.5  

 Acquisition Costs   $1.65 $1.65 $1.65 

 Sales and Marketing Costs   $2.07  $2.18 $2.29  

OTHER COSTS   

 Loan Costs   $0.64  $0.64  $0.64  

 Interest Cost   $30.22  $30.22  $30.22  

 Legals and Valuation Cost   $0.15 $0.15 $0.15 

 Developer Contributions   $9.63 $9.63 $9.63 

CONSTRUCTION COSTS   

 Demolition & Remediation   $0.52  $0.52  $0.52  

 Construction   $126.48 $126.48 $126.48 

 Consultant Fees   $6.35 $6.35 $6.35 

Authorities Fees (LSLL)  $0.35  $0.35  $0.35  

 Contingency   $6.35 $6.35 $6.35 

 Escalation   $2.54  $2.54  $2.54  

Construction Cost (excl GST)   $142.59 $142.59 $142.59 

Net Project Costs   $213.45 $213.56 $ 213.68 

PROFIT & LOSS   

 Target Profit (20% Project Costs)   37.39 37.41 37.44  

 Profit   22.11 31.55 41.51 

 Profit Margin   10.4% 14.8% 19.4% 

 Residual Land Value   11.22 20.63  30.58  

Source: Various , including Draft Affordable Housing Allocation – 810 Pacific Highway (11/26/2 5) 
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The modelling demonstrates that both Option A and Option B fall short of the 20% target profit 

margin, recording profit margins of approximately 10.4% and 14.8% respectively . In both 

scenarios, elevated overall development costs continue to erode profitability. These impacts 

are compounded by fixed and largely inelastic cost items, including land acquisition costs of 

$26.5 million, within a market context where residential sal es rates are constrained by 

independent valuation evidence.  

 

Option B , importantly, represents a clear improvement over Option A, increasing marketable 

residential floor area, lifting net revenue and improving residual land value.  

 

Option C is the preferred scenario , achieving a profit margin of approximately 19.4%. This 

scenario highlights the sensitivity of feasibility to changes to affordable housing allocations  and 

establishes a viable baseline against which the other scenarios can be assessed.  

9.5 Effective Affordable Housing Yield  

A critical outcome of the modelling is that, even where Council’s affordable housing 

contribution is reduced below 10 per cent or to nil, the proposal continues to deliver a 

substantial affordable housing outcome due to the fixed Housing SEPP requirement.  

 

This analysis demonstrates that:  

• the planning uplift is already being significantly captured for public benefit through the 

Housing SEPP mechanism  

• reducing Council’s contribution to a feasible level does not undermine overall 

affordable housing delivery  

• applying excessive cumulative contributions increases the risk of non -delivery and 

results in no housing or affordable housing outcome.  

 

9.6 Delivery Risk and Public -Interest Implications  

If cumulative affordable housing obligations exceed feasible thresholds, there is a material risk 

that: 

 

• development finance cannot be secured  

• construction is delayed or abandoned  

• neither market housing nor affordable housing is delivered.  

 

This risk is heightened by the site’s physical complexity, extended programme duration and 

capital intensity, as outlined in previous chapters . 

 

The policy intent of both the Housing SEPP and the Ku -ring-gai Local Environmental Plan 2015 is 

clear and aligned. As outlined in Chapter 5.1, the planning framework seeks to increase housing 

supply in accessible locations, deliver affordable housing outco mes alongside market housing, 

and support sustainable, transit -oriented communities within centres such as Gordon.  
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The feasibility assessment undertaken for this report has been prepared with those objectives in 

mind and reflects a genuine effort to identify a pathway that enables delivery of both housing 

and affordable housing on the subject site. However, the modelli ng demonstrates that the 

combined application of the Housing SEPP affordable housing requirement and the local 

affordable housing contribution contemplated under clause 6.14 of the KLEP cannot be realised 

in practice without rendering the development unvia ble.  

 

In this context, the issue is not a lack of policy alignment or intent, but the economic reality of 

delivering development on a constrained site within current market conditions. The evidence 

shows that the aspirational affordable housing outcomes generate d by the cumulative 

operation of State and local mechanisms exceed feasible thresholds and materially increase 

the risk of non -delivery. 

 

Of the scenarios tested, Option C represents the preferred scenario for  delivering a feasible 

and meaningful quantum of affordable housing on the site while also lowering risks and 

enabling the broader housing outcomes sought for the Gordon centre  (through delivery of both 

market-  and affordable housing).  

 

Importantly, this conclusion is consistent with the statutory framework. Clause 6.14(5) of the 

KLEP provides that the consent authority may impose a condition requiring an affordable 

housing contribution, rather than mandating such a contribution in all ci rcumstances. This 

discretionary wording expressly enables the consent authority to make a determination based 

on sound evidence, including demonstrated development viability and the public interest.  

 

In circumstances where the evidence establishes that the cumulative application of affordable 

housing mechanisms would sterilise development capacity and frustrate delivery of both market 

and affordable housing, reliance on the Housing SEPP pathway alone r epresents a 

proportionate, lawful and evidence -based outcome that best advances the underlying policy 

objectives.  
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Appendices  

Appendix A: Independent Valuation Advice  
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Sources: Tahir Khan AAPI CPV, Senior Director – CBRE Valuations Pty Ltd  
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Sources:  Frank Melani , Managing Valuer – M3 Property 
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Sources:  Dylan Dinte – Director, Residential Development and Nicholas Garnsey – Divisional Director, Government, Legal & 

Corporate, Cushman & Wakefield  
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Appendix B: Solve Property – Research  

 
Resales / Established Market  

• Reviewed over 200 records for calendar year 2025 YTD. After excluding non -

transactional entries (e.g. transfers, trusts, duplicates), there were approximately 116 

genuine sales transactions.  

• There are a few outliers (penthouses, unusually high results), but most resales sit around 

$10,000 to $13,000 per sqm (internal).  

• Based on logic that new development pricing equals established unit prices plus a 30% 

premium, this broadly aligns with Cushman’s view of $15,500 to $16,500 per sqm.  

 

Off -the-Plan (OTP)  

• There are limited new developments in Gordon and surrounding suburbs.  

• Northgrove, Gordon (26 –30 McIntyre Street): Asking from around $1.9M for a 3 -bedroom 

unit. Based on the lodged DA, this equates to approximately $15,700 per sqm (internal).  

• Lindfield: Two projects are currently marketed, but neither provides price information on 

their websites or on realestate.com.au.  

• Turramurra: Two contrasting products. The Gilroy (17 –21 Gilroy Road) is a more premium, 

boutique offering, while Finlay House (1456 –1456A Pacific Highway) is a more typical 

apartment project aimed at the broader market. Their pricing reflects this, at 

appr oximately $25,000 per sqm vs $16,000 per sqm respectively.  

• Roseville: There are many projects, though this is effectively a different market (more 

aligned with Chatswood/Roseville).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table  A.1. OTP Sales  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Sources:  Solve Property (5 December 2025)  


