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Entrance
Arrival framed by displays, with key vistas to all key public spaces and circulation system.



Entrance
Arrival framed by displays, with key vistas to all key public spaces and circulation system.



 Lower Ground Level Plan  



Link Galleries
Spatial variety provides diverse opportunities for displays at all levels.



 Lower Level 1 Plan  



 Lower Level 2 Plan  



Combination of large and small display spaces



 Lower Level 3 Plan  



 Upper Level Plan  



 Roof Level Plan  



Form Studies



Form Studies









Sustainability 
The University of Sydney’s Environmental Sustainability Policy, 2015, outlines 12 key objectives.  

The University of Sydney has an Environmental Sustainability Policy which was adopted in 2015.

1 Plan strategically for University-wide environmental sustainability

2 Integrate environmental sustainability into teaching, learning and research

3 Plan and develop environmentally sustainable buildings and infrastructure

4 Conserve and efficiently use energy and water resources

5 Reduce climate change impacts and manage the University’s carbon footprint

6 Conserve natural resources and minimise waste

7 Conserve and enhance biodiversity

8 Improve environmental sustainability of the University’s supply chain

9 Promote sustainable transport and mobility

10 Implement green lease clauses

11 Establish an environmental management system for faculties and PSUs

12 Promote environmentally sustainable investments



University of Sydney Sustainability Standard

The specific technical requirements of the Sustainability Standard 
are prescribed in the Sustainability Framework.

Within the Sustainability Framework individual measures detail 
specific design and infrastructure requirements to enhance 
sustainability of the project. 

Measures are grouped into the following categories:

a. Place making and Landscape

b. Leadership, Communication and Community Benefit

c. Healthy Environment

d. Resource Efficiency

e. Materials

f. Climate change and Infrastructure

Each sustainability measure is awarded a number of points, 
proportional to the sustainability benefit delivered by it. 

Most initiatives are awarded one, two or three points, but specific 
measures that provide a high level of operational savings and 
broader sustainability benefits are awarded higher points.

The Sustainability Framework benchmarks sustainability across 
different building types by using common sustainability ambition 
levels. 

There are four ambition levels available:

a. Bronze – corresponds to 65 - 69% of the total points available

b. Silver – corresponds to 70 - 74% of the total points available

c. Gold – corresponds to 75 - 79% of the total points available

d. Platinum – corresponds to >80% of the total points available

The sustainability ambition level for a project is established by the 
CIS Planning Team and the project team through the schematic 
design undertaken for Gateway 3 Project Endorsement and must be 
incorporated into the project design and delivery.

Projects must select from a menu of measures in the Sustainability 
Framework in order to achieve sufficient points to meet the 
sustainability ambition level. 

The Sustainability Framework includes a number of mandatory 
measures and discretionary measures. 

The total points needed to meet the project sustainability ambition 
level are achieved by implementing mandatory measures plus 
additional discretionary measures.

Sustainability 
Section 5 of the University’s Sustainability Standard outlines the technical compliance requirements for any project over $20M.

Bronze has been identified as the Sustainability ambition for the CCW Museum.

A detailed strategy for realising the identified sustainability ambition for the CCW Museum is being developed by the design team.



Sustainability Considerations for the CCW Museum
Good design is sustainable design.

Flexibility

> Modular structure and services that can accommodate many 
phases of change over the building’s lifespan

> Circulation system that allows spaces to be closed off without 
impacting visitor experience

> Circulation system that creates efficient and secure separation 
for FOH and BOH spaces

> Circulation system that enables specific functions such as 
lecture theatre to operate independently after hours without 
compromising museum security

Efficiency

> Layered approach to functional planning to minimise air 
infiltration to close control areas

> Maximise opportunities for multiplicity of use across all spaces

Energy & Natural Resources

> Integrate passive design principles

> Consider opportunities for on site energy generation

> Consider rain water capture and reuse

> Utilise natural lighting to reduce reliance on artificial lighting

> Maximising the thermal mass of the building to manage diurnal 
temperature change and thermal shock

> Use recycled materials, where possible and appropriate

> Integrate opportunities for natural ventilation and/or mixed mode 
ventilation where possible

> Integrate spaces to facilitate recycling of waste

Healthy Environment

> Consider internal amenity for occupied spaces that are below 
ground or do not have natural light

Total Museum Experience

> Maximise opportunities for multiplicity of use across all spaces

> Open building to use beyond conventional hours 

> Provide spaces to open up collections to new audiences



Design Excellence Criteria

1. DISTINCTIVE, VISUALLY INTERESTING & APPEALING
 A high standard of architectural design, encompassing:
a. a balanced, refined and sophisticated design expression;
b. well-considered composition of quality materials & 

detailing;
c. well resolved and legible spatial experiences, also engaging 

well with street interfaces

2. EQUITABLE, INCLUSIVE & DIVERSE
 External form and massing positively contributes to:
a. the wider public domain by the provision of well-integrated 

external spaces;
b. a visible, engaging and welcoming building frontage

3. CONTEXTUAL, LOCAL & OF ITS PLACE
 The proposed bulk, massing and modulation of the 

development is appropriate, and is in context with: 
a. existing view corridors, to and from the site;
b. the existing land uses;
c. the heritage and cultural environment;
d. its relationship to neighbouring buildings 

 The special character of the site is enhanced by the 
development through:

a. achieving appropriate interfaces at ground level between 
the building and the public domain;

b. excellence and integration of landscape design

4. FUNCTIONAL, RESPONSIVE & FIT FOR PURPOSE
 The building form and function will impact positively on the 

stakeholder’s use of the facility, its operations and 
organisational management structure.

 Appropriate functional planning that demonstrates a 
rational and legible utilisation of the internal layout, and can 
adapt to functional changes.

5. ENJOYABLE, SAFE & COMFORTABLE
 Spatial arrangements invite visitation and communal 

activities.
 Appropriate pedestrian, bicycle, vehicular, disabled and 

service access and circulation requirements are achieved, 
whilst maximising safety and avoiding conflicts.

6. VALUE-CREATING & COST-EFFECTIVE
 The development demonstrates, and has the potential to 

achieve, innovation in design, construction and/or 
utilisation.

 The design of the building is cost-effective, resilient and 
durable, whilst maintaining flexibility and encouraging 
social interaction.

7. SUSTAINABLE, EFFICIENT & DURABLE
 The principles of ecologically sustainable development are 

achieved through a well-designed building, including:
a. responsive to the local climate;
b. internal spaces that provide capacity for change of use over 

time
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 Presentation and Notes: Design Review
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1. 
 

W
elcom

e &
 Introduction 

D
L provided a recap from

 the previous D
RP M

eeting #
1, noting that:  

-
D

RP M
eeting #

1 w
as essentially an introduction to the project for panel 

m
em

bers, and illustrated the evolution of the JPW
 design on the new

 Fisher 
Tennis C

ourts site 
-

The D
esign Excellence Process w

as still in its infancy w
ithin C

IS, and as such w
ill 

continue to evolve  
-

Program
m

e and budget rem
ain tight project constraints 

-
D

RP m
ilestones w

ill likely be at the follow
ing stages of design developm

ent: 
30%

 (today) 
50%

 
90%

 (and perhaps one m
ore) 

N
ote 

2. 
 

D
esign Presentation U

pdate (30%
) 

G
D

 noted that JPW
 had put a great deal of thought into the design since D

RP#
1. The 

design being presented today is considered to be a m
ore cohesive solution to the 

challenging site and need to vertically stack the building over m
ultiple levels.   

N
ote 



                        C
C

W
M

D
e

sig
n

 R
e

vie
w

 P
a

n
e

l M
e

e
tin

g
 #

2

Salient points relating to the revised design presented: 

-
C

ross-sectional studies illustrate the floors stepping dow
n the site and 

plinths/platform
s; how

ever the low
er gallery is no longer a “dead end” space 

requiring back-tracking 
-

C
entral circulation spine introduced 

-
V

iew
s/vistas are greatly im

proved 
-

G
alleries are m

ore “connected” to the arrival hall 
-

G
allery floor plates are larger 

-
The distinction betw

een BO
H

 and FO
H

 uses is stronger 
-

Building structure is sim
pler, w

ith the central spine allow
ing structural spans to 

becom
e m

ore m
anageable 

-
The building em

braces the landscape m
ore convincingly that the earlier 

iteration 
-

The building now
 extends further to the east 

-
The m

assing and arrangem
ent of the external form

s are m
ore defined 

-
Strong presence from

 U
niversity Place 

-
V

ertical transportation (lifts) are now
 both placed on the northern side of the 

floor plan 
-

Lecture theatre now
 m

oved up one floor and is directly accessible from
 the 

entry hall 

3. 
 

Panel D
iscussion &

 C
om

m
entary  

Individual initial reactions and com
m

ents on the revised design: 

U
ser 

D
E provided advice from

 a stakeholder/user perspective:  

-
Functionality and flexibility is m

uch im
proved  

-
Flexibility and user experience is im

proved 
-

The visitor versus student entry experience is yet to be resolved 
-

V
ista through to V

ictoria Park gives great user experience 
-

N
oted that “tem

porary” exhibition space should be referred to only as 
exhibition spaces to avoid confusion  

-
C

onservation w
ork prefers natural light rather than artificial light hence its 

location w
ithin the top of the building is preferable 

H
eritage 

From
 a heritage aspect, IK advised the D

RP that: 

-
The location of the building and its form

 and scale has a high probability of 
m

eeting the H
eritage C

ouncil’s requirem
ents 

-
There are som

e concerns w
ith the eastern vehicular entry (loading dock) and 

the need to interface w
ell w

ith Baxter’s Lodge opposite 

G
D

 noted that the entrance to the dock w
ould be difficult to “m

ake pretty”; 
but that the aim

 w
ould be to draw

 out the sense of the building, allow
ing it 

to inform
 external spaces and enable the entry to becom

e one of the 
terraces.  

G
D

 noted that it w
as currently a field of ivy, w

hich ensured uniform
 coverage 

Buildability 

SB noted that the revised design presented som
e buildability opportunities through 

sim
plification and m

odularity.   

D
esign Review

 Panel 

M
T com

m
ented: 

-
The narrative and relationship betw

een the different parts of the building by 
the creation of a central space/spine (splitting the building into tw

o) appears 
to introduce an inherent functional disconnect w

hich needs further resolution  
-

M
T questioned w

hether or not a spine along the back of the building (along 
the Parram

atta Road side) had been considered, and w
hether or not the café 

w
as too prom

inent.  

N
ote 
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In response, G
D

 noted that the central spine created a central reference point 
and therefore a better experience for users since the functions are w

ell-
connected.  

G
D

 further noted that the blurred definition of inside/outside spaces is a 
good outcom

e. 

It w
as also noted that the flanking entry w

alls w
ill be used as part of the 

m
useum

 display. 

G
D

 noted that café w
ould be like the engine of the building and w

ould be 
seen as an inform

al m
eeting space. The café w

ould be purposed as an 
integral part of the space as it w

ould flow
 into the terrace areas 

-
The “labyrinthine” nature of the journey through the building has the potential 
to be a plus, and also m

aking the building appear larger 

KC
 com

m
ented: 

-
The arrangem

ent of the spaces and volum
es as depicted on the cross-sectional 

draw
ings is w

ell considered.  
-

The vistas created in the revised design are a positive contribution, as is the 
café and centralised entry/ circulation space 

-
KC

 noted that larger exhibition spaces on the sam
e level w

ill be m
uch m

ore 
functional.    

A
C

 com
m

ented:  

-
The building is too sm

all to be too concerned over w
hether it presents as being 

level or not.  
-

A
C

 noted that his counsel to JPW
 w

ould be that any proposition is ok; 
how

ever w
hat w

ill m
atter is the detail.   

-
A

ligning the m
ain entry door w

ith the (dom
estic scale) G

reat H
all door is not 

im
portant, or indeed, appropriate – visitors to the m

useum
 w

ill m
ost likely 

arrive from
 the direction of Fisher Library and w

alk into the length/side of the 
m

useum
; therefore this needs to be explored 

-
A

C
 believes that the m

useum
 as a sim

ple artefact, w
ith com

plex internal 
planning relationships, w

ill w
ork w

ell, citing Frank Lloyd W
right’s Kaufm

ann 
Residence (Fallingw

ater) as an exam
ple of a building w

ith linear grain, w
ith 

singularity being strongly evident, atm
ospheric and m

em
orable 

-
A

C
’s recom

m
endation w

as that design team
 should progress w

ith the revised 
design and focus m

ore on the detail as that is w
hat w

ill be im
portant. 

Further D
RP com

m
ents and points for further consideration/developm

ent: 

C
ontext 

-
C

ivil connection to the w
est (Q

uad) is im
portant 

-
Landscape “bleed” to the east (V

ictoria Park) requires m
ore w

ork 
-

Terracing to the south and the associate pedestrian approach is critical 

Plan &
 Functional A

rrangem
ent 

-
The concept of a central spine w

all in the landscape w
ith curated 

room
s/galleries off to the side has the potential to address the landscape w

ell 
-

N
oting that the building is doing m

ultiple things sim
ultaneously, the central 

circulation space/spine shouldn’t read as a “corridor” 
-

A
C

 challenged the requirem
ent for a foyer; how

ever D
E confirm

ed that this is 
required as a sense of arrival/pause and an environm

ental buffer 
-

Spatial relationships and break-ups to be further developed for the next D
RP 

M
eeting 

C
ross-Section  

-
The relationships of spaces and volum

es on the building cross-section is 
positive; but requires further resolution and integration w

ith floor plans 

Elevations 

-
The proposed breaking dow

n of the w
est elevation into three elem

ents and as 
a cerem

onial entry is supported; but be careful not to be too “bom
bastic” 
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M
ateriality 

-
This is w

ork-in-progress; how
ever G

D
 expressed a strong desire to use precast 

concrete, w
ith a m

ore lightw
eight m

aterial to the suspended upper floor 
facades 

4.
Program

m
e, M

ilestones &
 N

ext Steps 
Program

m
e rem

ains tight; 50%
 m

eeting to occur prior to C
hristm

as – currently 
proposed for 6 D

ecem
ber 2016.  

90%
 m

eeting to occur after Christm
as and 2 further m

eetings m
ay be required in m

id-
late January 2017.  

Buildings &
 Estates C

om
m

ittee (BEC
) endorsem

ent of the schem
atic design scheduled for 

1 M
arch 2017 

SSD
A

 lodgem
ent to im

m
ediately follow

ing BEC
. 

C
ost planning is occurring in parallel w

ith the schem
atic design – target construction 

value rem
ains at $50M

 

H
eritage C

ouncil presentation w
ith the current design option scheduled for 7 D

ecem
ber 

2016.  This w
ill be im

portant to alleviate the initial negative reaction from
 the H

C
 

regarding a building on this site. 

 

5.
C

losing C
om

m
ents

&
 W

rap U
p

-
D

RP com
m

ented that the JPW
 presentation w

as very good and the design 
change from

 the earlier D
RP M

eeting #
1w

as w
ell received 

-
The D

RP w
as com

fortable w
ith revised design approach and that at least the 

first five (5) of the seven (7) defined D
esign Excellence C

riteria have a high 
potential of being achieved  

-
There w

ere no fundam
ental issues noted (aside from

 potential concern from
 

regarding the central corridor, the splitting of spaces and the need to resolve 
the floor plans) 

-
N

oted that 12m
 structural grid is appropriate for galleries like these and that 

they can be easily re-configured into various sizes 
-

The internal experience has greatly im
proved; how

ever further refinem
ent 

w
as required  

-
D

RP m
em

bers to provide any w
ritten com

m
ents back to D

W
 prior to 16 

N
ovem

ber 2016   
-

N
oted that for the next m

eeting, the distribution of the draw
ings prior to, and 

during, the m
eeting w

ould be appropriate (Pow
erPoint presentation not 

necessary).  

 

6. 
 

N
ext M

eeting 
N

O
TE D

A
TE C

H
A

N
G

E: 
M

onday 12 D
ecem

ber 2016, 2:00pm
 – 3:30pm

 
C

IS Services Building G
12, M

eeting Room
 3 

 

 
 

The m
eeting closed at 3.00pm
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 Yiribana Gallery, AGNSW   



 Macleay Museum, circa 1910   



 Circulation System Options   

Circulation Zone defined 
by space between platforms as 

they step down site

Circulation Zone defined 
by space between blocks as 

they step down site



 Circulation System - First Concept   
 Multiple public levels linked with voids and stairs   

Temporary Exhibitions

Entry

Exhibition
CERC

BOH

GR

LG

LL1

UL

LL2



 Circulation System Options   
 Platforms stepping down slope define central circulation position   



 Circulation System Options   
 Stepped blocks define central organising public space   

GR

LG

LL1

UL

LL2



 Circulation System - Developed Concept   
 Principal exhibition spaces consolidated to 2 levels, and central void link space links all public spaces    

GR

LG

LL1

UL

LL2

LL3

CERC & BOH

Temporary Exhibitions

Cafe

Court / Terrace

Entry

Exhibition
Exhibition



 Circulation System Options   
 Stepped blocks define central organising public space   



 Site Planning Strategy   
 Walls define central organising public space   



 Site Planning Strategy   
 Blocks define central organising public space   



 Concept Long Section    

Exhibition

University Avenue

Victoria Park 

University Place

Exhibition

Entry

Exhibition

Cafe

BOH
Dock

BOH

CERC


