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ABSTRACT
Data centres increasingly underpin AI-enabled urban and regional systems, yet the reviewed literature is comparatively more developed for site suitability and completed-facility operations than for the intermediate project-commitment decision. This conceptual paper develops the Data-Centre Delivery Readiness (DCDR) Framework for large, grid-connected projects. DCDR is the time-specific, evidence-governed state of a site-configuration alternative indicating whether it is fit to be presented to accountable decision-makers for project commitment. Using a design-theory-informed conceptual model-building approach, it integrates data-centre siting, construction front-end planning, information management, infrastructure justice and decision-support theory. At a defined decision time, each alternative is represented by its site, current configuration, available evidence package and Community Legitimacy and Justice conditions. Six proposed core readiness gates assess Grid and Energisation; Water and Cooling; Planning and Land; Environment and Biodiversity; Programme and Delivery Capability; and Community Legitimacy and Justice. The decision logic is hierarchical: any failed gate produces Reject; otherwise, any Unknown gate or unaccepted critical evidence produces Withhold; one or more accepted Conditional gates produce Conditionally ready; and Commitment-ready requires every gate to Pass, with all required critical evidence accepted by authorised decision-makers. Five design propositions are operationalised through Delivery Decision Requirements, a project-specific Gate Register and a human-authorised decision-support architecture. An illustrative Sydney decision scenario demonstrates how changing evidence and gate conditions produce the four readiness states but does not constitute empirical validation. The contribution is an evidence-governed construction-informatics framework for progressing from site suitability to project commitment, rather than a siting algorithm or implemented AI system. Within the bounded review, no framework was identified that combines these technical, evidential, delivery and justice conditions at the project-commitment stage.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Artificial intelligence is often represented as immaterial or cloud-based, yet its expansion depends on land, buildings, substations, cooling systems, water pathways and timely electricity access. Data centres are core urban AI infrastructure whose development redistributes demands on electricity, water, land and labour, while placing additional pressure on public-sector planning and regulatory capacity (Tiwari, 2026; Cugurullo et al., 2025). The IEA estimates that data centres consumed about 415 TWh in 2024 and could consume about 945 TWh in its uncertain 2030 Base Case (IEA, 2025). Australia has issued national expectations concerning clean energy or storage, infrastructure cost sharing, flexibility, water, workforce, local capability and community engagement (Australian Government, 2026). By March 2026, 11 large projects representing 5.4 GW were progressing through the National Electricity Market (NEM) transmission connection process, with timing dependent partly on project readiness and system conditions (AEMO, 2026). On 17 August 2026, NSW released a Data Centre Policy Framework and Guidelines covering environmental efficiency, no net community cost, additional energy and water supply, community benefit, supply chains and skills. Projects meeting the measures may receive a 75-day assessment commitment while remaining subject to statutory planning, environmental and consultation requirements (NSW Government, 2026). Federal energy and water requirements were also proposed, while Australian Energy Market Commission (AEMC) Package 2 remained at draft-determination stage (Prime Minister of Australia, 2026a; AEMC, 2026). On 26 August 2026, National Cabinet subsequently agreed that large data centres have material impacts on energy, water and land use, and that the Commonwealth will work with the states and territories to develop consistent mandatory national standards covering those areas alongside skills and training, with legislation planned for early 2027 and detailed thresholds and duties still to be published as of August 2026 (Prime Minister of Australia, 2026b). These developments make evidence maturity and delivery capability front-end construction concerns.
Research support remains uneven across this decision chain. Regional studies identify the spatial concentration of AI activity and public-cloud capacity (Bratanova et al., 2022; Lehdonvirta et al., 2025), while site-selection research ranges from multicriteria and geospatial screening (Covas et al., 2013; Daim et al., 2013; Arzumanyan et al., 2025; Tiwari et al., 2026) to joint location-configuration optimisation (Wang et al., 2023) and reliability-gated power-system siting (Kim et al., 2026). Kim et al. (2026), for example, integrate grid-reliability screening with firm, pause and shift flexibility envelopes to identify interconnection-ready locations for large flexible loads. Birahim (2026) similarly proposes auditable interconnection obligations relating to clean power, grid services and heat recovery. These studies provide important upstream precedents, but they do not specify how a project should progress from comparative site suitability to evidence-governed project commitment across grid, water, cooling, planning, environmental approval, procurement, programme and community evidence. They also do not formalise evidence maturity, Community Legitimacy and Justice, or retained human authorisation as components of delivery readiness. 
A site is not delivery-ready merely because it performs well in a regional or spatial screen. Proximity to a substation does not establish spare capacity, connection feasibility or a credible energisation date (Kim et al., 2026; Birahim, 2026). Proximity to water does not establish servicing capacity, entitlement or an approved cooling pathway, particularly because water demand varies with climate and technical configuration (Lei et al., 2025). Regional environmental screening does not replace statutory mapping, site investigation or project approval (Terrestrial Ecosystem Research Network (TERN), 2026), and consultation activity alone does not establish procedural legitimacy (Gross, 2007; Moffat and Zhang, 2014; Monstadt and Saltzman, 2025). Construction front-end planning similarly demonstrates the importance of resolving utilities, approvals, environmental constraints and project unknowns before execution (Bingham and Gibson, 2017). Data-centre delivery extends this problem across tightly coupled energy, water, digital, environmental, social and programme systems.
Within the reviewed literature, research is comparatively developed at two ends of the data-centre lifecycle. Site selection denotes the upstream process of identifying and comparing locations, while site suitability is the comparative property or assessment outcome assigned to a candidate location. Regional and site-screening studies support this location intelligence through demand mapping, multicriteria assessment, geospatial analysis and joint site-configuration modelling (Bratanova et al., 2022; Lehdonvirta et al., 2025; Arzumanyan et al., 2025; Tiwari et al., 2026; Wang et al., 2023; Kim et al., 2026). A separate operational literature examines how workload, server efficiency, cooling design and infrastructure configuration affect energy, water and life-cycle performance (Lei et al., 2025; Alissa et al., 2025). The less developed middle is Data-Centre Delivery Readiness: the time-specific condition of a site-configuration alternative supported by decision-fit evidence, legitimacy and delivery capability. Project commitment is the organisational decision boundary at which an authorised body may decide whether that alternative is sufficiently mature to progress. The construction-information problem is therefore not merely to rank alternatives, but to manage time-sensitive evidence, preserve consistent boundaries, trace configuration changes, identify failed or unresolved conditions and withhold commitment when critical evidence is missing or unfit.
Accordingly, the paper addresses three research questions: (1) How can a data-centre site-configuration alternative be represented so that its site, configuration, evidence maturity and community legitimacy remain distinct but connected over time? (2) Which non-compensatory gates govern progression from a provisionally suitable location to a commitment-ready project? (3) What decision-support behaviours are required when evidence is incomplete, expired, contradictory or incompatible? The paper makes four contributions. First, it formalises Data-Centre Delivery Readiness through four states: Reject, Withhold, Conditionally ready and Commitment-ready. Second, it derives five Delivery Decision Requirements that translate the conceptual propositions into observable information-system behaviours. Third, it maps those requirements to a project-specific Gate Register, Evidence and Decision Ledger, and proposed human-authorised decision-support architecture. Fourth, it uses an illustrative Sydney decision scenario as a design probe. The paper does not claim novelty for siting, optimisation, gate logic, justice concepts or AI individually. Its integration-specific contribution is the formal separation of site suitability from delivery readiness and the use of evidence-sensitive, non-compensatory gates to determine whether a site-configuration alternative should be rejected, withheld, treated as conditionally ready or presented to authorised decision-makers as commitment-ready. The framework is conceptual and empirically testable, not a universal siting index or validated AI artefact.
2. THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS
2.1 Strategic compute need, site suitability and configuration
The location question begins at the regional scale. Strategic compute need reflects AI-intensive users, locality and sovereignty requirements, gaps in existing compute supply and expected growth. Australian AI business, patent and labour-market activity is geographically clustered, while public-cloud compute has a measurable physical geography (Bratanova et al., 2022; Lehdonvirta et al., 2025). These indicators can explain why a city-region may require or attract capacity; they cannot establish parcel viability or whether demand must be hosted locally. Site suitability is a separate comparative construct. Established models consider power, fibre, climate, land, hazards, transport, water, market conditions and social effects. Covas et al. (2013) use outranking to avoid collapsing incommensurable dimensions into one fully compensatory score. Arzumanyan et al. (2025) combine machine-learning feature importance with multicriteria geospatial analysis, while Tiwari et al. (2026) combine spatial clustering with GIS-based suitability analysis. Wang et al. (2023) go further by jointly optimising location, scale, cooling technology and power-supply mix, and Kim et al. (2026) couple reliability gates with firm, pause and shift flexibility envelopes. These studies establish that site and configuration are interdependent. The unresolved construction question is when a site-configuration alternative has sufficient authoritative evidence, institutional legitimacy and programme certainty to support accountable commitment.
2.2 Evidence maturity, environmental context and delivery readiness
Delivery readiness marks the transition from a plausible site option to an evidence-supported project commitment. Evidence maturity concerns authority, status, version, scope, boundary and decision relevance, not merely document availability. Evidence acceptance is a project-governance judgement of fitness for the stated decision purpose against the approved Gate Register, and remains conditional on scope, version, validity and decision time. Connection offers, water advice, planning conditions, approvals, cost plans, procurement status and programmes can mature or expire at different rates. This extends ISO 19650 information-management principles into an explicit commitment test (ISO, 2018a, 2018b) and reflects data centres' multiple infrastructural timescapes (Velkova and Plantin, 2023). The August 2026 NSW Guidelines similarly turn broad policy expectations into evidence requirements, but do not by themselves establish project readiness (NSW Government, 2026).
The environmental context illustrates the distinction between screening and commitment evidence. TERN’s Landscape Monitoring platform provides regional climate, fire, vegetation, soil and terrain products that can support preliminary comparisons of cooling climate, water balance, drainage and earthworks exposure, ecological sensitivity and bushfire context (TERN, 2026). Lei et al. (2025) show that workload-level water use varies substantially with server efficiency, grid water intensity, utilisation, cooling design and climate. Water and environmental performance are therefore site- and configuration-specific. TERN products do not determine statutory hazard status, water entitlement, geotechnical conditions or environmental approval. Before commitment, screening information must be corroborated by statutory mapping, utility advice, site investigation, ecological surveys and accepted design evidence.
2.3 Community Legitimacy and Justice
Data-centre location is also a question of social sustainability and democratic legitimacy. Monstadt and Saltzman (2025) trace how conflicts over electricity, land, resources and residual heat prompted governance reform in the Amsterdam Metropolitan Area. A recent governance review likewise synthesises siting criteria, local impacts and anticipatory governance for data centres (Young, 2026); it does not, however, provide readiness states, evidence-maturity logic, non-compensatory gate semantics or retained human authorisation, which are the present framework's contribution. Rone (2024) documents contestation over energy and water use, landscape effects, secrecy, employment, local benefits and participation in North Holland, while Ngata et al. (2025) report health concerns, water use, noise, infrastructure strain and economic burdens around Northern Virginia's Data Center Alley. More general infrastructure research shows that procedural and outcome fairness affect legitimacy, while trust, contact quality, perceived risks and benefits shape social licence (Gross, 2007; Moffat and Zhang, 2014). Objection counts therefore measure mobilisation, not the quality and fairness of the project-community relationship.
This paper treats Community Legitimacy and Justice (CLJ) as a multidimensional governance condition comprising procedural justice, distribution of burdens and benefits, recognition of affected groups, and trust and accountability. The first three dimensions build on the established distributional, recognition and procedural framing of energy justice (Jenkins et al., 2016). Distribution includes employment, training, procurement opportunities, infrastructure costs and environmental burdens. In Australian applications, recognition should include Traditional Owners and First Nations interests where land, water, cultural heritage or place-based rights are affected. CLJ is not a universal score or a mechanism for optimising away opposition; it can alter the preferred site, configuration, mitigation, commitments or readiness classification over time.
3. RESEARCH DESIGN 	AND FRAMEWORK DEVELOPMENT
This study adopts a design-theory-informed conceptual model-building approach. Jaakkola (2020) supports development of constructs, relationships and decision rules, while Gregor and Jones (2007) guide specification of purpose, propositions, design principles and illustrative instantiation. The unit of analysis is a site-configuration alternative at a stated decision time. A bounded, purposive review of academic and primary policy sources available to 25 August 2026 combined data-centre terminology with site selection, front-end planning, project delivery, information management, infrastructure justice, community legitimacy and decision support across major scholarly databases, selected CIB proceedings and Australian policy sources. The review was conceptual rather than systematic or exhaustive.
Framework development followed three analytical steps. First, the literature was synthesised to distinguish site suitability, configuration, evidence maturity, CLJ and DCDR, addressing RQ1. Second, each delivery domain was examined in terms of its critical constraint, affected decision, required evidence and consequence of missing or conflicting evidence, producing the six non-compensatory gates for RQ2. Third, the constructs and gate logic were translated into four readiness states, five Delivery Decision Requirements, a Gate Register and a human-authorised decision-support architecture, addressing RQ3. A deliberately constructed Sydney scenario was used as a design probe for explanatory completeness, not predictive accuracy, representativeness or system performance. Novelty claims are bounded to the reviewed sources.
4. DATA-CENTRE DELIVERY READINESS FRAMEWORK
4.1 Site-configuration alternative decision state and readiness function
Data-Centre Delivery Readiness is evaluated for a site-configuration alternative rather than for a site in isolation. Data-Centre Delivery Readiness is the time-specific, evidence-governed state of a site-configuration alternative indicating whether it is fit to be presented to accountable decision-makers for project commitment. For alternative i at decision time t, Equation (1) defines the candidate decision state as the combination of the site, its time-varying physical and operating configuration, the evidence package available at that time, and the structured Community Legitimacy and Justice condition.
	
	(1)


where:
·  is the decision state of a site-configuration alternative at decision time ; 
·   is the site or parcel associated with alternative i; 
·  is the physical and operating configuration; 
· is the evidence package available for site-configuration alternative i at time t; individual records may be accepted, provisional, superseded, conflicting or unresolved; and 
·  is the multidimensional CLJ vector comprising procedural, distributional, recognition, and trust and accountability dimensions; these dimensions are not summed into a universal score

The candidate decision state provides the common basis for evidence acceptance and gate evaluation. Each evidence record retains source, date, authority, version, scope, boundary and validity status. Let  denote the evidence package available for site-configuration alternative i at decision time t, and let denote the subset accepted as fit for the applicable project-specific gate criteria. Evidence may therefore be available without being accepted where it is provisional, expired, superseded, conflicting or under challenge. Let  denote the six critical gates: Grid and Energisation (GE), Water and Cooling (WC), Planning and Land (PL), Environment and Biodiversity (EB), Programme and Delivery Capability (PDC), and Community Legitimacy and Justice (CLJ). For each , the function  returns Pass, Conditional, Fail or Unknown. The project-specific Gate Register specification records the criterion, minimum evidence, source hierarchy, currency rule, evidence owner, decision authority and closure requirement. Equation (2) defines the corresponding Fail, Unknown and Conditional gate sets; gates outside these sets are Pass.
		​
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where:
·  is the set of critical gates; 
·  is the state of gate j for a site-configuration alternative i at time t under its approved Gate Register specification; 
· is the set of gates evaluated as Fail; 
· is the set of gates evaluated as Unknown; and 
· is the set of gates evaluated as Conditional.

Let = 1 only when  satisfies the approved minimum evidence requirements across the critical gates; otherwise = 0. Data-Centre Delivery Readiness is then represented by the provisional classification, obtained by applying the gate-state sets and evidence-acceptance condition to the candidate decision state. Equation (3) defines this readiness function.
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Equation (3) applies a hierarchical, non-compensatory rule. Any Fail determines Reject. In the absence of Fail, any Unknown gate or unaccepted required critical evidence determines Withhold. Only after those conditions are absent can accepted Conditional gates determine Conditionally ready; Commitment-ready requires every critical gate to Pass with the required evidence accepted. Performance in one domain cannot offset a failed or unresolved critical requirement. Commitment-ready is therefore a decision-support classification, not statutory consent, financing approval, corporate investment approval, contractual notice to proceed or project authorisation. 
The sponsor should approve gate criteria before alternatives are compared. A multidisciplinary panel should include the developer and relevant grid, water, planning, environmental, commercial, programme, delivery-capability and community specialists, with Traditional Owner or First Nations representatives or advisers where rights or cultural heritage are affected. The Gate Register records each criterion, minimum evidence, source hierarchy, currency rule, evidence owner, decision authority and closure requirement. A domain lead proposes the state; governance Gate 1 accepts evidence, Gate 2 challenges interpretation and unresolved conflict, and Gate 3 authorises the classification. These governance gates are distinct from the six delivery-domain gates. Digital or AI tools may retrieve and flag evidence, but do not set thresholds, resolve normative disputes or authorise commitment.
4.2 Propositions and Delivery Decision Requirements
Equations (1) to (3) operationalise five propositions. P1 asserts that regional need does not determine site viability. P2 treats site and configuration as co-evaluated factors. P3 states that environmental context can modify alternatives and gate status. P4 proposes that Community Legitimacy and Justice influence configuration and site admissibility. P5 states that failed gates prevent progression and unknown critical evidence requires withholding. Figure 1 summarises these relationships, while Table 1 translates them into Delivery Decision Requirements. The requirements define observable system behaviour; project-specific thresholds remain the responsibility of the authorised gate panel.
[image: ]
Figure 1: Seven-stage pathway for data-centre delivery readiness and accountable human authorisation.

Table 1: Conceptual propositions and Delivery Decision Requirements.
	Prop.
	Conceptual relationship
	Delivery Decision Requirement and observable behaviour

	P1
	Regional need does not establish site viability.
	DDR1: Separate demand indicators from parcel evidence; demand cannot override a failed gate.

	P2
	Site and configuration are co-evaluated.
	DDR2: Link site and configuration; propagate changes across grid, water, carbon, cost and programme.

	P3
	Environmental context modifies alternatives and gate status.
	DDR3: Record source, scale, authority, currency and validity; replace screening proxies before commitment.

	P4
	Community Legitimacy and Justice shape configuration and site admissibility.
	DDR4: Treat participation, burdens, benefits, recognition, trust and commitments as auditable evidence.

	P5
	Failed gates preclude progression; unknown evidence requires withholding.
	DDR5: Apply pre-agreed gate criteria and minimum evidence requirements. Each gate records its evidence owner, currency rule and approval authority. Fail results in Reject; Unknown or unaccepted critical evidence results in Withhold.



5. PROPOSED DECISION-SUPPORT ARCHITECTURE AND ILLUSTRATIVE SCENARIO
5.1 Human-authorised decision-support architecture 
The proposed architecture is conceptual and implementation-neutral. A Gate Register and Evidence and Decision Ledger could operate through conventional project systems or rules-based workflows and later through knowledge graphs, retrieval systems, digital twins or agentic tools. The theoretical requirement is preservation of gate criteria, provenance, currency, conflict status and accountable human decision rights, not a particular software stack. External requirements, including the NSW Data Centre Guidelines, may be encoded as gate criteria, but claimed compliance remains evidence for review rather than automatic proof of Commitment-ready status.
The approved Gate Register defines project-specific criteria and evidence requirements. The Evidence and Decision Ledger records source, version, date, scope, boundary, authority, evidence status, conflict status, resolution or dissent, conditions, owners and review triggers. Domain analyses assess GE, WC, PL, EB, PDC and CLJ, with cost and embodied carbon treated as comparative dimensions unless a binding threshold makes them non-compensatory. The cross-domain readiness coordination function compares dependencies, checks evidence status against the Gate Register, surfaces conflicts and applies Equation (3) to produce a draft readiness assessment. Unresolved authoritative conflicts are routed to Gate 2 rather than reconciled autonomously. Gate 3 retains accountable human authorisation, and authorised decisions and conditions return to the ledger.
Conflicts are distinguished as evidential or normative. Evidential conflict occurs when relevant sources disagree because of different versions, dates, scopes, assumptions, authorities or boundaries. Both sources remain visible in the ledger and the affected gate remains Unknown until Gate 2 accepts an interpretation or requests more evidence. Where disagreement concerns rights, values, distribution of burdens or the legitimacy of a proposed condition rather than the factual status of evidence, the system records and escalates the disagreement; it does not infer consensus or resolve the normative issue computationally. The ledger records affected-group positions, relevant justice dimensions, proposed mitigation, outstanding commitments and unresolved dissent rather than converting disagreement into a sentiment score. Gate 3 may accept explicit conditions, require further engagement or retain Withhold.
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Figure 2: Evidence-governed and human-authorised architecture for data-centre delivery readiness.

5.2 Illustrative Sydney Decision Scenario
The following scenario is a deliberately constructed design probe used to test the explanatory completeness of the framework by traversing all four readiness states. It is not a representative project case, an empirical validation exercise or evidence of predictive performance. Regional indicators suggest a strong strategic case. Site A has excellent fibre and market access, but its firm-load configuration lacks a credible connection date, has an unresolved water pathway and presents a sensitive community interface. Because GE is Fail, Equation (3) classifies Site A as Reject. Site A2 introduces staged energisation, workload flexibility and dry or hybrid heat rejection. No gate fails, but environmental and engagement evidence remain Unknown, so the state is Withhold.
Site B has a documented connection pathway, compatible land use, lower preliminary environmental sensitivity and earlier stakeholder engagement. Closed-loop liquid cooling aligns with the rack-density roadmap and reduces direct water exposure, although whole-system performance still depends on heat rejection, electricity, noise, commissioning and vendor interfaces. Published evidence indicates that advanced cooling configurations can materially reduce life-cycle emissions, energy demand and blue-water use, although outcomes remain configuration-specific (Alissa et al., 2025). For Site B, the minimum evidence set is accepted, while water, geotechnical, ecological and community gates remain Conditional, with evidence owners and closure actions assigned. Equation (3) therefore classifies Site B as Conditionally ready. Once those conditions are closed and all critical gates pass, Site B+ becomes Commitment-ready. The sequence demonstrates that readiness is not an intrinsic or permanent property of a site: the decision state changes as configuration, evidence and gate conditions change at successive decision times.

Table 2: Illustrative progression through the four DCDR readiness states.
	State
	Determining condition
	Classification
	Required action

	A
	GE = Fail
	Reject
	Reconfigure or discontinue

	A2
	No Fail; EB or CLJ = Unknown, or critical evidence unaccepted
	Withhold
	Obtain and accept missing evidence

	B
	No Fail or Unknown; at least one Conditional gate
	Conditionally ready
	Close assigned conditions

	B+
	All gates Pass; minimum evidence accepted
	Commitment-ready
	Submit for Gate 3 human authorisation


6. DISCUSSION AND VALIDATION AGENDA
6.1 Nature of the contribution
The framework integrates established but fragmented concerns: site-configuration optimisation (Wang et al., 2023), grid-feasible siting under flexibility envelopes (Kim et al., 2026), auditable interconnection obligations (Birahim, 2026), data centres as urban AI infrastructure (Tiwari, 2026), and governance of environmental and social burdens (Monstadt and Saltzman, 2025; Cugurullo et al., 2025). Its contribution is the transition from comparative site suitability to evidence-governed project commitment. The unit of analysis is a time-dependent site-configuration alternative, configuration, evidence package and CLJ condition. Within the bounded review, no construction-informatics framework was identified that combines these elements at project level.
The framework occupies the middle of a broader lifecycle. Location intelligence identifies strategically and spatially plausible alternatives. Delivery intelligence describes the process of testing whether a specific site-configuration alternative has the authoritative evidence, legitimacy and delivery capability required for commitment. Operations intelligence then optimises the commissioned facility using telemetry and workload data. The formal contribution is Data-Centre Delivery Readiness, not the generic phrase delivery intelligence. For construction informatics, the framework shifts attention from information availability to evidence-governed commitment and calibrated withholding.

6.2 Validation, falsifiability and limitations
Validation should proceed in three stages. First, co-design workshops should test construct clarity, gate completeness, evidence hierarchies and decision responsibilities. Second, subject to access and ethics approval, a retrospective temporal-replay study could reconstruct about 6-10 de-identified Australian projects at 3-5 historical decision dates. Independent reviewers would assign gate states and classifications, enabling inter-rater agreement, evidence completeness, classification stability, false-positive Commitment-ready outcomes, false-negative Withhold or Reject outcomes, and sensitivity to evidence expiry to be assessed. Third, a prospective multidisciplinary pilot could compare framework-supported review with current practice or a simpler rules-based process using decision time, evidence-gap detection, conflict visibility, reviewer workload and classification changes. These ranges are indicative design targets.
The framework requires revision if practitioners cannot distinguish its constructs, gate states cannot be assigned reliably, classifications do not explain observed transitions, or evidence governance produces premature Commitment-ready decisions or excessive withholding. The study remains conceptual and bounded: the review was targeted; the six gate specifications are project and jurisdiction dependent; NSW policy is evolving; TERN products are screening inputs rather than approvals; CLJ is neither a universal score nor proof of unanimous support; and the Sydney design probe omits site-specific engineering, cost and primary community research. Future CLJ operationalisation must be co-designed with affected communities and rights holders. These limitations prevent the framework from being mistaken for a validated tool or approval pathway.
7. CONCLUSION
Data-centre projects provide a demanding test of whether construction informatics can connect site suitability to accountable project commitment. This paper developed the Data-Centre Delivery Readiness Framework, in which regional compute need establishes the strategic case, site and time-varying configuration are co-evaluated, environmental context and multidimensional CLJ shape gate status, and priority-ordered critical gates determine readiness. Five propositions were translated into Delivery Decision Requirements and mapped to a proposed human-authorised decision-support architecture that could later be implemented through rules, knowledge models, retrieval or AI tools. The central proposition is that a site-suitable alternative should not become Commitment-ready merely because it ranks favourably as a location. Commitment requires the current site-configuration alternative to satisfy all critical gates with decision-fit evidence accepted by designated human authorities. The four readiness states and six proposed core gates provide a reusable basis for empirical validation, project-specific Gate Registers, digital Evidence and Decision Ledgers and cross-jurisdictional comparison. Commitment-ready does not replace development consent, financing approval, a final investment decision or notice to proceed. Future work should publish a versioned Gate Register specification and synthetic or de-identified benchmark for independent implementation and testing.
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