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 1 INTRODUCTION 
 

1. I have been engaged by Norton Rose Fulbright on behalf of WB & M Gilbo to review the landscape 
architectural matters arising from Amendment C106.  I was originally engaged in January 2020 to 
prepare a visual assessment of the Spring Hill Cone in order to determine a logical extent of 
development around it that would adequately protect the sense of the Cone in the broader 
landscape. 
 

2. Subsequently I have been engaged to present that assessment to the Panel and to respond to any 
additional landscape matters that may arise. 
 

3. In preparing this report I have: 
• inspected the subject site and surrounds; 
• reviewed the exhibited PSP and supporting documents; 
• reviewed the Beveridge North-West Landscape and Visual Assessment report by Planisphere; 
and 
• reviewed the proposed urban design plans for the subject site. 
 
 

2 THE SITE 
 

4. The site is located west of the Hume Freeway, directly adjacent to the Northern Highway interchange, 
as shown in Figure 2.1 opposite.  The site is currently used as grazing land and contains two 
residential dwellings in the north-western portion of the site, with one on the eastern boundary near 
the site’s north-west corner and another some 400m to the west-south-west.  Additionally, there is a 
number of farming buildings around the property. 
 

5. As the land is primarily used for grazing, there is limited vegetation around the site.  The majority of 
this vegetation is native, though there are some exotic trees scattered around and particularly so in 
the vicinity of the two houses on the site.  The vegetation is predominantly along roadways, paddock 
boundaries and property lines, in the form of shelter belts.  There are a few isolated clumps of native 
trees within paddocks. 
 

6. There is a sizeable dam toward the northern end of the eastern boundary as well as a number of 
smaller dams in the south-east of the property.  Additionally, there is a large water tank 
approximately 100m west of the eastern boundary dwelling. 
 

 
Figure 2.1 – Location of the subject site. 

 
Figure 2.2 – The subject site. 
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7. The most prominent feature of the site is the Spring Hill Cone, the high point of which sits 
immediately to the north of the site.  The Cone’s slopes continue south of the northern property line, 
into the subject site. 

 
8. The Beveridge North-West Landscape and Visual Assessment (Planisphere,2014) notes that the 

Cone is “part of a series of cones that run north-south in the centre of the wider valley.  It has few 
trees which is typical of the hill cones and a rocky pasture surface. 
The Hill provides 360 degree views to Wallan, Beveridge and also to Melbourne City.” (P33) 

 
9. Victorian Resources Online describes it as a “Lava cone with crater” and notes that it is “the 

youngest volcano in the Wallan-Yuroke lava field.”  It goes on to note that “Springs Hill is a circular 
lava cone made of numerous short flows of think liquid lava that outcrop as narrow terraced benches 
on the west and northwest sides. Lava outcrops display clear flow structures. On the summit of 
Springs Hill is an arcuate ridge composed of five small vents from which issued thin effusive lava 
flows. There is a thin flow of limburgitic andesine basalt extending from the highest of these to the 
base of the hill.”  
(http://vro.agriculture.vic.gov.au/dpi/vro/portregn.nsf/pages/pp_eruption_points_wd6) 

 
 

3 PLANNING CONTEXT 
 

10. The Beveridge North West Precinct Structure Plan (August 2019) identifies a number of features on 
and around the subject site, as shown in Figures 3.1 and 3.2 opposite.  It defines the high points of 
the Spring Hill Cone and the areas of steep slope around it, as well as vegetation and stony outcrop 
areas around the broader cone area. 
 

11. In relation to Spring Hill and other prominent topography in the area, the PSP contains a number of 
objectives, requirements and guidelines. 
 

12. The “Vision” for the area (Section 2.1) notes that: 
“The precinct will be defined by its high-quality residential neighbourhoods - located between 
ridgelines, prominent volcanic cones and rolling hills.” (P6) 
  

 
Figure 3.1 – The subject site within the PSP’s Precinct Features Plan. 

 
Figure 3.2 – Detail of the subject site within the PSP’s Precinct Features Plan. 
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13. In the Implementation section, the PSP (P10) requires that: 

“Subdivision layouts, lot diversity and housing typologies must respond to the natural features of the 
area, including (but not limited to): 
• topographical features and slopes 
• landscape Values”. 
 

14. In the same section, guideline G5 says that “Significant landscape features, such as high points, 
vegetation, open space and waterways, should be used as focal points for view lines along streets.” 
 

15. Requirement R4 of the Housing section notes that: 
“Development along the Sensitive Interface Areas identified in Plan 5 must respond to and achieve 
the outcomes identified in Table 2.” 
 

16. As can be seen on the excerpt from Plan 5 in Figure 5.3 opposite, the site is affected by three of the 
categories of Sensitive Interface Areas.  
 

17. The excerpt from Table 2 (P13) below identifies the requirements for development within those 
Sensitive Interface Areas affecting the subject site as follows: 

 

18. Under requirement R5, Topography, “Subdivision and development applications for land on slope 
greater than 10% must respond to and address the dwelling construction methods as indicated by 
Figures 1, 2 & 3 and Table 5.”  It goes on to note that “Alternative responses utilising suspended 
floors instead of split levels will also be considered.”  (P12) 
 

19. These three figures and Table 5 are shown in Figure 3.4 below.  The diagrams show how housing is 
to be constructed on the various slope categories and demonstrates the ability to do so in an 
acceptable fashion. 

 
  

 
 

 
 
 
Figure 3.3 – Detail of the subject site’s Sensitive Interface Areas (Excerpt from PSP Plan 5). 
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Figure 3.4 – PSP’s Page 16, showing figures 1, 2 and 3, as well as Table 5. 
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20. The VPA engaged Planisphere to prepare a landscape and visual assessment of the Beveridge North 
West precinct.  Key elements of that assessment are reproduced in the Beveridge North West – Draft 
Background Report – August 2019. 
 

21. The Background Report identified three distinct landscape character areas, with one being the Spring 
Hill Cone area. It noted “The Spring Hill Cone has the highest significance of the three identified 
landscape character areas. This character area is considered more significant due to its high visibility 
from long and short distances and the quality of the landscape.” 

 
22. In the “Outcomes & Recommendations” section, the report states that in relation to Landscape 

Character Areas, “Spring Hill Cone: retain the smooth land form and rock outcropped surface free of 
building.”   

 
23. It goes on under “Landform” to make a number of recommendations as follows: 

• Retain Spring Hill Cone as a significant visual landmark in the area. 
• Utilise high points to provide public views over the surrounding landscape. 
• Development on undulating landforms should incorporate larger lot sizes and frontages to allow 

for more sensitive development. 
• Buildings on steeper slopes (eg. >20%) should be avoided. 
• Design roadways to minimise development on uphill side of roadways 
 

24. Finally, under the “Landscape” heading, it recommends to “retain stone outcrops and incorporate 
into the public realm where possible.” 
 

25. The Planisphere report (Beveridge North-West Landscape and Visual Assessment – September 
2014) also makes the following statement in relation to the visual significance of the Spring Hill 
Cone: 
“As a single landform, the Spring Hill Cone is the most significant landscape feature of the precinct 
because of its visual prominence from surrounding areas, particularly along the Hume Freeway. 
This land form is a significant feature both as a single hill and as its role in the series of cone hills 
which punctuate the valley form north to south.” (P.53) 
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4 LANDSCAPE & VISUAL ASSESSMENT 
 

26. The recommendations of the Planisphere assessment mean that any development in the vicinity of 
the Spring Hill Cone needs to conform to the following key objectives: 
 retain clear views to the upper portions of the cone as a visual land mark in the area;  and 
 retain the sense of a smooth land form free of buildings and major alterations to the landform. 

 
4.1 Approach to determination of an appropriate limit of development around 

the Spring Hill Cone 
 

27. In the context of the above key objectives, the task was to determine at what level built form can be 
located on the lower slopes of the Cone, while leaving an adequate extent of Cone visible from all 
around, to retain its character and prominence. 
 

28. The approach was to use a combination of an on-site determination of a visually appropriate line, 
coupled with an assessment of slope gradient, to determine a logical line on the Cone that 
represents the adequate extent of Cone visibility and protects excessively steep slopes from 
development. 

 
4.2 On-site visual assessment 

 
29. The on-site assessment was taken from a range of vantage points, focussing on the southern half of 

the Cone that sits within the subject site.  The site was therefore assessed from around the western, 
southern and eastern portions of the site.  Figure 4.1 opposite shows the key vantage points used to 
create a photographic record of the assessment. 

 
Viewpoint 1 

30. This viewpoint from around the mid-point of the western boundary of the site provides clear views of 
the western side of the cone.  Figure 4.2 shows this view and proposes a line which would be an 
appropriate limit of built form height that would retain a clear sense of the Spring Hill Cone and its 
landform.  The line sits just below a bare rock escarpment and clearly depicts that if this was the 
limit of built form, then the entire top of the cone would remain clearly visible. 
 
  

 
Figure 4.1 – Viewpoint locations within and beyond the subject site. 
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Figure 4.2 – Viewpoint 1 – mid-point of western boundary. 
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Viewpoint 2 
 

31. From the central southern boundary of the site, the Cone remains clearly visible.  Figure 4.3 below 
shows the views from long, mid-range and closer-up, again defining a line on the land for the top of 
any built form that would allow the scale and extent of the Cone to remain clearly apparent. 
 
Viewpoint 3 

32. From toward the south-eastern corner of the site, just inside the tree rows in the area, views of the 
Cone are somewhat obscured by vegetation, as seen in Figure 4.4 below.  The lower elevation also 
changes the perspective and draws the appropriate “top of built form” line lower down the slope to 
ensure the extent of the Cone remains visible. 
 
Viewpoint 4 

33. From quite a distance south of the site (around 1 km), the Spring Hill Cone is clearly visible from 
the Hume Freeway.  Figure 4.5 below shows that visibility from around 360m south of the site 
boundary.  The “top of built form” line shown clearly protects the upper levels of the cone and 
maintains its visual prominence in the area.  The line shown is set at the top of the existing water 
tanks, which equates to approximately RL 333.0. 
 
Viewpoint 5 

34. From around 80m south of the southern boundary, the Cone remains visible from the Hume 
Freeway, as can be seen in Figure 4.6.  The same built form line as in Figure 4.4 is shown at 
approximately RL 333.0.  Again, the rolling form of the Cone would remain clearly apparent above 
this line. 
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Figure 4.3 – Viewpoint 2 – around mid-point of southern boundary. 
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Figure 4.4 – Viewpoint 3 – around mid-point of eastern boundary, inside the boundary row of trees. 
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Figure 4.5 – Viewpoint 4 – from Hume Fwy approximately 360m south of site. 

 
Figure 4.6 – Viewpoint 5 – from edge of Hume Fwy, a little south of the site’s southern boundary. 
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Views from North of Viewpoint 5 
35. From around the southern boundary of the site, views of the Cone from the Hume Freeway become 

extremely limited due to the extensive vegetation along the edge of the Hume Freeway.  Refer to 
Figure 4.7 below.  The construction of a 5m noise attenuation wall, as depicted in the PSP, would be 
likely to preclude most of the views of the hilltop from the freeway. 
 
  

   
4.7 A        4.7 B 
 

   
4.7 C        4.7 D 
 
Figure 4.7 – Views from north of Viewpoint 5. 
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36. The preceding visual assessment was then converted into “plan view” implications, based on the 
“extent of built form” lines described above.  Figure 4.8 shows the extent of the lines depicted on the 
photo viewpoint images above. 
 

37. On the western side of the Cone, the line shown in Figure 4.2 (Viewpoint 1) sits just above the rock 
escarpment clearly visible in the photo.  From the contour plan, it is clear that that sits at 
approximately RL 336.  Consequently, the dark blue dashed line shown in Figure 4.8 shows that 
contour. 

 
38. On the south and east of the cone, the “top of built form” line shown on Figures 4.4 – 4.6 is set at 

the top of the existing water tanks on the eastern side of the cone.  The top of these tanks is 
approximately RL 333.  The red dashed line in Figure 4.8 is then at that level. 

 
39. Figure 4.9 shows two additional, thicker lines, both set at 4.5m below the levels described above.  

These lines then represent the approximate line on the hill slope at which a single storey house 
would meet the “top of built form” lines described in Figure 4.8.  On the west of the cone, that line is 
set at RL 331.5 (i.e. 4.5m below the “top of built form” line at RL 336.)  On the south and east, 
thicker dashed line represents RL 328.5, again, 4.5m below the “top of built form” line of RL 333. 
 
 
 
  

Rock escarpment 

RL 336 
RL 333 

 
Figure 4.8 – Extent of RL 333 on south and east and RL 336 on west of cone. 

 

 
Figure 4.9 – Extent of RL 328.5 on south and east and RL 331.5 on west of cone (as well as RL 328.5 and 
RL 331.5.) 

 

RL 336 RL 333 

RL 331.5 
RL 3328.5 
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4.3 Gradient assessment / Slope suitability 
 

40. The Beveridge North-West Landscape and Visual Assessment report (Planisphere, 2014) notes the 
following in relation to development on hillslopes. 
10-15% Gradient 
Development on this gradient would require more sensitive urban and build (sic) form design. 
15-20% Gradient 
Development on this gradient would require more sensitive urban and build (sic) form design. 
20%+ Gradient 
Areas with 20% slope or more are not recommended for development as the amount of excavation 
required would destroy the landform character.  (P.31) 
 

41. It makes these comments with the view to minimising earthworks intrusions into the hill sides.  
Slopes steeper than 15% are however, not unable to be developed, subject to the “sensitive urban 
design and built form” approaches recommended in the Planisphere report. 
 

42. Figure 4.10 opposite shows the extent of these steeper areas around the lower portions of the cone.  
(Note that areas well above the RL333 contour have not been assessed or mapped in Figure 4.10.) 

 
43. The mapping of these >15% areas shows that some are quite large, but others are “spurs” or 

outlying smaller areas of only slightly steeper than 15%.  I do not considered that these spurs and 
outliers need to be “quarantined” from development.  As the Planisphere Visual Assessment report 
states, development on these gradients can be accommodated with “more sensitive urban and build 
(sic) form design”. 

 
44. Indeed the PSP itself sets out a Table for “streets and slopes” (see Figure 4.11 opposite) that is 

“intended to provide statutory planners with guidance on the appropriate grade for different types of 
streets.” 

 
45. While setting “desirable” maximum grades, the table also countenances that there may be a need or 

desire for steeper slopes on roads in some areas and therefore sets out an “absolute maximum 
slope”.  In the case of Access Streets, which may be needed to run directly up and down some of 
the lower slopes on the Cone, that “absolute maximum” is 20%. 

 
46. Consequently, the inclusion of gradients of slightly in excess of 15% within the developable area is 

neither remarkable nor unanticipated by the PSP. 
 

  

 
Figure 4.11 – PSP Table 11, P39 – guidance on appropriate street grades. 

 
Figure 4.10 – Extent of slope steeper than 15% (or 1:6.6).  Note that the areas shown are only slightly 
steeper than 15%. 
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Figure 4.12 – Combined constraints (visual accessibility and slope suitability) leading to a proposed limit of development line with 4.5m height limit at some edges. 

 

4.4 Extent of Urban Development 
 

47. With the combination of constraints outline above, Figure 4.12 shows a proposed extent of 
development line (presented to the VPA in February 2020) that is based on a combination of the 
gradient constraints and the visual analysis described earlier in this evidence.   

 
 

48. As a starting point, it is predicated on some edge areas below the blue dashed “proposed extent of 
development” line being limited in height to 4.5m, in order to protect the two upper limit contours 
(i.e. RL 336 on the west and RL 333 on the south and east).  If adopted, these additional areas 
would need to have a single storey caveat placed on title (or some other mechanism to guarantee 
the height limit.) 
  

Proposed extent of urban development 
line with 4.5m height limit. 
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Figure 4.13 – Combined constraints, showing effect of a 9m height limit at the edges to the Spring Hill Cone open space. 

49. While the adoption of a single story limited area around portions of the Spring Hill Cone would 
achieve the desired outcome of protecting the areas above RL 333 and RL 336 as outlined above, 
the PSP notes in relation to Building Setbacks and Interface to Landscape Values Sensitive Interface 
Areas that: 
The height of buildings should not impact the view lines into the RCZ, which should be maintained 
at the equivalent of 2 storeys (above ground). (Table 2, P13) 

 

50. Should this level of build form restriction be adopted, effectively allowing 9m high dwellings at the 
boundary of the Spring Hill Cone open space, then relevant contours are shown in Figure 4.13 
below. 

 
 

 
 
 

  
RL 327 (9m below RL 336) RL 324 (9m below RL 333) 
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51. Figure 4.14 shows how this extent of development line compares with that contained in the draft 
PSP. 
 

52. As noted earlier, the Background Report (and Planisphere report) recommend to “retain Spring Hill 
Cone as a significant visual landmark in the area”.  It notes that the Cone’s significant character “is 
considered more significant due to its high visibility from long and short distances and the quality of 
the landscape.” 

 
53. While it is clear therefore that it is critical to protect the Cone’s significance from long and short 

distance views, the extent of RCZ included in the Spring Hill open space alignment depicted in the 
exhibited PSP appears somewhat arbitrary.  On the western side of the Cone, the RCZ descends to 
around RL 327, while on the southern side, descends to RL 315 south west of the existing house 
and RL 311 to the south east (as noted on Figure 4.14.) 
 

54. The southern-most extent proposed in the exhibited PSP appears to embrace a significant area of 
land beyond that needed to protect the sense of the Cone, in order to embrace some existing trees 
at the edge of the open space (again as can be seen in Figure 4.14.) 

 
55. A review of the 2013 Arboricultural Assessment (Tree Logic) within this southerly extended area 

reveals that there is only one tree of “high” retention value (#68), together with a number of 
“moderate” value trees long the existing farm road and around the house, as well as “low” retention 
value individuals and groups of trees.  (There is one other “high” retention value tree (#64) at the 
driveway entrance to the house that is outside the proposed RCZ.)  An excerpt from the 
Arboricultural report is shown in Figure 4.15. 

 
56. As is done in many other locations around Melbourne, such moderate and high value trees can be 

easily retained and protected within the urban design for the area, without the need to extend an 
already sizeable open space to embrace them.  This can be achieved with widened road reservations 
or small reserves as shown in Figure 4.16 below. 

 
  

 
Figure 4.14 – Comparison of proposed 2 storey development line with the exhibited PSP’s extent of Spring 
Hill Cone Open Space. 

High Retention Value 
Tree #68 

RL 333 

RL 336 

 
Figure 4.15 – Excerpt from Tree Logic Arboricultural Assessment – Appendix 2, Inset 2C. 

High Retention 
Value Tree #68 

High Retention 
Value Tree #64, 
not included in 
RCZ 
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57. In early July, I was provided with a “without prejudice” drawing depicting the VPA’s position in 
relation to the extent of the RCZ, shown in Figure 4.17.  Figure 4.18 shows how that line compares 
with the extent of development (magenta) line shown in Figure 4.14.  It shows that my proposal and 
the revised VPA proposal are now relatively close in viewpoint. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 
Figure 4.17 – “Plan 10  Street Network|Potential Changes” (VPA, July 2020) 

 
Figure 4.18 – Comparison of proposed extent of development line from Figure 4.14 with VPA’s July 
2020 “Potential Changes” plan (Figure 4.17). 

    
 

    
Figure 4.16 – Examples of successful integration of mature native trees (River Red 
Gums) into the urban form.  (Lyndharum & Aurora, City of Whittlesea) 

Extent of proposed development 
line shown in Figure 4.13 

Extent of development line 
shown “Potential Changes” 
in Figure 4.17 
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4.5 Drone footage 
 

58. In the preparation of this evidence, I have had the opportunity to view the drone footage prepared for 
the Tribunal.  The footage is extremely useful in gaining an overall feel for the site and could serve 
as an excellent “aide memoire” for elements of the PSP area. 
 

59. From the point of view of assessing the appropriate extent of the RCZ area on Spring Hill however, I 
do not believe the drone footage can be relied on exclusively. 

 
60. At a broad level, it remains a facsimile of the direct experience of standing on the site.  It presents 

only the views actually on the video and therefore limits appreciation of the overall context of the 
landform elements in their context.  The viewer cannot move a metre to the right or left at ground 
level to get a sense of change or the impact of existing trees etc.  It also offers no ability to visually 
or mentally “zero-in” on particular aspects that may become apparent to the viewer, as one would 
when inspecting the site in person, and therefore potentially diminishes the understanding of the 
complexities of the site. 

 
61. At a more detailed level, I have some reservations about the impression that would be gained from 

the videos if used exclusively for visual assessment.  For example, Location 14’s video (identified in 
Figure 4.19 opposite) finishes with a “still” photo marked as “North 2m” (refer Figure 4.20.)  Yet the 
perspective appears to be from a significantly higher level than 2m above ground.  Figure 4.21 
shows a zoom-in of that portion of the still photograph.  The farm fence on the left of the view is 
only some 1m high, yet the viewpoint appears to be looking down and well over it.   
  

 
Figure 4.20 – Screenshot of video Location 14 at time = 00:40 

 
Figure 4.19 – Video Location 14. 

Zoomed-in area in Figure 4.21 
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62. That fence is the northern end of the same fence that can be seen in my Viewpoint 2 (Figure 4.3).  

The same fence is shown in Figure 4.22 below, using the “mid-range” view presented in Figure 4.3 
and gives the viewer a sense of the viewing relationship between eye-level and the fence.  Figure 
4.23 shows the contours on the site in this area and clearly indicates that it is a relatively flat 
paddock.  Indeed, the contours indicate that the northern end of that fence line is 2m or more higher 
than the drone photo location.  At 2m above ground level, one should not be looking down and over 
that farm fence. 

 
63. I believe similar issues occur with the video of Location 13 at the 42 second mark in the video and 

again at the 1:37 minute point. 
 

64. None of this even addresses the issue that eye-height is regarded as 1.5m above ground, so even 
the premise of showing imagery at 2m above ground is flawed. 

 
65. Consequently, while I believe the drone footage is extremely useful, it cannot be used as a substitute 

for an on-site inspection. 
 
   

Figure 4.21 – Zoom-in of Screenshot of video Location 14, time 00:40, showing farm fence. 

 
Figure 4.23 – Site contours in vicinity of video Location 14. 

14 

Figure 4.22 – North-south fence line west of Location 14. 

1m high fence 
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5 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
 

66. The protection of important visual features in any landscape is vital to protect the intrinsic character 
of an area – to effectively protect what Christian Norberg-Schulz calls that place’s “genius loci”, or 
the spirit of the place.  (Genius Loci, Toward a Phenomenology of Architecture, 1979.)  The 
Beveridge North-West Landscape and Visual Assessment clearly identifies the Spring Hill Cone, 
together with a number of other landscape features, as being critical to be protected as part of this 
maintenance of a sense of unique place for the district.  The key issue then is to what geographic 
extent must this protection go to effect that outcome. 

 
67. It is my conclusion that the visual analysis presented above, together with the assessment of 

gradient constraints, defines a clear set of geographic criteria that will protect the genius loci of the 
Spring Hill Cone. 

 
68. The adoption of built form height limits of RL 336m on the west and RL 333m on the south and east 

will leave the rim of the Cone and its dramatic internal landscape clearly intact from the surrounding 
view points. 
 

69. With most of the area between my proposed development line (Figure 4.13) and the PSP’s being 
well less than 15% grade, there appears to be no compelling reason to extend an already sizeable 
open space, as the PSP itself provides guidance as to the development of such slopes. 

 
70. There is adequate space within my proposed southern extent of the RCZ to accommodate any and 

all open space facilities that might be provided in such a bold landscape.  Visitor facilities such as 
paths, picnic facilities, barbecue facilities, gathering spaces, playgrounds, parking areas etc can all 
be accommodated with ease in such a vast landscape. 

 
71. Consequently I believe the southern extent of the RCZ should be modified in the final PSP to reflect 

the area actually needed to protect the Spring Hill Cone itself, with any other landscape elements 
being incorporated and protected within the urban design. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DECLARATION 
 
I have made all the inquiries that I believe are desirable and appropriate and no matters of 
significance that I regard as relevant have, to my knowledge, been withheld from the Panel. 

Barry Murphy 
Murphy Landscape Consultancy 
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Appendix A  -  Qualifications & Experience 
 

Name:  Barry Murphy 
 

Address:  Murphy Landscape Consultancy 
  11 Osborne Street 
  Williamstown, Victoria 3016 
 

Qualifications: 
1975 Dip. Hort. Sci. Burnley Horticultural College  
1979 Grad. Dip. L.D. Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology  
1985 Master of Landscape Architecture (Site Planning & Urban Design Stream), University of 
California, Berkeley, including the following awards: 
  1985 A.S.L.A. Honour Award, U.C. Berkeley  
  1984 Eisner Prize for Creative Arts, U.C. Berkeley  
  1985 Outstanding Teaching Assistant Award,  
 

Professional Memberships: 
Fellow, Australian Institute of Landscape Architects 
 

Area of Expertise 
My areas of expertise are in landscape architecture, site planning and urban design, with that 
expertise built through a range of tertiary level courses and qualifications, together with over 44 
years’ experience in the field. 
 

Expertise to prepare report: 
Barry Murphy has a diverse range of experience in landscape architecture from a variety of positions 
in both government and private practices.  His experience ranges from site design and detailing of 
urban projects to site analysis and land planning for broadscale areas.  From 1986 until 1989, he 
was Director in charge of Tract Consultants Australia P/L’s Perth office.  In 1992 he commenced his 
own practice, now known as MDG Landscape Architects, which provides landscape architectural and 
urban design services to a range of private and local government clients.  After 26 years in the 
practice, he left in June 2018 and commenced Murphy Landscape Consultancy.  He brings over 44 
years’ experience in landscape architecture to the design and assessment of urban developments. 
 

Facts and assumptions: 
As detailed in the evidence. 
 

Reference Documents: 
As detailed in the evidence. 
 

Summary of Opinion: 
Refer Section 5 of report. 
 


