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Hon Rob Valentine MLC, Chair and Committee Members,  

Legislative Council,  

Parliament House, 

Hobart, Tas 

22 August 2022 

Dear Committee Members, 

Re the Legislative Council Inquiry into UTas 

I submit important information regarding issues surrounding the relocation of the 
Newnham campus of the University of Tasmania (UTas) to the subtidal estuarine 
Inveresk precinct, a project named by UTas as the Inveresk Precinct Redevelopment 
(IPR) as part of its Northern Tasmanian Transformation Program (NTP).  

Introduction 

The Inveresk Precinct is an unstable, susceptible subtidal floodplain, further impacted 
by the presence of a seismic fault line along the course of the North Esk River. 
Launceston’s recently rebuilt flood levee system, does not prohibit flooding of the city 
as commonly mis-understood, as all that it can do is mitigate flood inundation for most 
flood events. 
The impact of climate change is real, and reduces the effectiveness of Launceston’s 
flood levee barricades. Yet climate change is not being recognised as having a serious 
impact on Launceston’s flood plains.  It is not possible to construct a levee system that 
can guard against all potential floods, and it is not a question of if the levees will be 
breached, but when .   

In the latter part of 2018, we briefed Mr. Chris Penna to undertake a comprehensive 
Evaluative Review of the University of Tasmania Inveresk Precinct 
Redevelopment Project.  

Version 3 of the Evaluative Review has the status of being peer-reviewed, and takes 
into consideration: 

• The Updated Flood Modelling and Mapping reports from BMT consultants –
Nov 2018

• The ‘reported’ revisions of key UTas Inveresk Precinct Redevelopment
projections – Nov 2018

• The discovered removal of the UTas EDERNT project/funding proposal public
document from its website, and the release, by the new UTas V-C Professor
Black, of the November 2018 UTas Strategic Direction paper

LCSC/UTAS 103



2 | P a g e  
 

• The eventual submission on January 31 2019 of the UTas Northern 
Transformation Program detailed business case to Infrastructure Australia 

• An additional floodplain management reference - Bewsher and Maddocks 2003 

• Incorporation of the estimated residential and commercial direct tangible costs 
for Invermay in the event of a 1 in 200 (0.5%) AEP event; 

• Other aspects related legal liability in the context of climate change 

• An introductory section of ‘Findings’ from the Review, which can act as an 
Executive Summary. 

 
Prior to the 2016 election, based on nothing more than a UTas marketing brochure, 

the ALP and Bass candidate Mr Ross Hart, uncritically accepted and supported the 

UTas NTP/IPR proposal. This forced a reluctant LNP and Mr Nikolic to match the ALP 

unevaluated commitment of $130m which was sought in the marketing document. 

Subsequently the project and its processes have proved highly problematic, and 

potentially unsustainable from several perspectives. 

 

After months of unexplained delay, on 1 March 2019 the UTas Pro Vice Chancellor, 

Professor David Adams, gave an update on the Inveresk campus development 

application. The much-anticipated DA for the UTas Inveresk campus had already been 

delayed twelve months. Admitting to “working hard to get the evidence” for its 

transformation project (a variation of a similar admission of “trying to retrospectively 

create the logic”) Professor Adams then admitted it was now “unforeseen challenges” 

that meant further delays to the “existing timelines”: 

 

- A large number of “existing” infrastructure projects in the pipeline for Tasmania  

-   Launceston is home to some significant private investment 

- The importance of delivering on a promise (by UTas) to “maximise the 

economic benefits from this project for Tasmanian businesses” 

 

 

But there was no mention or admission that  

 

- the budget had blown out from $260 million to greater than $400 million 

with the original projected student numbers reduced from greater than 10,000 

to less than 1,200. 

- the Planning Scheme now appeared to have conditions that prohibit essential 

aspects of the project and would need to be amended by statute in order to 

allow the UTas developments on the flood plain  

- continued unresolvable car parking and traffic congestion in the central area 

- Flood mitigation risk (not to mention the seismic risk overlay and revised flood 

risk revealed in LCC’s latest commissioned BMT Flood Modelling Report) 

 

 

Sycophantic brayings from the editor of the local newspaper, Launceston Chamber of 

Commerce and a “hopeful” Launceston City Council all fell in line to try really hard to 

trumpet that this project was/is worthwhile and justified public support. Despite no 

evidence, UTas convinced proponents that things were so grim at Newnham, that 

unless the levels of government agreed to, and supported, the relocation proposal, the 
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Launceston campus would have to close, there would be no UTas presence in 

Launceston. This was a threat straight out of a Management 101 text book, that all 

prononents fell for because they failed to do any due diligence and/or failed to call 

UTas to account. 

  

Timeline of subsequent actions: 

 

1. A project seeking more than $100m of federal funding must by law be evaluated 
by Infrastructure Australia (IA) before being approved and funded. This did not 
occur. In January 2018, the promised $130m funding was released by PM 
Turnbull and held by the State Government. After considerable political 
pressure a confidential ‘Strategic Business Case’ was belatedly submitted by 
UTas to IA in 31 January 2019.  

2. The two key instigators, UTas V-C Rathjen and City of Launceston GM 
Dobrzynski both had left Tasmania by October 2017. The new V-C, Professor 
Black reviewed the IPR. The following revisions to two key projections were 
made: 

• That the projected IPR project cost was revised up from $260m to 
$400m, meaning an additional $140m must be sourced by UTas; 

• That the number of new (additional) students during the first 10-year 
period at Inveresk, has been revised down from ≥10,000 to around 
≤1,200. 

3. V-C Black sponsored a November 2018 ‘UTas Strategic Directions’ paper 
which will broadly direct future UTas developments. The apparent importance 
of the NTP in meeting educational, social and economic goals was 
acknowledged, but interestingly was/is locationally neutral for Launceston – the 
IPR was not mentioned. The increased IPR costs were likely to contribute to a 
significant budget deficit, although UTas aimed to generate operational savings 
of $30m per year for the next 5 years. The Development Application for the IPR, 
was overdue and having been expected in November 2018, was now not 
expected until at least mid-2019. 

4. The IPR then appeared to be ‘suspended’ because UTas had pushed original 
timelines out so far as to create a development hiatus which unfortunately 
prevents other non-UTas infrastructure projects for the region of greater 
community interest and economic benefit, being promoted and considered. 

5. UTas refused (and continues to refuse) to accept the folly of development on 
the flood plain site, which is manifestly inappropriate, risky, expensive, and 
potentially uninsurable (FM Global indicated they would not insure). These 
factors are endorsed by geotechnical/seismic advice from eminent experts 
including Geoscience Australia and GHD consultants. 

6. In 2018 the City of Launceston (CoL) commissioned released ‘North and South 
Esk Rivers Flood Modelling and Mapping Update’ reports by BMT.  The 
renewed levees were designed to protect from an Annual Exceedence 
Probability (AEP) of 0.5%, (inaccurately referred to as a 1 in 200 year flood), 
based on a 2008 study. The more accurate 2018 BMT report shows that if there 
was an AEP 0.5% flood event now, the levees would be overtopped, and 
Inveresk would suffer a 2-5 deep flood of hazard class 5 – defined as Unsafe 
for vehicles and people; all buildings vulnerable to structural damage. 
These seriousness of the content of the BMT reports was/is of concern to the 
SES and members of the public and should have given pause to and 
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reconsideration of the UTas Inveresk Precinct Redevelopment. UTas’  decision 
to continue with Inveresk means an additional $400m set of assets constructed 
behind the levees. 

7. Former State Treasury official, (Mr Don Challen), was a strident opponent of 
any further building intensification of the Flood Inundation zone, including at 
Inveresk Precinct. This was in part due to his concerns of an increase in 
government compensation liability, should the area be flooded.  

8. The UTas Inveresk relocation was/is contrary to International Best Practice 
Principles, lacked peer review, provided no verifiable evidence and clearly 
warranted adjournment or abandonment to allow an independent review in 
which all of the evidence relating to the issues and alternatives could be fully, 
openly and quantitatively included, and considered. UTas was never called to 
account and its actions lacked any transparency.  

 
 
We have reviewed all available material and research relating to the issues and 
alternatives concerning the proposed relocation to Inveresk and the original 
redevelopment plans for the present Newnham Campus. We conclude that in the face 
of the blowout in costs and the unacceptable risks identified, the Inveresk campus 
development is not just inadvisable, but in fact, irresponsible. The cost of 
compensating damage will outweigh the cost of the investment made in establishing 
the campus.  
 

The way forward: recover the budget, deliver on time, deliver a safe and secure 

outcome  

- Revive the original UTas proposal to refurbish and expand Newnham.  

- Preserve and enhance the existing community infrastructure of the Northern 

Suburbs ( refer to Mowbray Precinct study!!! and UTas’ own Study !!!  

- Reallocate the original (lesser) budget of $260 million to addressing alleged 

shortfalls in the Newnham campus facilities, potentially reducing the budget 

allocation. 

- Recover or regain the three-year program and deliver the important economic 

benefits on time 

 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
 

Lionel J. Morrell 

 
Lionel J. Morrell 
 
Copy to Ian J N Routley, Leigh Murrell, Jillian Koshin. 
 




