
Dear Councillors 

Thank you for taking the time to read our submission. We are becoming increasingly alarmed 

that the University of Tasmania has lost sight of its basic functions. The submission is made in 

regard to the terms of reference of the Legislative Council inquiry into and reporting upon the 

provisions of the University of Tasmania Act 1992. 

Section (6) of the Act — Functions of the University 

(e) to provide educational and research facilities appropriate to its other functions;

Moving the entire University into the CBD of Hobart and developing the Sandy Bay campus as 

residential real estate discards teaching and research facilities that have been developed and 

maintained for decades. Engineering research facilities may be impossible to move; some 

science laboratories are new and of world class but will be dismantled, only to be rebuilt. 

Retail outlets in the CBD are currently being used as teaching space; little regard seemed to be 

paid to any difference between commercial office facilities and teaching facilities. 

(g) to engage in activities which promote the social, cultural and economic welfare of the

community and to make available for those purposes the resources of the University. 

Moving the University to the Hobart CBD has been predicted to have detrimental effects. 

• Retail outlets are likely to move away from the CBD as students and staff will not

serve as customers — already Freedom Furniture has vacated. If student numbers

increase it is likely that cheap food outlets will predominate near University-occupied

buildings.

• Traffic problems already experienced in Hobart are likely to be made worse. Car

parking has not been adequately addressed in the CBD move proposals; the

residential development of the Sandy Bay campus is likely to cause serious traffic

problems in Churchill Avenue and Regent Street, and could cause parking problems

in Nelson Road due to inadequate allowance for car parking in the real estate

development proposal

• There has been no indication as to whether any University facilities in the CBD will

be made available to the community. Even currently, public access to the University

library services and resources are extremely limited and the CBD plans seem to serve
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to spread facilities widely across the city centre, making public access difficult even if 

it is granted. 

Section (7) of the Act — Powers of the University 

(a) to acquire, hold and dispose of real and personal property …

(g) to do anything incidental to any of its powers

The “re-imagining” of the Sandy Bay Campus as an entirely new Hobart residential suburb, 

complete with infrastructure over which the University has no power or control (e.g. public 

transport and traffic) arguably falls foul of these two subsections of the Act: 

• To either sell or offer for long-term (e.g. 99-year) lease the Sandy Bay campus is to

actually, or effectively, dispose of the property.

• The campus was granted to the University, and has since been maintained, by the

Australian tax-payers. Since this grant, the community has invested in the real and

personal property of the campus through public funding. Disposal of the campus

without the explicit and overwhelming approval of the community flies in the face of

the actual joint venture between the University and the community

• To develop the campus as real estate and put it for sale or lease is to engage in the

commercial retail property. Competing in such a commercial market using

government funded assets is to take an unfair advantage over independent real estate

developers who have to raise their own financial backing. The retail of the Sandy Bay

campus, involving property worth billions of dollars would be to unfairly interpret

Section 7 (e) of the Act — seeking commercial advantage using a history of heavy

tax-payer funding.

• To engage in a real estate development involving billions of dollars and the complete

relocation of the University itself in buildings that were never designed to be fit for

educational purposes (e.g. a building designed for and first occupied for a

telecommunications call centre) cannot be regarded as being “incidental” to any of

the purposes set out in Section 7(g) of the Act.

Section (8) — Constitution of the Council 

In summary this section of the Act specifies: 



(1) Two members appointed by the Minister (at least on graduate, but not currently

student or professional staff); that is, possibly academic staff but more probably from the 

political or broader community; 

(2) Eight members of the University senior management and their appointees;

(3) Two members of the academic staff, one of whom is either the Chairman or

Deputy Chairman of the Academic Senate; 

(4) One student, appointed by the Council (can be more than one presumably at the

Council’s discretion); 

(5) One academic elected by the academic staff.

Therefore: 

• the senior management of the University always has a clear voting majority

• Only one member (of a minimum membership of 14) is elected to represent any

section of the university staff, students, and there is no requirement for any members

to represent broader community.

• In contradiction to the election of an academic to Council, Section 8(3) of the Act

denies any representation by the elected member.

Such an arrangement cannot be regarded as allowing any involvement of the broader community, 

or effective academic representation, in any way. The composition of the University Council is a 

tautology of power, with appointees to position appointing occupants to other positions.  

If the University is to stand as a member of the community — it is substantially funded by the 

community — the membership of the Council needs to guarantee voices from within, and 

representing, stakeholders within the community.  

The current arrangement for the constitution of the Council allows secrecy and vested interest 

(that is not to say that these exist in any way currently, but that they are clearly possible). 

Thank you again for reading our submission. We would be pleased to discuss any of these points 

raised, or any other related issues, in person if it would assist the committee. 

Robert Moore and Helen Bethune 

 

 




