
To whom it may concern 

I wish to submit a letter to the Legislative inquiry into the governance and transparency of the 
University of Tasmania. I ama University of Tasmania alumna and Launceston ratepayer. My 
concerns are based in that the University and the LCC are not adhering to required public 
consultation processes, lack of public transparency, and on the LCC part, have essentially 
misappropriated public land and infrastructure for the benefit of future real estate options and 
commercial investment for the University above public interest, or the interest of maintaining a high 
level of tertiary education in Launceston.  

Why I believe this is the case is I was one in the first contingent of art students to study at the 
University School of Visual and Performing Arts at Inveresk in 2002. The School of Art had been 
earmarked for closure some years before. The rescue and relocation of the school was wholly due to 
the hard work of the then Dean of Arts (Vincent McGrath) and Sub-dean (David Hamilton).  

It was public knowledge the LCC had been trying to refurbish and redevelop the Inveresk railway 
site, but due to the high concentration of toxic material in ground and asbestos it had been a 
difficult endeavour. Relocating the School of Visual Arts to the unused Inveresk “Stone Building”, 
along with the School of Drama to the disused “Annex “building appeared to be a fortuitous 
solution.  

Residual grievances remained between the administration of the Art School and the upper 
University management. Combined with the School of Art being removed from the main campus, 
the art and drama students were informed of future plans involving the University that were 
possibly not commonly known at the Newnham campus.  The plans included abandoning Newnham 
and rebuilding at Inveresk. In one conversation I mentioned that there was no room for the whole 
campus at Inveresk. I was informed that the then Vice-Chancellor, Daryl LeGrew believed a state the 
size of Tasmania did not require two campus’ the size of Hobart and Launceston, and Launceston 
presented a drain on funding better spent in the southern region. Therefore, the Newnham campus 
should be downsized. These rumours were circulating by 2005. 

The School of Architecture was relocated to Inveresk into the refitted diesel workshop. Unlike the 
previous two schools, this relocation was a utilised public building having become the main 
exhibition building for the Royal Launceston Show. It was used as exhibition space and public and 
bar facilities for open air concerts and events. The building was sold to the University for $1, a deal 
reportedly negotiated by then LCC Mayor, Janie Findlay. I don’t believe public consultation was 
sought, or figures released outlining the financial or social benefit to the general community. As the 
academic year is only 26 weeks long it should have at least been considered the benefit of keeping 
the building free for large exhibitions and public events may have been more financially and socially 
beneficial to the public. The following link exemplifies the York Park precinct’s social benefit prior to 
the University takeover. https://stors.tas.gov.au/1039732$stream 

Student Accommodation: 

The recently built student accommodation at Inveresk is built on flood-plain, within the Launceston 
Interim Planning Scheme 2015 Inveresk/ Invermay flood code area. The ground is highly 
contaminated with a cocktail of toxic heavy metals from over a century of railway use. Enforced in 
2008, the Invermay/Inveresk flood code excluded any residential buildings in the Inveresk flood plain 
area not zoned residential, until an amendment by the CoL specifically to include residential 
buildings connected to the University (LIPS2015: Code E16.6.1 Unacceptable uses / A2(c)). The CoL. 
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granted Utas the publicly owned land on which to build the student accommodation buildings, again 
without public consultation.  

The student accommodation was funded by the Australian Rental Affordability Scheme, a condition 
of which the University was required to own the land on which to build. The general manager of 
CoL., Robert Dobrzynski, gave the land to Utas under the pretence of “securing the funding”. This is 
incorrect. The University had already been awarded the relevant funding to build new student 
accommodation blocks at the Newnham campus and did not require the land at Inveresk. It appears 
the acquisition of the land was driven by the CoL. general manager and the University vice-
chancellor, Peter Rathjen as a method of securing the Inveresk site for the future move. 

It is unclear as to when exactly the amendment to the flood code occurred, but it happened prior to 
the release of the BMT flood mapping report commissioned by the CoL. The report was required 
commitment on the CoL. part to secure federal funding to build the Launceston flood levees. 
Information contained in the report is damming in content in regard to likely outcomes for the 
Inveresk and Invermay areas in terms of future flood events and land management of the area. Had 
the report been available prior to the flood code amendment it would have provided expert 
reasoning as to the inappropriateness of the Inveresk Railyards for student accommodation. The 
final draft of the BMT flood mapping report was released in January 2019. A neighbour rang the 
company to congratulate them on the thoroughness of the documents. During the conversation it 
was confirmed to her that the final document was the third version of the report. If this is the case, 
the CoL. had prior knowledge of the flood report content enabling the amendment to the Inveresk 
flood code, and altering University accommodation as a permitted use in the Inveresk non-
residential zone, prior to the report’s official release. Also preceding the release of the flood 
mapping report was an amendment to include a “museum” as a permitted use in the Inveresk flood 
area. This allowed the relocation of the National Automobile Museum to the River Edge commercial 
precinct so that the University could purchase the former site of the Museum in Willis Street  

The York Park and Inveresk Authority: 

A remaining hurdle was the York Park Authority, the legal and independent authority that managed 
events and tenants and maintained the protection of heritage and cultural aims of the York Park 
precinct. The Authority was dissolved in 2017 clearing the way for the University takeover of the 
York Park and Inveresk Railyards precinct. The public perception is the York Park Authority was 
surreptitiously dissolved to facilitate the University move more quickly. Cr. Hugh MacKenzie of the 
CoL. took over the role of chairperson of the Authority prior to its demise. Cr MacKenzie was 
concurrently a committee member of the Hobart/ Launceston MoU Committee set up to facilitate 
the move of the Hobart and Launceston campus to inner-city sites. While not unusual for councillors 
to sit on various committees simultaneously, Cr McKenzie was involved with the MoU Committee for 
approximately 11 months before ratifying the position with his role at the CoL.  Cr. McKenzie was the 
catalyst of dissolving the Authority, suggesting it was easier for the Council to manage the area 
without the need for an additional body.  While members agreed in principle, a condition was set 
that a meeting was to occur with York Park and Inveresk tenants to hear their views of the proposal 
and submissions from all members of the Authority were to be sent to the Col prior to the Council 
voting on the decision. This was not done. Authority members were emailed by Cr. McKenzie before 
the Christmas period to send their submissions. Not all were able to afford the time at such a busy 
period and at least one Authority member questioned why the rush? Before tenants were met and 
submissions sent, the matter was placed before the CoL, who voted to disband the Authority. Cr. 
Darren Alexander also was a member of the MoU committee and the York Park Authority. While it is 
reasonable for the Council to have representatives on these committees, questions should be asked 



if there was a conflict of interest between the Council and University’s objectives with that of the 
York Park Authority created to manage the Inveresk site for public interests. 

The Burnie Brass Band: 

The University and the Burnie City council have also been deficient in public consultation. The Burnie 
City council gave away land to the University which amongst other buildings, housed the band rooms 
of the 130-year-old Burnie Brass Band. Former band members had bult the rooms themselves and 
the band pre-dates the formation of the Burnie City Council. Despite this, the band rooms were 
given away with a promise of new rooms being provided. The band subsequently suffered months of 
lockouts from their rooms due to cyclone fencing restricting their entry while the University car park 
was being built. Despite promises the entry would be made available to them, the best they received 
was a narrow space between fence panels and having to walk through muddy puddles to access the 
building.  

The rooms have now been demolished with plans for new rooms to be provided. However, plans 
were drawn up without the band’s involvement and are considered not fit for purpose. Until 
recently they Council’s comment to the band’s problem was, they had been given an option and if 
they didn’t like it, too bad.  

The Burnie Brass band typifies issues many people in the public feel about the University moves and 
the municipal councils who should be observing their responsibility as unbiased, statutory planning 
authorities. There is a conflict of interest between the aspirations of the three Councils and the 
University, in relation to the responsibility to public needs. There is currently no recourse or 
independent authority to which the University is bound, and all three councils are focused on 
facilitating the University’s plans regardless of public opinion. There has been a void of genuine 
public consultation from the Councils and the University.  The University and the three councils are 
wholly funded from the public purse. They should be answerable to the State and Federal 
governments, but to date the governments have also turned a blind eye to the discourse the 
University is creating state-wide.  

In terms of the Launceston move, the University has already started the process to downgrading 
courses, the latest being the loss of the Institute of Marine and Antarctic Studies, of which its 
envious reputation was formed in no small part due to its location at the Newnham campus. 

Launceston appears to be looking at a future with a university that provides less academic choice, 
less appealing learning outcomes with courses taught in an online forum rather than face to face 
learning and in a location which is subject to flooding. Included in the flood evaluation report 
provided by Pitt and Sherry for the Building 3- Student services building, was a claim the CoL. advised 
flooding to the Inveresk/ Invermay area could result in a loss of services for up to three months. 
Should that happen during the academic year, which is only 26 weeks long, it equates to half of the 
academic year lost. It is hard to believe any student enduring that outcome would return to 
Launceston to complete their studies. Its also difficult to believe that the Inveresk campus would 
readily recover from the negative publicity that would occur. If the University is incorrect in their 
projections that the relocation to Inveresk will increase student numbers (the have never revealed 
how the projections were formulated) and the area becomes flooded in the future I believe the 
inevitable result is Launceston will be left without a university campus and the people of Launceston 
will have been shut out of any process that may have stopped that from happening. 



Thank you for considering my submission, 

Kind regards, 

Allison Green 

Resident of Invermay 


