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Preamble 
The authors of this submission aim to draw the Parliamentary Select Committee’s attention to the 

decisions made by the University of Tasmania Council and Academic Senate which have led to 

significantly detrimental outcomes for the University.  

The authors have chosen to remain anonymous due to the credible risk to their careers within their 

chosen sectors. We do not have any current employment associations with the University, however 

as Alumni find it hard to stand by whilst the current University of Tasmania Council pursue a strategy 

that is detrimental to the future of the institution. Between the three authors, we hold eight 

undergraduate and postgraduate degrees, including a PhD, from multiple universities across 

Australia. Our fields of expertise range from multi-million dollar project management, economics, 

and small business management. 

The authors of this submission do not have any pecuniary interests in the University of Tasmania nor 

commercial property within the city of Hobart. 

Objective 
Referring to Terms of Reference 2 and 3, this submission demonstrates to the Committee that the 

University of Tasmania Council and Academic Senate has not fulfilled its obligations under section 

11.A.2 and 11.B.A of the Act by not: 

1. Exercising their powers and discharging their duties with the degree of care and diligence 

that a reasonable person would exercise; 

2. Acting in good faith in the best interests of the University. 

Strategic Plan 2019-2024 
To demonstrate how the Council and Academic Senate has not fulfilled its obligations under section 

11.A.2 and 11.B.a of the Act this submission refers to the University’s own Key Performance 

Indicators. The University’s Strategic Plan 2019-2024 laid out a public document for the direction of 

the institution across five years. The plan set six internal indicators to measure the ongoing progress 

for this direction and to measure success. The University is now three years into this five year plan. 

This submission will highlight the following KPIs; 

1. Within the Financial Sustainability objective (p41, section 4) the University aimed to ‘develop 

the first streams of income from the development of our property’; 
2. Within the Environmental Sustainability objective (p41, section 5) the University aimed to 

‘ensure our facilities meet sector best-practice standards’; 
3. Within the Our Community objective (p41, section 6) the University aimed to ‘create a clear 

set of delivery milestones for the development of our Hobart city campus and implement 

them on time and on budget’. 

Rankings of the University of Tasmania  
Before looking at the internal outcomes generated by the Council and Academic Senate through not 

meeting their obligations under section 11.A.2 and 11.B.A of the Act, a snapshot of the University’s 

standing externally is helpful. 

There can be no argument that the past several years have been difficult for all sectors of Australian 

society.  The tertiary education sector does not operate in a vacuum, and with the closing of 

https://www.parliament.tas.gov.au/ctee/council/Orders/Cof.cor.220525.mem.Clerk-Assistant.LCSCUTAS.sp.001.pdf
https://www.legislation.tas.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/act-1992-051#GS11A@EN
https://www.legislation.tas.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/act-1992-051#GS11B@EN
https://www.utas.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/1255234/UTAS-Strategy-Document-2019.pdf
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borders, the decline in international student intake and with the forced remote learning via online 

platforms as a response, it has been a challenging environment.  

However, when measured against similar universities within the Australian tertiary education sector, 

the University of Tasmania has been going backwards.  Whilst causation will be difficulty to identify, 

there is a correlation with this slipping of rank during the stewardship of the current Council and 

Academic Senate and their focus on the city campus strategy along with their subsequent running 

down the Sandy Bay campus facilities.   

The following data was obtained from the Top Universities QS (Quacquarelli Symonds) ratings 

website. The QS rankings measure universities from around the world on standard and widely 

accepted measurements and is seen as an important indicator of success in the sector.  

The QS rankings clearly show that the University of Tasmania has only just held its head above water 

across the past three years. Similar universities in Australia have been able to increase their world 

rankings during  the worldwide pandemic. Of greater concern is the poor ratings the University’s 

own staff give on working conditions. Such ranking are taken into serious consideration by high 

quality teaching and research staff looking to work for a university, and by future students looking to 

study at a university.  

 

  

Curtin University QS Ranking University of Tasmania QS Ranking 

La Trobe University QS Ranking 
University of Wollongong QS Ranking 
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Financial Sustainability  
 2019-2024 Strategic Plan: Within the Financial Sustainability objective (p41, section 4) the 

University aimed to ‘develop the first streams of income from the development of our 

property’;  
 Develop the first streams of income from the development of our property (p44). 

According to the University of Tasmania’s 2020 Annual Report financial assets fell from $434 million 

in 2019 to $322.8 million in 2020, more than $100 million.  

This submission requests that the Select Committee examine the following: 

1. The assumptions made by the Reimagine Sandy Bay and the Southern Transformation 

steering groups, which included members of the University of Tasmania Council, do not hold 

up against reality. One key assumption was that property prices and development costs 

would remain stable, which has meant that the ‘buy in the city’ option versus ‘(re)build on 

the Sandy Bay campus’ option is no longer valid.  

2. That the Reimagine Sandy Bay and the Southern Transformation steering groups, which 

included members of the University of Tasmania Council, do not have a risk mitigation  plan 

in place for these cost increases.  

Environmental Sustainability 
 2019-2024 Strategic Plan: Within the Environmental Sustainability objective (p41, section 5) 

the University aimed to ‘ensure our facilities meet sector best-practice standards’; 

In a damning indictment of the University Council, the 2018 Sandy Bay Building Conditions and 

Functionality Report states “it is clear that the University of Tasmania has not met their capital and 

operational expenditure  targets at the Sandy Bay Campus. This means many buildings are rated as 

in poor to fair condition with a maintenance backlog in excess of $100m” (p4). 

 

(Table1, Sandy Bay Building Conditions and Functionality Report) 

 

https://www.utas.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/1461528/UniTas-2020-Annual-Report_web.pdf
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This submission requests the Select Committee examine the following: 

1. That the University Council made a clear and public decision not to renovate the existing 

University buildings due to their stated strategy of development of the city campus. That 

with a lower level of investment during the same period of time the University Council could 

have significantly improved the Sandy Bay campus.  

2. That through the inaction of the University Council, the University’s existing facilities have 

deteriorated to the point where the status of the University is in jeopardy to such a point it 

is unable to attract high quality students or academic staff. 

Recommendations 
The University Council has been responsible for the poor stewardship of the University, as such this 

submission recommends that the Parliamentary Select Committee; 

1. Review the accountability of the University of Tasmania Council as it pertains to the Act; and 

2. Consider amendments to the Act to open transparency to the public and Parliament so that 

the Council has a level of accountability for their actions; and 

3. Consider if the current and past Councils have breached the Act under Section 11A and 11B. 

Conclusion  
The authors of this submission understand the gravity of a Parliamentary Select Committee 

reviewing the University of Tasmania Act 1992.  This short submission has outlined how the current, 

and previous Councils have been unable to maintain the competitiveness and QS rankings of the 

University when measured against similar universities within Australia. This dropping in rankings 

occurred during the transition to a city based campus, and through the inexplicable degradation of 

the existing Sandy Bay campus facilities. 

It is clear that the decisions made by the University of Tasmania’s Council which led to the poor 

management of the existing facilities of the Sandy Bay campus, and the subsequent decision to 

abandon these same facilities for an extremely costly and risky move into the city, warrant such a 

Parliamentary review of the Act. The University Council has not been able to demonstrate a clear risk 

mitigation strategy around cost management relating to the campus relocation strategy, and as such 

appear to be in breach of Sections 11A and 11B of the Act. The apparent lack of this risk migration 

strategy has put the University in a situation where the campus relocation strategy may not be 

completed. 

This submission has recommended that the Select Committee examine several key matters relating 

to the financial and environmental sustainability of the University as it executes a poorly thought 

through campus relocation strategy.  It is clear to the authors that the University of Tasmania’s 

Council have not upheld sections 11A and 11B of the Act in implementing this campus relocation 

strategy. 
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