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Introduction. 
 
Having had an active connection with the University of Tasmania for nearly 60 years I am 
dismayed, disillusioned and deeply concerned at the direction the present administration has 
taken in recent years. 
 
When I first commenced as a student in the mid-sixties and as a member of the academic 
staff from 1970 until I retired in 2012, it is my strongly held belief that the University has 
abandoned its obligations to act in accordance with the University of Tasmania Act 1992. 
 
In the early days the University was strong in its commitments to the values that define a 
university; a community of scholars, questioning the conventional wisdom, encouraging new 
ideas, promoting debate through the cross-fertilisation of collegiality, and providing an 
environment for reflection and making life-changing social contacts. 
 
The Tasmania University Union provided a strong student voice, while the Professorial 
Board ensured that academic excellence in teaching and research was maintained. 
 
Now, the student voice is silenced, the Professorial Board no longer exists, and a powerful 
administration under the control of the Vice-Chancellor and a group of highly paid staff have 
abandoned educational principles. They seem hell-bent on steering the institution into 
becoming a property-focussed, profit-making commercial enterprise; a factory churning out 
students trained to rote-learn standardised ideas delivered by a commissariat of narrow-
minded instructors. 
 
These are not the nostalgic reminisces of a retired aging academic. 
 
In this submission I hope to provide strong evidence to support my concerns. 
 
Failures of governance, accountability to the Tasmanian people, and the establishment 
of an ideologically-driven, secretive and deceptive administration. 
 
My criticisms of the failure of due governance by the current administration of UTAS relate 
principally to the combined proposals to relocate all teaching to the Hobart CBD and to 
redevelop the Sandy Bay campus site to house 2,700 dwellings spread over 5 precincts. 
 
In concentrating on these aspects, I acknowledge that there are a number of other examples of 
mal-administration relating to the treatment of staff, the relegation of research, particularly in 
natural sciences, and the shift in teaching practices to a reliance on online instruction and a 
reduction in face-to-face contact teaching. 
 
(a) Ideological underpinnings. 
As an urban geographer and transport economist for most of my academic career I have 
expertise in the paradigms of urban planning, including the changing patterns of urban land 
use and household travel behaviour. 
 
Since the 1960s the urban planning profession has focussed on two inter-related themes; 
reducing motor car usage in favour of greater public transport use, and reducing the growth of 
low density residential and other land uses (derogatively referred to as “urban sprawl”). 
 



The planning profession’s “solution” to the perceived twin problems has been to advocate 
“transit-oriented development” (TOD) by redesigning our cities to higher density 
developments aligned to public transport corridors. 
 
TOD has become an ideological obsession with urban planners, despite its failure anywhere 
in the world to achieve its prescriptions. Motor vehicle use for both passenger and freight 
movements continues to grow, and cities in developed and developing countries continue to 
expand outwards at lower densities. 
 
Despite the evidence to the contrary, the UTAS proposals are firmly allied to these 
ideological planning paradigms. UTAS continues to argue that moving into the city centre 
will somehow make university education more accessible to students, while the 
redevelopment of the Sandy Bay campus aims to create the so-called “missing middle” in 
urban land use as an alternative to both low density suburban development and inner-city 
high-rise development. 
 
The 2021 Reimagine Sandy Bay document (the “Concept Masterplan”) states: “We are 
reducing parking from the standard statutory requirement to help reduce dependence on 
private vehicle”. … “Across the site, there is an average of 1.08 cars provided per a dwelling 
…” (page 14).  
 
(b) Proposals for Mount Nelson. 
The number of dwellings planned to be constructed between Churchill Avenue and Olinda 
Grove (Precincts 3, 4 and 5), is 1,590 (out of the total 2,700 dwellings for the entire Sandy 
Bay campus site).  
 
The statistical area of Mount Nelson, between Churchill Avenue and the Signal Station, 
including all the residences on Nelson Road, Olinda Grove, and the streets and estates leading 
off from them contain 1,176 dwellings with an average of 1.9 motor vehicles per dwelling 
(2021 ABS Census). Thus, the UTAS proposals would more than double the number of 
dwellings on Mount Nelson, with half the motor vehicle capacity. 
 
Nelson Road is a major arterial road within the city of Hobart. It is narrow, very steep with 
hair-pin bends. It is an important Metro bus route and is used by heavy trucks, delivery vans, 
cyclists, resident and visitor motor vehicles, and pedestrians (including children attending the 
Mount Nelson Primary School). The slope of the road is so steep, rising more than 200 
metres in a short distance above Churchill Avenue, that there is no footpath between Bend 1 
and Bend 7. The roadway is used to park a considerable number of vehicles. 
 
Yet the UTAS Concept Masterplan boasts that its plans offer “residents and visitors the 
opportunity to walk, cycle or scoot around the precincts” (page 13)! What utter madness! 
 
To more than double the number of dwellings on Mount Nelson will create unacceptable 
traffic congestion and parking problems.  
 
Precinct 3, adjacent to the Nelson Road bends, is planned to have 930 dwellings. The only 
road access planned for Precinct 3 is two narrow outlets at Bends 3 and 5, so with a lack of 
adequate parking within the Precinct residents and visitors will be forced to park their 
vehicles on Nelson Road adjacent to the hair-pin bends. 
 



To give one simple example of logistical problems not discussed in the Masterplan: Tuesday 
is waste disposal collection day on Mount Nelson. General garbage for landfill is collected 
weekly, while bins containing recycling waste and organic waste are collected on alternative 
weeks. Residents are required to place their waste bins on the edge of the road for collection. 
It takes the trucks all day to service the Mount Nelson area. How long would it take, and what 
would be the resultant traffic chaos if the number of dwellings were to be doubled? 
 
UTAS has given no indication that it has considered these and other logistical issues. The 
implication is that UTAS is merely following an ideological fantasy and has given no 
consideration to practical matters. It deals in unsupported assertions and misleading 
statements. 
 
(c) Density issues. 
The areas surrounding the campus are composed principally of large single-storey single-
family spacious dwellings with large gardens at an average density between 10 and 15 
dwellings per hectare. 
 
The Concept Masterplan asserts that the proposed 2,700 dwellings on the Sandy Bay campus 
site will have an overall density of 50 dwellings per hectare.  
 
However, these calculations are grossly misleading.  
 
Precinct 1, between Sandy Bay Road and Grosvenor Crescent is planned to house 270 
dwellings on 7 hectares at an average density of 38 dwellings per hectare. Yet the UTAS 
calculations include the sports grounds, which UTAS has stated will remain. These occupy at 
least 5 hectares. 
 
The Masterplan also includes a new internal road connecting Sandy Bay Road with 
Grosvenor Crescent, requiring the demolition of current buildings such as the Law Faculty, 
IMAS, the Sports Pavilion (housing a basketball court, fitness centre, squash courts, dance 
studies and other recreational facilities), and the entire childcare centre, including the cottage. 
 
Hence, by reducing the usable space needed for the new road and the outdoor sports grounds, 
the true housing density, in a set of 3 to 5 storey units, is likely to be approximately 200 
dwellings per hectare. 
 
Precinct 2, between Grosvenor Crescent and Churchill Avenue, is planned to accommodate 
840 dwellings at an average 84 dwellings per hectare for the 10-hectare site. Again, the 
densities are grossly understated. The site contains a number of office and commercial 
buildings, retail stores, community spaces and a new health centre. The true residential 
density is likely to be closer to 200 dwellings per hectare. 
 
(d) Traffic considerations. 
Apart from the lack of on-site parking for residents, visitors, delivery vans, service vehicles 
and other transport vehicles, the extra traffic load will substantially impact nearby streets.  
 
Sandy Bay Road, Churchill Avenue, Grosvenor Street and their feeder roads are already 
highly congested during peak periods. The extra traffic generated by the addition of an extra 
1,100 dwellings in Precincts 1 and 2 will add to that congestion and create long periods of 
gridlock. 



 
 
(e) The shift to post-industrial travel patterns. 
In the post-WW2 period, employment has shown a massive shift to service occupations in 
what is referred to as the post-industrial revolution (see, for example, Daniel Bell, 1973, The 
Coming of Post-Industrial Society). 
 
Service employment is gender-neutral, hence the growth of service employment has shown a 
massive increase in female employment, especially among women with dependent children, 
and increasingly in professional office jobs. 
 
The days when men worked and married women stayed home to look after the children and 
attend to housework are well and truly gone. Women now have workforce participation rates 
equal to men. 
 
These employment trends have led to a profound change in household travel behaviour. In 
modern post-industrial economies men and women need to juggle work commitments with 
home and family responsibilities, including shopping, taking children to and from childcare 
or school, ferrying children to sporting and other physical activities, catching up with friends, 
attending to the needs of elderly parents, engaging in social and cultural activities, attending 
to medical and health needs, plus a raft of other activities. 
 
To the extent that these non-work activities tend to be spatially dispersed across the urban 
area and are often highly time sensitive, most people now find they can only successfully 
accomplish them with the use of a go-anywhere anytime personal car. All public transport 
systems are confined to stops along a route and are available only at times listed on 
timetables. They lack the ability to cover all points in an area at all times and therefore are of 
little use to most people. 
 
The government agency BITRE (Information Sheet 59, page 19) found that for Greater 
Hobart bus travel accounted for a mere 3.5 per cent share of the 2.5 billion passenger-
kilometres of travel undertaken by motorised transport in 2013 (the other 96.5 per cent being 
undertaken by private motor vehicles).  
 
For journey-to-work activity, where public transport has its greatest advantage compared to 
private transport, the ABS (2016 Census) found that just 5.5 per cent of commuters in Greater 
Hobart travelled by bus.  It is frequently claimed by planners that Hobart has a high rate of 
car dependency, but it should be recognised that larger cities, like the Sunshine Coast, has 
only 2.3 per cent of commuters travelling by public transport, Geelong 5.3 per cent despite its 
proximity to Melbourne, and Townsville, the closest city in population to Hobart, just 1.6 per 
cent. 
 
It is the demands of people to achieve daily activities that results in traffic and mode-choice. 
Yet, changes to people’s travel behaviours as a result of the transition to a post-industrial 
society are ignored by planners, ideologically committed to TOD. 
 
(f) UTAS proposed relocation to the centre of Hobart. 
UTAS continually asserts that, because the centre of Hobart is better served by public 
transport (buses) than the Sandy Bay campus, the proposed relocation into the centre of 
Hobart will make the university more accessible to staff and students. 



 
It ignores the obvious facts that accessibility (often referred to as “get-at-ability”) in modern 
societies increasingly relates to car use and associated parking requirements rather than bus 
routes and timetables. 
 
The UTAS claim that the centre of Hobart is more accessible to students is supported by, and 
likely directed by, advisors such as Professor Jason Byrne, a dedicated TOD disciple. 
 
To support the claim, UTAS has frequently referred to the low enrolment numbers among 
school leavers from the northern suburbs, where access to the Sandy Bay campus by bus 
requires a service change to get from the city to Sandy Bay (the so-called “double bus” 
problem). This ignores the reality that the desire to attend university is strongly influenced by 
family culture and the intentions of friends and class-mates.  
 
If the claim by UTAS that the relatively low enrolments from the northern suburbs were true, 
it should mean that the proportion of northern suburb student enrolments in courses long 
offered in the centre of Hobart, such as at the Centre for Arts in Hunter Street, the Menzies 
Centre, and the IMAS at Princes Wharf, would be higher than the proportion of northern 
suburb enrolments at Sandy Bay. UTAS has the data to verify the claim but its refusal to do 
so can only be interpreted as knowing the claim to be false. 
 
The availability of parking has a strong effect on accessibility. Because Hobart is the only 
city in Australia without a bypass to separate city-bound traffic from through-traffic trying to 
reach destinations beyond the city centre, Hobart has some of the worst traffic congestion in 
Australia. Traffic from the three major suburban arterials (Southern Outlet, Brooker Highway 
and Tasman Highway) is funnelled onto the twin arterials of Macquarie and Davey Streets.  
 
All other arterial streets in the central area, from Antill Street to Campbell Street, and from 
Morrison Street to Burnett Street, are filled with traffic either trying to feed onto, or being 
distributed from, the Macquarie/Davey couplet. 
 
The congestion in the central area and the lack of available affordable long-term parking 
means that the central area is becoming increasingly inaccessible for the majority of 
motorists. 
 
The proposed UTAS relocation, with a deliberate policy of restricting on-site parking, will 
greatly exacerbate the problems of increased traffic congestion and parking availability.  
 
Universities are large traffic generators, involving staff, students, visitors, delivery vans, 
service vehicles, and other services.  
 
The renovation of the Forestry Commission building in Melville/Brisbane Streets is intended 
to house 3,000 students and 300 staff. The provision of just 5 parking spaces for the building 
is an example of ideological stubbornness and a total disregard for public responsibility. 
 
Other examples of deception, misleading statements, and failure of governance. 
 
I could list many other examples, where UTAS has failed to meet its responsibilities under 
the Act.  
 



I’ll refer to just three. 
 
First, the redevelopment of the Sandy Bay campus will have a severe detrimental effect on 
the natural values of the bushland reserve which provides habitat to many rare species, 
including the endangered swift parrot. 
 
The reserve forms an important ecological bridge for the seasonal movement of animals from 
the alpine regions of the Wellington Range to the sea. In addition, the bushland reserve is an 
important area for university research in biological and geological studies. 
 
The proposal to accommodate 1,590 new dwellings on the reserve, with associated human 
activity, problems with feral domestic animals, walkways and similar disturbances will create 
adverse effects on the natural values of the reserve. 
 
Second, Phil Leerson, the UTAS Executive Director Campus Transformation, claimed in The 
Mercury on 06 April: “The best nursing education in Australia right now is in Burnie”. 
 
According to the authoritative QS World University Rankings for 2022 UTAS ranks last in 
nursing education of the 20 Australian universities in a world list of 170. Sydney and Monash 
rank in the top 20, while a further 10 Australian universities rank in the top 50. 
 
UTAS is in the lowest group with a rank somewhere between 151 and 170. 
 
Third, I have asserted several times in published articles and public forums, including the 
City Hall public meeting in May attended by senior UTAS management staff as well as more 
than 500 members of the public, that there is no other university in the world that has 
abandoned, or is proposing to abandon, a government-granted spacious greenfield site in 
order to relocate to a motley collection of buildings in the centre of the city. 
 
The assertion is easily dismissed if it is untrue. However, nobody in the UTAS administration 
has ever refuted my assertion, and I stand by it. 
 
Conclusion. 
 
The current UTAS administration has pursued an ideologically-driven anti-car anti-low-
density settlement set of policies without any credible evidence to support them. It has 
ignored the arguments of concerned citizens, abandoned its educational obligations, and 
opted for policy on the run without concern for the consequences of its actions. 
 
In doing so, the UTAS administration has betrayed the people of Tasmania and shunned its 
obligations to promote good governance, accountability and transparency as required under 
the University of Tasmania Act 1992.  
 
I thank the Legislative Council and the Members of the Select Committee for the opportunity 
to express my concerns. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
R. D. M. (Bob) Cotgrove. 

 




