
Invermay Launceston 
29 August 2022 

Hon Rob Valentine MLC, Chair and Committee Members,      
Legislative Council,  
Parliament House, 
Hobart, Tas 

Dear Committee Members, 
Re the Legislative Council Inquiry into UTas 

Under the Tasmanian Local Government Act 1993, Section 345. False and 
misleading statements 

A person must not, in giving any information under this Act – 
(a) make a statement knowing it to be false or misleading; or
(b) omit any matter from a statement knowing that without that matter the
statement is misleading.

Similarly under the Competition and Consumer Act 2010 (Cwth), the City 
Councils can be found guilty of misleading or deceptive conduct as they are 
not exempt from the Act. Both the Launceston City Council (LCC) and UTas 
can be/could be accused of misleading or deceptive conduct: 
Councils are not exempt from operation of the Competition and Consumer 
Act.1 Like individuals, partnerships and companies, councils can fall foul of the 
CCA, including its misleading or deceptive conduct provisions…Further, 
officers acting as the organ of the council are also exposed to the risk of being 
found to have been knowingly involved in, or aiding, abetting, counselling or 

1 See Competition and Consumer Act.  Is UTas subject to the Act? That is, are Australian universities 
regarded as corporations under this Act? ‘It has long been considered that local councils (like trade
unions) are not engaged in trade or commerce and therefore are exempt from the operation of 
the Competition and Consumer Act 2010 (Cth), which replaced the well-known Trade Practices Act. 
However, that is not the case. Like individuals, partnerships and companies, councils can fall foul of 
the CCA, including its misleading or deceptive conduct provisions… 
Further, officers acting as the organ of the council are also exposed to the risk of being found to have 
been knowingly involved in, or aiding, abetting, counselling or procuring the contravention. In the 
event that an officer is found to have been a party to the contravention of the CCA, the aggrieved party 
would be entitled to seek damages from the officer.’ 
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procuring the contravention. Both LCC and/or UTas could be accused of 
misleading or deceptive conduct through their claims and actions in relation 
to the campus relocation project  in Launceston. 
 
From the time of the arrival of former UTas VC, Peter Rathjen c. 2011,  
members of UTas management and UTas Council, including the former VC,  
have made false and/or misleading statements over the 10-12 year period to 
2022. Members of UTas, in collusion with sections of the Launceston City 
Council (LCC) have also omitted to include full information in material 
presented as part of the application to get public funding and Council land 
gifts for a UTas Launceston campus relocation.  
 

From September to November 2015, sections of UTas management began to 
introduce claims about the cost of the upgrading the Newnham campus as 
being prohibitive, that “its facility” at Newnham was “run down”.2 This was 
blatant misrepresentation, if not outright deception, and contradicted UTas’ 
own high-level documents.3 The false claims were naively or wilfully accepted 
by Launceston Aldermen.4 UTas Provost, Mike Calford’s  “confident” 
projection of an “extra 10,000 students” in the next three years5 (ie 2015-
2018) was not challenged by, and no modelling was requested by any level of 
government. Unsupported comparisons to overseas universities and to 
Geelong were used to contend or create the false impression that an inner-city 
campus would attract more students and jobs to Launceston.6 

In May 2018, I was part of a group of concerned Launceston citizens who met 
with the then new Vice Chancellor Rufus Black to discuss and express 
concerns about the Launceston relocation plans, which, based on UTas and 
media reports were progressing. Also present at this meeting were Professor 
David Adams and James McKee, (0f the Dept of Coordinator General, but 
based at UTas and working for UTas).  
After much discussion and numerous questions, Professor David Adams 
revealed that they (UTas) did not have a business plan, or any evidence-based 
plan organised, but that “We are retrospectively trying to create the logic of 
this…”  

This admission was a highly unexpected, but not at all surprising, revelation 
from one of the UTas leading lights of their relocation project. 

                                                           
2 Examiner, 14 July 2015. 
3 E.g. UTas Commercial Services & Development, “Strategic Asset Management Framework, 10 February 2015 
4 ABC News 25 September 2015; Tasmanian Business Reporter, 12 October 2015, Examiner 5 November 2015. 
5 Personal Communication, M. Smart, June 2020 
6 Examiner, video interview, 25 September 2015 
https://www.examiner.com.au/story/3384258/university-presents-case-for-city-campus-video/  

https://www.examiner.com.au/story/3384258/university-presents-case-for-city-campus-video/


 

The University of Tasmania (UTas) is a cossetted monopoly in 
Tasmania, where under the management of the past 8-10 years, a 
culture of misrepresentation, deception and staff intimidation has 
evolved.               

The issue of the UTas campus relocation in Launceston is an issue of 
considerable concern for the majority of Launceston and Northern 
Tasmanian residents. To use the words of Dr John Hewson7 UTas is 
“in the midst of moral, ethical decline’ is suffering ‘trust deficit’ and 
has shown an “erosion of the moral and ethical standards”  There has 
been no requirement for the application or enforcement of UTas 
values… No accountability has been required of UTas management or 
UTas Council. 

This has occurred as the result of combined Launceston City Council 
(LCC)-UTas’ management ambition and lobbying to secure millions 
of dollars in public funding, including $300 million to relocate the 
Launceston and Burnie main campuses (consisting of $150 m from 
the Federal government, $150 m from the Tasmanian government, 
plus gifts of several parcels of public land from the Launceston and 
Burnie City Councils). From the start, the plan for the relocation of 
the entire Launceston campus, (concomitant with and mirroring the 
Burnie and Hobart plans) has lacked any significant supporting 
evidence or academic rigour, is full of obvious inherent flaws, 
ongoing inconsistencies and planning ‘on the run’. In other words, it 
is/has been a shambles. 

Since 2012, the process has involved a lengthy, convoluted series of 
machinations and ad hoc reactionary actions and responses. 
Furthermore, it has involved a complete rejection of community 
opinion as well as serious intimidation of staff who objected or 

                                                           
7 Examiner 28 Dec 2018, 25 jan 2019 (referring to a broad range of institutions - ‘churches, banks (and 
more broadly in business) various sports, the RSL, and numerous authorities ranging from the police, 
judicial processes through to a host of regulatory authorities…ASIC/APRA and even the Reserve 
Bank)’. Geoffrey Watson QC expressed similar concerns in relation to Tasmania in a local ABC radio 
interview in November 2018. 



criticised the plans. In the push to obtain funding promises in the lead 
up to the 2016 federal election, UTas, LCC and lobbyists operated, 
and continue to do so, outside ethical, integrity and academic 
standards. The lobbying and propaganda were thorough and highly 
successful. Outlandish claims used to support the Launceston campus 
move to Inveresk, such as the projected enrolment of an additional 
12,500 students, (10,000 of whom would, they claimed, be from 
Tasmania – a statistical impossibility) combined with threats that the 
northern section of the university would close if it didn’t move to 
Inveresk, not only went unchallenged, but they were accepted by all 
levels of government, the major parties and most politicians. 

Projects 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 initially, although a confidential 
“Strategic-level Business Case” for the so-called “Inveresk Precinct 
Redevelopment” was belatedly submitted (and only after considerable 
pressure) to IA in November 2017. This nominal compliance by UTas 
was used by PM Turnbull to release, in January 2018, the promised 
$130m funding, which was then being held by the Tasmanian 
Government.8 Until early February this year IA had still not publicly 
acknowledged or assessed the IPR at any level (as evidenced by its 
website at the time), but UTas finally submitted a full and final 
business case right on the deadline it had been given on 31 January 
2019, potentially for routine and expedient approval. It appears that 
this UTas proposal has by-passed Stages 1 and 2 of the IA assessment 
process to go Stage 3 where it is currently being evaluated by IA, who 
have since asked for more information from UTas.     

The trust deficit, and the erosion of moral and ethical standards 
discussed in Hewson’s article are applicable to this situation in 
                                                           
8 https://www.senatorbirmingham.com.au/joint-doorstop-interview-at-university-of-tasmania-
inveresk-campus/  16 January 2017, or 2018?. PM Turnbull states ‘the funds are there waiting’; 
https://www.malcolmturnbull.com.au/media/doorstop-university-of-tasmania-16-january-2018 ;  
https://www.senatorbirmingham.com.au/utas-relocation-given-the-green-light/    The University’s 
Launceston education and research campuses and activities will be more accessible in the central city site of 
Inveresk. https://www.tasmaniatalks.com.au/component/tags/tag/infrastructure?start=40  “Inveresk 
UTAS campus predicted to open by 2021, with federal funds transferred today” 16 January 2018. 

https://www.senatorbirmingham.com.au/joint-doorstop-interview-at-university-of-tasmania-inveresk-campus/
https://www.senatorbirmingham.com.au/joint-doorstop-interview-at-university-of-tasmania-inveresk-campus/
https://www.malcolmturnbull.com.au/media/doorstop-university-of-tasmania-16-january-2018
https://www.senatorbirmingham.com.au/utas-relocation-given-the-green-light/
https://www.tasmaniatalks.com.au/component/tags/tag/infrastructure?start=40


Tasmania. It might also be noteworthy that the three main instigators 
behind the Tasmanian plans, and the associated degeneration of 
ethics, integrity and honesty, and the sheer success of Illusory Truth 
Effect, - LCC GM Dobrzynski, VC Rathjen and Provost Calford - 
have all since left Tasmania for greener pastures. (Sep ’17, Oct ’17, 
Jan-Feb ’18 respectively) 

I have tried to condense the issue into as few pages as possible but it 
is not an easy task, given the nature and volume of material I and 
others have available. The following four examples might be the 
easiest way to sum up the misrepresentation, deception and due 
diligence failure within UTas and, by association and collusion, the 
Launceston City Council (LCC) and the cosy relationship between 
them. Sections marked in bold in are direct quotes.   

Example 1.  The plan was initiated by the then LCC General 
Manager (GM), Robert Dobrzynski, around mid-2012 when he started 
working behind the scenes to achieve his aim and to encourage UTas, 
to change the original intended location – the UTas Newnham campus 
– of the planned NRAS funded student accommodation. The GM’s 
enticement involved ‘giving’ a parcel of public land at Inveresk 
adjacent to the CBD to UTas for the accommodation building. He 
ignored the existing Master Plans (for both Inveresk Precinct and 
Mowbray-Newnham campus), ignored the legally constituted York 
Park Inveresk Precinct Authority, (YPIPA) its 4 community members 
and senior state public servant member (head of Events Tasmania) as 
well as several genuine full public consultations and community input 
into the existing Master Plans. (Together with others, I was a long-
standing member of YPIPA)   

Even before this accommodation relocation was formalised, it soon 
emerged that the GM’s ill-thought out plan, which he simplistically 
insisted was ‘good town-planning’, involved more than just student 
accommodation relocation. Behind the scenes he moved quickly to 
invite and encourage UTas to provide information to support his plans 
for a full campus move to Inveresk, a distance of 3-4 kilometres from 
the existing fully operating campus site of 180 acres and associated 



infrastructure. His intentions are revealed in items listed in an email 
from him to UTas in December 2012. An example of such items on 
the list is, “LCC would wish to gain an indication of the future 
development proposed by UTAS at the Inveresk site, and to gain 
the collaboration of UTAS in developing the Inveresk precinct 
Plan which will guide development at Inveresk”. 

 UTas management was quick to take advantage of this 
encouragement and start its own push. In its December 2012 response 
to GM Dobrzynski’s email, Utas referred to previous discussions 
adding that, “the University needs to finalise the matter.” It 
referred to “tight deadlines” and warned that “If in-principle 
agreement on Inveresk cannot be reached before Christmas the 
University will have to look at alternate sites to meet these 
deadlines.” It must be pointed out here that until July that year the 
intention had been to build the accommodation at Newnham campus 
where Utas already ‘owned’/occupied the land, and for which the 
NRAS funding had been obtained.   

Thus, the opportunity was seized by UTas, particularly by VC Peter 
Rathjen (now at Adelaide) and Provost, Mike Calford (now at ANU), 
with the latter doing much of the lobbying of politicians and 
candidates of all parties well in advance of the 2016 federal election. 
Meanwhile, in order to silence vocal opposition, the GM was able to 
sideline YPIPA community members by working directly and secretly 
with the LCC Mayor and the two aldermanic representatives on the 
Authority. In 2016, he succeeded in getting UTas to sponsor the York 
Park stadium for an undisclosed amount understood to be lower than 
the previous 5 year sponsorship by Aurora.  

Example 2. i)  In early 2016, a senior Commonwealth public servant 
(who I shall refer to as PB) . but acting independently, approached 
northern UTas management to query the document that they had put 
forward as their ‘business plan’. This document was/is nothing more 
than a glossy marketing brochure. Initially the northern UTas 
representative argued that it was indeed the business case, but PB 
insisted it was not. After some discussion, and as PB was not to be 



fobbed off, it was suggested (or he may have requested to speak to 
someone, it is uncertain at this stage) that he speak with the 
University’s Hobart-based business manager. It is perhaps noteworthy 
that the business manager travelled from Hobart to Launceston to talk 
with PB. Again, when PB insisted that the brochure was not a 
business plan he received the same response from the business 
manager that it was. However, as PB persisted on the existence or 
otherwise of a business plan, the business manager finally admitted, 
“We don’t have one”. 

   ii)  Similarly, PB also sought the student statistics that UTas would 
have presumably used to support/underpin their arguments for public 
funding and land acquisitions. After much running around, PB was 
eventually told that “there aren’t any”. This accords with my own 
experience. Not from want of trying, I was unable to find or obtain 
current or earlier statistics of student numbers, not even basic Full 
Time Equivalents (FTE), across the campuses. 

 

Example 3.  On Monday 2 October 2017, less than three weeks 
before VC Rathjen was due to finish up as VC and leave Tasmania, 
an ordinary meeting of Launceston City Council was attended by 
some members of the public and twelve well-prepared UTas 
representatives planning to address the meeting on a controversial 
Agenda item relating to a LCC-UTas campus relocation land deal. 
During the morning before the meeting, the aldermen received an 
email from the LCC Acting General Manager. The email read: “A 
robust debate in council that does not result in the required 
absolute majority will significantly damage relations and our 
reputation, especially when the university has been organising 
speakers to attend the meeting supporting the proposal,” 

Apart from one alderman, Danny Gibson, the other aldermen and the 
Mayor were very keen to give more parcels of land to UTas, still 
without having carried out any due diligence (in breach of their code 
of conduct) on behalf of ratepayers. Alderman Gibson was incensed at 



such an instruction from a council official and asked what was the 
intent of the email. He also asked about the nature – a convoluted 
series of “exchanges” - of what the Aldermen were being “asked” to 
approve. He stated that it “was ludicrous to have not questioned” the 
land deals further and “appalling that the council had not finished its 
parking study before the land decision was made." He pointed to the 
haste, with which the deal was being voted on that day simply as a 
farewell favour for VC Rathjen. Referring to the land deals and an 
upcoming LCC send-off for the VC, Ald Gibson argued, “I believe if 
there wasn't a function to celebrate the achievements of the Vice 
Chancellor this Thursday in Launceston that we would have 
negotiated a better outcome”. 
The Mayor tried several times to silence Ald Gibson on this, saying it 
was a confidential email. However, Alderman Gibson held his 
ground, until he finally got an answer regarding to the nature of what 
the aldermen were being asked to approve. The eventual answer from 
the Acting GM was, “It has been a long process of working to 
address the issue of trying to achieve the outcome of the 
relocation of the university to the inner city site. I think that 
through that process, as aldermen have been advised, there was a 
point now of an expectation that we had reached an agreement. 
For us not to proceed would be something that is regrettable, 
given the effort that had gone into it.” 
That answer from the Acting GM was a clear indication of the failure 
by all levels of government to carry out any due diligence or 
requirement for UTas to produce modelling, demonstrated need or a 
full evidence-based business case. In the past eighteen months it has 
increasingly become the fall-back position of many politicians and 
proponents to suggest that the ‘plan’ is either too far advanced to halt, 
or that “it’s a done deal” or similar. 
 
Example 4.  On 28 May 2018 four members of a series of community 
networks that include businesses, academics, students, tradespeople, 
retailers, ratepayers, residents and others, requested a meeting with 
the new VC, Rufus Black. Black invited two UTas 
representatives/lobbyists, Professor David Adams and James McKee, 



to the meeting. During the very polite discussions, Professor Adams 
had as much to say as the VC, Mr McKee said nothing. Well into the 
discussions and on the topic of the complete lack of any evidence, 
reason or need for the Launceston campus move, Adams, as he spoke, 
volunteered this shocking and revealing top level admission of six 
years of misrepresentation, academic disregard, negligence and ad 
hoc actions with the statement (information that the public was 
already well aware of) “We are retrospectively trying to create the 
logic of this.”  
This, in 2018 - after 6 years of machinations and disbursement on 
associated resources (personnel, equipment, marketing, travel, office 
space, real estate etc) after millions of dollars of public funds have 
been promised, with some funds already handed over, land parcels 
gifted and some land titles granted, and planning scheme flood 
inundation codes altered - was the best they could come up with! 
Adams’ words were a full admission that they, UTas and proponents, 
still had not established justification for relocation, that all their 
previous claims and actions have indeed been a scam. Furthermore, 
on 1 March 2019, a full month after their submission to IA, Adams 
was quoted in the local newspaper, The Examiner: ‘Pro-vice 
chancellor David Adams said the university had been "working hard 
to get the evidence" for its transformation project, but unforeseen 
challenges had meant a delay to the existing timelines.” 

 

The level of misrepresentation, deception, manipulation, demise of 
ethical standards, lack of accountability and transparency by UTas 
and/or those in government responsible for organising and signing 
MOUs and granting funding has been mind-boggling and continues 
unabated. Not even the serious damage to the Sandy Bay campus 
caused by the flood in June 2018, nor the public response to an Open 
Letter to VC Black was enough to bring about a rethink of the folly of 
relocating the whole Launceston campus to a flood prone tidal flat – 
an area that sits below high tide levels, albeit behind levees, but which 
has to be evacuated, at great expense and effort, every time there’s a 



flood evacuation warning as there was in June 2016 at a cost to UTas 
of over $40,000 to evacuate the small campus there.  

Moreover, the cost of Launceston relocation is now rumoured to have 
blown out to well over $400 million, (presumably in part due to the 
nature of the intended location), while the posited random number of 
‘additional’ students has been reduced from the original figure of 
12,500 quoted in 2015-6, to 7,000 in mid-2018 to 1,200 in late 2018. 
This combination and size of altered projections alone should be 
enough to negate all MOUs and to force serious open examination of 
LCC-UTas methods, funding and efficacy of the all campus 
relocation plans.  

No single politician, candidate or party carried out any due diligence 
or fact checking before supporting the funding promises. Because of 
the obvious flaws and absence of any need to relocate (quite the 
contrary, the evidence to remain at current campus is overwhelming 
and fully understood by the public), ad hoc decisions, policy and 
planning on the run, and absence of any coherent proposal have been 
ongoing characteristics of the process from the start, a feature also 
recognised by the public. 

In this absence of any due diligence or fact checking by the political 
class or of any requirement for UTas to produce actual evidence or 
modelling or full business case, Launceston-based community 
networks assigned a full academic-level report. Together with Mr 
Chris Penna, I  worked to a Brief to produce a fully researched report 
into the matter from 2012-2018/19. We conferred on methods and 
materials, reviews, evidence, sources at the same time as working and 
writing independently to produce two separate reports. During the 
research process I spoke to and interviewed many people, politicians 
of all persuasions, business owners, professionals, tradespeople, 
academics, students, current and former UTas employees, UTas 
lobbyists, University Vice Chancellor, administration staff, 
media/radio hosts, and had discussions and casual conversations with 
members of the public. I included ‘surveys’/reviews of social media 
sites, local media articles, letters to the editor, blogs, in my research to 



assess the level of support for or against the relocation plan. I have 
submitted that study, Contextual Review and Analysis of UTas-City of 
Launceston Northern Suburbs Campus Relocation Project to the 
Legislative Council Inquiry as part of a separate submission.  

One of the difficulties for any member of the public in trying to deal 
with this issue, or to expose the misrepresentation and deception (in 
the legal sense, say as per the Australian Competition and Consumer 
Law) is the constant stream of ad hoc responses, inconsistencies and 
the almost weekly contradictions that emerge from the UTas 
Transformation office. In addition to that is the secrecy and collusion 
by the Launceston City Council on matters such as Development 
Applications and discretionary Planning Scheme Amendments in 
assisting UTas actions.9 People who should have been checking this 
issue, have not. Those who should be taking action or are/were in a 
position to bring about action are/were ignoring or dismissing the 
issue in a wilful abrogation of their responsibility. By not carrying out 
their own due diligence and/or fact checking, these politicians and 
councillors have rejected accountability and transparency, and most 
likely breached their codes of conduct.  

Meanwhile UTas misrepresentation, under the guise of 
‘transformation’, continues unchecked and undeterred. Indeed, they 
have just created a new position and appointed a new pro-vice 
chancellor to oversee the ‘northern transformation’, while apparently 
moving Prof David Adams sideways to a different position. 
                                                           
9 The clearest example of this was the successful passing of Amendment 43 to the L’ton Planning Scheme to 
alter part of the Invermay Flood Inundation Code to allow a previously ‘prohibited category’ development on 
the tidal zone that sits below high tide level. When the Code was originally put in place, then State Treasury 
Secretary, Don Challen, was adamant that no further intensification of the area was to occur. In the past 3-4 
years the City Council has succeed in weakening the Code to allow full-scale development there (with the 
associated growth in daily traffic movements, the highest in Tasmania, outside Hobart). The City Council failed 
to mention to the Planning Commission or to anyone else, that a Flood Modelling Report by BMT, that it, the 
Council, had commissioned and had already seen several interim versions, was close to final publication at the 
time of the Amendment 43 Planning Commission hearings. The BMT report is a serious document based on 
the latest climate change data and flood data, with serious projections (2050, 2090) for flooding in/around 
Launceston. North and South Esk Rivers Flood Modelling and Mapping UpdateVol1:Technical Report, and Vol 2 
Flood mapping, published in Nov 2018, but not released by LCC until 22 January 2019. Several Launceston 
experts (flooding, estuarine scientist, engineer, emergency personnel) expressed surprise that the Council 
even released it publicly it at all, due to the seriousness of the report and the projections. In all its actions the 
City Council - and the State Government - has given preference to the UTas proposal over everything else. 



Given this situation and the failure by anyone involved to apply and 
enforce standards, (as per Hewson’s articles and Geoffrey Watson’s 
comments about the Tasmanian Integrity Commission being a paper 
tiger), how do we go about using the research and the reports to bring 
honesty and common sense to the issue?  

Members of the community networks believe that the place and 
actions of UTas as a monopoly in Tasmania is worthy of an inquiry 
together/in combination with an open review and reversal of the 
Launceston relocation plan, and possibly the plans for the Burnie and 
Hobart campuses.10 A return to the earlier published common-sense 
UTas plans of refurbishing the current main Launceston campus in 
conjunction with the Mowbray Precinct Study, at a cost of between 
$59m to $72m, would release public funds for several important 
alternative projects needed in Launceston and fully supported by the 
public. 

It is not possible here to cover all the matters of public concern 
associated with the relocation project. A full academic-level, peer-
reviewed evaluation of the planned campus relocation and UTas’ 
claims, Evaluative Review of the University of Tasmania Inveresk 
Precinct Redevelopment Project, Version 3, by Chris Penna, was 
published in March 2019 and sent to relevant people in the hope that 
they might read it and perhaps take notice of the content and of the 
misrepresentation and deception perpetuated by UTas and its 
lobbyists.  

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1. 10 A rethink and a possible reversal on the Hobart STEM centre relocation, which has been with 

Infrastructure Australia for some time and had reached the final stages, was announced in mid-
January 2019. 



I apologise for any repetitions I might have made, and I thank you for 
the opportunity to present this material. 

 

Yours faithfully,   

 

 

Jillian Koshin, 

BA Hons, Dip Teach (University of Tasmania),  

PhD (Deakin University School of Aust and International Studies) 

 

 

 

 

NOTE TO THE APPENDIX   

Under UTas Governance and Accountability policies listed on their 
website include two which are relevant to the Launceston campus 
move to Inveresk and Willis St subtidal flood inundation zones. 

Building subtidal campuses in the 21st century, 2020-2023, does not 
comply with the UTAS Sustainability Policy - 
https://www.utas.edu.au/policy/policies 

Furthermore, setting up campuses on subtidal land immediately 
adjacent to unstable estuarine river/mud banks meet UTAS Risk 
Management and Business Resilience policy - 
https://www.utas.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/1412058/Ris
k-Management-Procedure.pdf 

 

 

https://www.utas.edu.au/policy/policies
https://www.utas.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/1412058/Risk-Management-Procedure.pdf
https://www.utas.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/1412058/Risk-Management-Procedure.pdf


 

 

APPENDIX 

FROM UTAS POLICIES: 

GOVERNANCE INSTRUMENTS FRAMEWORK > POLICIES 

GOVERNANCE & ACCOUNTABILITY: 

SUSTAINABILITY POLICY  

6. GOVERNANCE AND ACCOUNTABILITY  

6.6 Sustainability Policy 

6.7 Risk Management and Business Resilience Policy 

 

6.6 Sustainability Policy 

Purpose: 

The purpose of this policy is to provide the framework for expressing the University of Tasmania’s 
commitment to the incorporation of inclusive and equitable sustainability principles and practices in, 
and informed by, its governance, teaching, research, community engagement and operations. 

1 Sustainability Responsible 
1.1 The University will embed sustainability as a key part of its mission and support a culture that 

increases the capacity of the institution to contribute to sustainable outcomes locally and globally. 
Chief Operatin  
Officer 

1.2 Sustainability considerations, including risks, will be integrated into University governance, planning 
and decision making. 

Chief Operatin  
Officer 

1.3 The University will integrate sustainability into the curriculum and equip students to embed 
sustainability principles in their lives and future employment. 

Chief Operatin  
Officer 

1.4 The University recognises that sustainability is delivered through collaborative partnerships and 
will influence partners and implement projects with our communities to deliver sustainable 
outcomes. 

Chief Operatin  
Officer 

1.5 Delivering sustainability outcomes is a shared responsibility and the University will improve its 
sustainability performance through education and awareness-raising and providing resources for 
staff and students. 

Chief Operatin  
Officer 

1.6 Staff will seek to increase their sustainability skills and knowledge through induction, professional 
development, educational and material resources, and ongoing training, engagement and 
awareness-raising opportunities so that they can apply the principles of sustainability through their 
jobs and lives. 

Chief Operatin  
Officer 



1.7 Staff will work to implement and continuously improve sustainability outcomes through evidence-
based and innovative research, monitoring, and benchmarking to ensure the University achieves its 
potential as a leader in this space. 

Chief Operatin  
Officer 

1.8 Staff and students will ensure that their planning and activities manage and mitigate any risk of 
environmental or social damage. 

Chief Operatin  
Officer 

1.9 The University will develop, maintain, and operate sustainable campuses, both built and natural 
environments, through applying outcomes-driven sustainable design 
principles, assurance frameworks and operational tools. 

Chief Operatin  
Officer 

6 GOVERNANCE AND ACCOUNTABILITY 6.7 Risk management and 
Business Resilience Policy 

Risk Management and Business Resilience Policy 

Purpose: 

Central to the University of Tasmania’s learning and teaching, and research activities, this policy 
outlines our commitment to create a resilient University through responsible management of risk and 
planning for effective management of emergency and crisis events, and business continuity. 

1 Risk management Responsible 
1.1 The University will have an open and transparent risk management framework that is easily 

understood, relevant, continuously reviewed and improved. 
Chief Operating 
Officer 

1.2 Responsibilities for risk management will be allocated through a clear governance structure. Chief Operating 
Officer 

1.3 University staff will proactively identify strategic and operational risks. Chief Operating 
Officer 

1.4 University staff will design mitigations to bring identified risks within the University’s risk appetite 
and will not make decisions that create risks outside the risk appetite. 

Chief Operating 
Officer 

1.5 Risk appetite will be periodically reviewed to ensure that there is alignment with strategy and risks 
of the University. 

Chief Operating 
Officer 

1.6 University staff will consider the dynamic nature of risk and will incorporate all relevant information 
into risk-based decision making. 

Chief Operating 
Officer 

1.7 The University will create and maintain a positive risk management culture that encourages the 
sound management of risk in line with the risk management framework. 

Chief Operating 
Officer 

2 Business resilience   
2.1 The University will build a culture of business resilience where it can respond to crises and 

disruptive events that impact the University’s ability to meet operational and strategic needs. 
Chief Operating 
Officer 

2.2 The University will maintain sound business continuity planning to support continued operation of 
critical business functions. 

Chief Operating 
Officer 

3 Crisis management   
3.1 The University will be well prepared for managing crises through planning and the clear 

identification of management responsibilities and powers. 
Chief Operating 
Officer 

3.2 The University will monitor potential risk triggers and activate a crisis management response in the 
event they become an emergency or crisis. 

Chief Operating 
Officer 

3.3 At a time of crisis the University will aim to maintain business continuity and return the University to 
normal operations as soon as possible. 

Chief Operating 
Officer 



3.4 Taking into account the nature of an emergency or crisis and all relevant circumstances, the 
University's response will prioritise: 
a) human life, safety and wellbeing 
b) animal life, safety and wellbeing 
c) environmental protection 
d) protection of the University’s ongoing operation, viability and reputation 
e) protection of property interests. 

Chief Operating 
Officer 

3.5 During a crisis, decision-making will be within Council’s risk appetite but may require exceeding 
approved delegations for day to day decision-making. 

Chief Operating 
Officer 

4 Insurance   
4.1 The University will insure its assets with consideration to risk and cost. Chief Operating 

Officer 
4.2 The University will indemnify staff, and, where required students and others, acting in good faith in 

the conduct of University business. 
Chief Operating 
Officer 

4.3 Staff and associated personnel must report, without delay, any risks or changes to existing risk that 
they become aware of that may impact insurance, or events or circumstances that may lead to an 
insurance claim. 

Chief Operating 
Officer 
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