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Dear Sir 

Submission to the Inquiry 

Thank you for the invitation to make a submission to this Inquiry. 

As the only union that represents all workers in the Higher Education sector, the NTEU is a key 
stakeholder in the University of Tasmania. Our members who are ongoing, fixed-term and 
casual staff of UTAS rely on the NTEU to advocate for their interests. 

Please find the NTEU submission attached. If there are any issues with formatting or readability, 
please contact our office to seek a remedy. 

The NTEU would be pleased to appear in front of the Committee to elaborate on the 
submission.  

If you have any queries, please contact Emma Gill on 0448 599 180 or egill@nteu.org.au 

Yours sincerely, 

Anthony Beckett 
President 
NTEU Tasmanian Division 
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Introduction 
The NTEU welcomes the opportunity to make a submission to the inquiry into the University of 
Tasmania Act 1992 (‘the Act’). The NTEU represents the interests of staff working at the University of 
Tasmania (UTAS).  

The NTEU welcomes public interest in improving the governance structure of UTAS. The NTEU believes 
that public universities should serve the public interest and act in the public good. The NTEU believes 
that the Act has not provided sufficient guardrails to ensure accountable executive, fiscal and 
academic decision-making at the University. As a result, the NTEU presents the following information 
and recommendations. 

The world has changed immeasurably since the first universities were formed and the University of 
Tasmania Act 1992 enacted. However, the key tenets of a university are unchanged – the 
development and transfer of knowledge. A university should be empowered to nurture the parallel 
efforts of teaching and research in an environment of free enquiry and to take advantage of the critical 
mass and cross-fertilisation of ideas made possible by the concentration of people who possess 
enquiring minds, or who are open to the development of such. 

The last two centuries have transformed concepts of work in a general sense, with a shift away from 
menial, mass labour made possible by the development of machines and, more recently, the computer 
revolution. It is unsurprising that the changes which have played out in corporate spheres have also 
started to infiltrate universities. However, it is vital not to lose sight of the enduring features of 
universities in this process, and to resist the full weight of corporate pressure to change the nature of 
university work.  

Governance under the University of Tasmania Act 
[Terms of Reference: The constitution, role, powers and obligations of the Council and Academic Senate] 
 
As it stands, the Act concentrates decision-making power in a handful of senior executives, effectively 
excluding academic, student and staff voices. As will be later shown, the absence of sufficient scrutiny 
over internal decisions has led to poor outcomes for UTAS and the community. The Act establishes 
the University Council as the core decision-making body of the University, with the Academic Senate 
acting in an “advisory” role. 
 
The Council consists of 14 members: 
• 9 appointed positions 

o 2 persons appointed by the Minister, each of whom must not be a student or member of 
the academic staff or professional staff and of whom at least one must be a graduate of 
the University 

o a minimum of one student 
o up to 6 other persons appointed by the Council itself, each of whom must not be a 

member of the academic staff or professional staff or a student and of whom at least one 
must be a graduate of the University. 

• 3 ex-officio positions 
o the Chancellor (elected by Council), Vice-Chancellor (appointed by Council), and Chair of 

Academic Senate (selection process as determined by Council Ordinance) 
• 1 elected academic staff member 
• 1 elected professional staff member  
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While the student position on Council is not directly elected, the Council generally appoints the 
(elected) president of the student union to this position, although the NTEU notes that the current 
student appointed to UTAS Council is not the Tasmanian University Student Association President. 
 
Therefore, only 14.3% of positions on Council are elected, but it was not always this way. 
 
From at least 1997, 5 members were elected to Council by academic staff members and 2 by 
professional staff members. In total, 7 of 24 members of Council were elected by staff (~ 30% of 
Council). Amendments to the Act in 2001 reduced the number of Council members elected by staff to 
4 out of 17 (~ 25% of Council). The most recent amendment of the Act in 2013 had the effect of cutting 
members elected by staff to its current level of 2 out of 14 members. 
 
By national standards the proportion of elected staff (and student) positions on UTAS Council is 
extremely low as it is common for Australian universities in other states to have 5 or more elected 
positions. The University of Sydney Act allows for a variation in the number of positions on the 
equivalent body, up to 50% of whom may be elected.1 ANU has 3 elected staff and 2 elected student 
positions, making up 33% of their Council.2 UWA has a total of 6 elected positions, making up 35% of 
their equivalent body.3  
 
Our broader analysis shows that 76% of Australian universities have a higher proportion of elected 
positions on their Council (or equivalent body) compared to the University of Tasmania. 
 
The dominance of appointed members on UTAS Council creates at the very least the perception that, 
when new appointments are required, UTAS Council deliberately facilitates the appointment of 
people who are unlikely to question, critique or alter the directions of the UTAS Senior Executive. 
 
Another source of both perceived and real conflicts of interest within the UTAS Council relates to 
remuneration. This is set by the Remuneration and Nominations Committee of UTAS Council – the 
membership and terms of reference of this Committee are detailed on the UTAS web site.4 The first 
two terms of reference for the Committee are: 
 
• making recommendations to Council on appointment, extension and removal of the Vice-

Chancellor 
• setting Vice-Chancellor remuneration (within bands approved by Council) and undertaking 

performance management of the Vice-Chancellor 
 
The Vice-Chancellor is a member of Remuneration and Nominations Committee, along with the 
Chancellor and 2 Deputy Chancellors. Under the conflict-of-interest provisions of the UTAS University 
Council Standing Orders5, the Vice-Chancellor must be excluded from direct decisions of the 
Committee in terms of his remuneration and appointment. In addition, the Committee’s ability to set 
the Vice-Chancellor’s salary (as well as the salary of other members of the UTAS senior executive) is 

 
1 https://legislation.nsw.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/act-1989-124#pt.3-div.1  
2 https://www.anu.edu.au/about/governance/council  
3 https://www.governance.uwa.edu.au/committees/senate  
4 https://www.utas.edu.au/university-council/about-the-committees/nominations-and-remuneration-
committee 
5 https://www.utas.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/1563445/University-Council-Standing-Orders-.pdf 

https://legislation.nsw.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/act-1989-124#pt.3-div.1
https://www.anu.edu.au/about/governance/council
https://www.governance.uwa.edu.au/committees/senate
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bounded by Council (though the approval of salary bands). Council must also at least tacitly approve 
the decisions of the Remuneration and Nominations Committee through the normal reporting 
mechanisms. 
 
While these arrangements have some transparency, the situation is made much more complex by the 
fact that members of UTAS Council also receive payments linked to their position on the Council. The 
latest UTAS Annual Report states that the 15 members of UTAS Council received payments totalling 
$329,130, with the largest individual payments falling in the range $45,000 to $60,000. The fact that 
members of UTAS Council are engaged in co-mutual setting of salaries and payments reduces the 
prospect that such decisions are truly independent. 

Academic Senate 

The function of Academic Senate is to advise the University Council on academic matters relating to 
UTAS. Academic Senate is a much larger body, combining many (~ 30) ex officio appointments from 
within UTAS management with 22 elected representatives drawn from academic areas.  

Many NTEU members who have served on Academic Senate describe it as an exercise in rubber-
stamping of decisions taken elsewhere, most items listed in Academic Senate papers are flagged for 
noting only, and there is little time or opportunity for debate to occur.  

Provost 

In May 2022, the Provost (Professor Jane Long) departed from UTAS. As the most senior academic 
position at a university, the key responsibilities of a Provost are to oversee all the academic and 
student activities. At UTAS, Professor Long was head of the Research and Academic Divisions and 
correspondingly several Pro Vice-Chancellors and Deputy Vice-Chancellors reported directly to her.  

The office of UTAS Provost has been abolished and the Vice-Chancellor has announced that there are 
no plans to recreate the role. All senior academic and research appointments now report directly to 
the Vice Chancellor. This represents a downgrading of academic voices within a university that is 
becoming more managerialist. 

Role of the NTEU 

The NTEU is the only union in the country that represents the interests of all university staff. As a 
member-led, democratic organisation, the NTEU exists to advocate for university staff. With ~ 30,000 
members across the country, the NTEU is a major stakeholder in the tertiary education landscape. 

Recommendations 

We propose the following recommendations to increase the voice of university staff in the elected 
bodies at UTAS. 

1. NTEU recommends that the number of elected positions on UTAS Council is increased through 
the addition of 1 elected academic staff member, 1 elected professional staff member, and 1 
elected student. Furthermore, the existing student position on Council should be an elected 
position.  

 
2. The NTEU also recommends that another position on UTAS Council is appointed by the NTEU. 

The overall result would be a Council of 18 members, 6 of whom are elected. 
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3. NTEU recommends that the composition of Academic Senate be amended by the addition of 1 
position appointed by the NTEU. 

The impacts and evidence of poor governance at UTAS 
[Terms of Reference: 

• Constitution, functions and powers of the University, 
• The appropriateness of the Act to ensure accountable executive, fiscal and academic decision making] 

 
There is strong evidence that the Council in its current form (as empowered by the Act) has led to poor 
governance of UTAS. This section will outline evidence to this end, and ultimately show that the Act is 
inappropriate for ensuring accountable decision-making in its current form, and requires the addition 
of more consultative mechanisms. 

UTAS Council and Vice-Chancellor have failed in their responsibilities to staff, students, and the 
Tasmanian community. 

Appropriateness of the Vice Chancellor’s Salary 

The salary of the Vice-Chancellor is well above the expectations of the Tasmanian community. In 2020 
the Vice-Chancellor received a gross salary in the range $975,000 - $990,000, well above the national 
average The very recently-released UTAS 2021 Annual Report indicates that the Vice-Chancellor’s 
salary in that year was in the same range as in 2020.  

However, a footnote in the 2021 Annual Report under Key Management Personnel Disclosures states 
“The following activity occurred during 2021: Professor Rufus Black (Vice-Chancellor) donated 
$100,000 (2020: $100,000) of his remuneration to the University for scholarships.” The disclosure of 
this fact in the Annual Report implies that this transaction was conducted before tax, and therefore, 
irrespective of the Vice-Chancellor’s personal decision to make a sizeable donation to a scholarship 
fund, it appears more correct to state that the Vice-Chancellor’s salary in both 2020 and in 2021 is 
effectively $100,000 higher than listed.  

In 2021, the salary of the Vice-Chancellor ranked 13th of 37 V-C salaries across the country (see 
appendix 1). While the Vice-Chancellor is remunerated at a level that is above the national median, 
the same can not be said about the staff of the University. The attached charts show that at mid-2022, 
salaries of UTAS academic staff ranked 34th of 37 universities, while professional staff ranked 35th of 
37 universities. 

As a different point of comparison, in 2020 the UTAS Vice-Chancellor was paid over three times the 
salary of the Tasmanian Premier (which was $301,397). The disproportionate nature of the Vice-
Chancellor’s salary is further evidence of the corporatised culture which has developed at the 
University under the direction of the UTAS Council. 

From 2020 to 2021, the salaries of the top 6 senior positions at UTAS increased by 11.2% to ~ 
$3,700,000. Over an overlapping period, the university incurred significant job losses. In 2019 the 
University reported a total headcount of 7608 employees, in 2020 this was 6480 and 2021 it was 6023. 
This represents a reduction of 1585 employees in the space of 2 years.6  

 

 
6 Guthrie, J (2022) ‘The Financial State of Uni Tasmania’, Campus Morning Mail, 22 July, 
https://campusmorningmail.com.au/news/the-financial-state-of-uni-tasmania/ 

https://campusmorningmail.com.au/news/the-financial-state-of-uni-tasmania/
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Relocation to the Hobart CBD 

In 2019 the University Council decided to move the University campus to the Hobart CBD at a cost of 
$600 million.7 This was done in the light of under-investment and maintenance at the Sandy Bay 
campus which has led to many of the buildings being in a poor to fair condition.8 The Chancellor stated 
that the move would be: “A long and deliberative process … we will consult carefully along the way to 
produce a campus that is a source of great pride for both our university community and the people of 
greater Hobart”.9 However the University failed to honour this commitment to consult and has 
proceeded with the move in the face of staff opposition.  

Prior to the Council’s decision to relocate, the NTEU surveyed its staff on the move to the Hobart CBD. 
A total of 48% of members returned the survey, suggesting a very strong engagement on the issue. 
The responses showed that 75% preferred to remain at Sandy Bay, 16% favoured the CBD model and 
7% were undecided. Comments from members in response to the proposed move to the Hobart CBD 
highlighted the following main themes: 

1. Traffic congestion (vehicle and pedestrian) combined with the inadequacy of public transport 
2. Parking in city – availability and cost 
3. Building concerns; new buildings with open plan spaces may not be fit-for-purpose; a series 

of office blocks doesn’t make a campus  
4. Identity of Sandy Bay campus will be lost 
5. Loss of green space 
6. Staff and students will operate in a set of silos 
7. The consultation process was not genuine 

The NTEU Survey of Members- Southern Campus Move (attached) was prepared for and presented 
directly to the Vice-Chancellor, who dismissed it out of hand in a discourteous display. This type of 
experience is shared by many other community groups who have expressed concerns over this move. 
The mishandling of the Hobart CBD move has resulted the University being at the centre of significant 
community criticism. 

Purchase of Properties in Hobart CBD 

A closely-related issue is the purchase of a range of properties by UTAS in the Hobart city centre. The 
table below details the addresses / building names along with the year of purchase and the recorded 
sale price. It is evident that UTAS management have systematically invested vast sums of money into 
their property portfolio.  

Part of the premise supporting the relocation from Sandy Bay to Hobart CBD was that it would be less 
expensive to refit / build University facilities in the city than to rebuild / renovate buildings at Sandy 
Bay. UTAS management relied on this fact in their justification for the move. However, shortly after 
UTAS Council made gave formal approval for the relocation, it was revealed that the cost comparison 
had shifted, and in fact it would be less expensive to make improvements at the Sandy Bay site. 

 

 
7 Jarvis, C (2019) ‘Decision made by UTAS to move into Hobart CBD away from Sandy Bay’, The Examiner, 6 
April, https://www.examiner.com.au/story/6004330/utas-to-move-away-from-sandy-bay-campus/ 
8 University of Tasmania (2018) Sandy Bay building condition and functionality report. 
9 Alouat, J and Kitto, J (2019) ‘University of Tasmania commits to $600m move into Hobart CBD’, The Mercury, 
5 April, https://www.themercury.com.au/news/tasmania/university-of-tasmania-makes-call-on-city-
move/news-story/489fb885cef187594a22736f3c47a478 

https://www.examiner.com.au/story/6004330/utas-to-move-away-from-sandy-bay-campus/
https://www.themercury.com.au/news/tasmania/university-of-tasmania-makes-call-on-city-move/news-story/489fb885cef187594a22736f3c47a478
https://www.themercury.com.au/news/tasmania/university-of-tasmania-makes-call-on-city-move/news-story/489fb885cef187594a22736f3c47a478
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Address Year Price (M$) 
62-66 and 70-82 Argyle St 2015 $9.8 
Theatre Royal Hotel 2016 $1.7 
40-42 and 44 Melville St 2017 $8.79 
Midcity Motel 2018 $25.85 
Fountainside Motel 2018 $18 
Forestry Building (Melville St) 2019 $15 
K&D warehouse (Melville St) 2019 $80 
Freedom Furniture (80 Brisbane St) 2021 $9 
 Total $168.14 

The substantial prices proffered by UTAS for the Hobart CBD properties potentially assisted in altering 
the relative costings of the two options. The NTEU asserts that the actions of UTAS management to 
undertake a shopping spree for city properties with an open chequebook represents a wilful waste of 
public funds which could otherwise have been invested into the Sandy Bay campus. The 
misrepresentation of the projected costs of remaining at Sandy Bay / shifting to the Hobart CBD 
certainly served a purpose for UTAS management.  

Shift away from Face-to-Face Teaching 

The University has traditionally provided online materials to support any distance students enrolled 
in UTAS units or courses. The COVID-19 pandemic forced a shift to online-only teaching in 2020 at all 
Australian universities. However, even though the strong requirements for isolation across 2019-2020 
have relaxed, the University decided in 2021 to persist with the transfer of all lectures to an on-line 
environment. The University explained this decision by noting that, since face-to-face lectures were 
poorly attended, their emphasis was shifting to recorded lectures to “offer a more effective and 
flexible mode of education”. It is important to appreciate that COVID-19 has not caused the shift to 
online-only teaching, but the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic have been to accelerate this 
substantial revision of university teaching styles. 

The move was criticised by the Tasmania University Student Association as having the effect of 
isolating students and often being more time intensive.10 This change in lecture format has been 
accompanied by a reduction in face-to-face workshop/tutorial teaching hours for on-campus students 
in at least one College (College of Business and Economics [COBE]) from 24 to 12 hours a semester for 
second- and third-year students. This was despite the University claiming that “no student will see a 
reduction in their time on campus”.11 Some students in COBE expressed displeasure which resulted in 
a changed pattern of teaching hours12, but no restoration of the hours that had been removed. 

In a similar vein, the Law Society of Tasmania expressed concerns in March 2022 over the environment 
in the Law School citing “a poor educational environment for students, teaching staff under immense 
strain and continued inflexibility in terms of the delivery model”, i.e., the discontinuance of face-to-
face lectures. Over a period of almost six months the Law Society, students and other stakeholders 

 
10 Gwynn, L (2021) ‘University of Tasmania joins others in ditching face-to-face lectures in favour of on-line 
learning’, ABC News, 12 November, https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-11-12/uni-lectures-ditched-in-favour-
of-online-
learning/100611962#:~:text=The%20University%20of%20Tasmania%20is,%22effective%22%20path%20to%20
education. 
11 https://www.utas.edu.au/communications/general-news/all-news/we-are-committed-to-face-to-face-
teaching 
12 https://www.facebook.com/tubes.utas 

https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-11-12/uni-lectures-ditched-in-favour-of-online-learning/100611962#:%7E:text=The%20University%20of%20Tasmania%20is,%22effective%22%20path%20to%20education.
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-11-12/uni-lectures-ditched-in-favour-of-online-learning/100611962#:%7E:text=The%20University%20of%20Tasmania%20is,%22effective%22%20path%20to%20education.
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-11-12/uni-lectures-ditched-in-favour-of-online-learning/100611962#:%7E:text=The%20University%20of%20Tasmania%20is,%22effective%22%20path%20to%20education.
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-11-12/uni-lectures-ditched-in-favour-of-online-learning/100611962#:%7E:text=The%20University%20of%20Tasmania%20is,%22effective%22%20path%20to%20education.
https://www.facebook.com/tubes.utas
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met with Law School management but ‘had yet to see any meaningful change in response to those 
concerns and the situation only seems to be worsening’.13  It was in May 2022 that the Dean of the 
Law School announced that this trial teaching model has been applied inflexibly and would be applied 
more flexibly, and in a manner consistent with the Law School needs, and importantly with lectures 
restored.14 

Consultation  

The situation in relation to online lectures is one recent example of a broader dynamic that is played 
out in the University in many different ways and scenarios. Either, management fails to consult and 
unilaterally introduces change, ignoring objections from staff, students15 or the community, or they 
initiate a consultation process, call for suggestions and then studiously ignore any critical comments 
and proceed to implement their original plans. The folly of these decisions is often revealed with the 
passing of time with staff and students bearing the consequences. This has led to scepticism and 
cynicism amongst staff over the University’s consultation processes or lack thereof. This sense of 
cynicism extends to the current “Shake-Up” process that the University has initiated to retrospective 
provide opportunities to consult about the move of Sandy Bay campus operations into the Hobart 
CBD. 

It is difficult to overstate the depth and breadth of staff members’ concerns around the lack of genuine 
consultation. Immediately after the Conclusion of this document, we have listed a large set of 
members’ comments which make for interesting reading. A strong theme that runs through the 
comments is frustration and resignation in relation to consultation. These feelings apply both to big-
ticket issues (such as the move to the Hobart CBD and the unilateral move to abandon face-to-face 
lectures) and to small issues in various sub-section of the University’s operations. The culture in 
relation to consultation is clearly set from the top down and pervades the institution as a whole, and 
requires a serious effort to reset. 

In the NTEU’s view ‘Consultation means conferring, collaboration and genuinely taking into account 
views expressed before any final decisions are made and includes a bona fide ability to influence the 
decision maker. It means the full, meaningful and forthright discussion of issues/proposals in good 
faith and the consideration of each party’s views, prior to implementation. It does not include sham or 
insincere consultation’. 

It is clear that staff, students and the community have consistently raised issues regarding poor 
consultation, however those concerns have been ignored or dismissed. The University needs to be 
encouraged to improve consultation with stakeholders, including staff, students, the NTEU and 
members of the community. 

Summary 

The various behaviours described above are demonstrably inconsistent with the ideals of accountable 
executive, fiscal and academic decision making. On this basis, the NTEU suggests that the Act is not 
operating as designed, and that stronger oversight of the decisions and actions undertaken by UTAS 
management is necessary. 

 
13 https://www.lst.org.au/from-the-president-4/ 
14 https://www.lst.org.au/university-of-tasmania-law-school/ 
15 Tasmania University Law Society (2022) ‘Statement by Law Students on the Law School Crisis’, The 
Tasmanian Times, 29 April, https://tasmaniantimes.com/2022/04/statement-by-law-students-on-the-law-
school-crisis/ 

https://www.lst.org.au/from-the-president-4/
https://www.lst.org.au/university-of-tasmania-law-school/
https://tasmaniantimes.com/2022/04/statement-by-law-students-on-the-law-school-crisis/
https://tasmaniantimes.com/2022/04/statement-by-law-students-on-the-law-school-crisis/
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4. NTEU recommends that the Committee advise UTAS to develop a robust policy to ensure that 
consultation is genuine and considered and the policy is developed though a genuine 
consultative process with stakeholders.  
 

5. NTEU recommends that the Committee strongly advise UTAS that a Joint Consultative 
Committee is set up to improve consultation between UTAS and unions. 

 
6. NTEU recommends that the Committee seek stronger reporting requirements for UTAS to State 

Parliament to increase confidence that university funds, which are largely derived from public 
monies, are being expended in ways which are of benefit to the Tasmanian community, rather 
than serving more selfish purposes. 

Excessive Casualisation of the Workforce 
Data from the Department of Education shows that UTAS has increasingly relied upon a model of 
precarious short-term employment to perform ongoing and necessary work. In 2021, 36% of 
employment on a full-time equivalent basis was precarious. 

FTE staff by Mode of Employment in 2021 

 

Source: Compiled by NTEU from Department of Education Higher Education Staff Data 2021. 

These FTE figures, however, conceal the true extent of casualisation at UTAS. The university itself has 
directly reported to the NTEU that between April and May of 2021 they had 3121 casual staff in 
employment – a figure over 10 times higher than the FTE figure recorded by the Department of 
Education. 

Around 60% of casual employees at UTAS in 2020 were academic staff (the percentage of fixed-term 
staff that are academic staff is not reported). NTEU research has shown that staff employed on short 
fixed-term contracts of 1 year, and even shorter casual appointments of one semester (the standard 
model at UTAS), are usually re-employed repeatedly to perform the same work (since the need for 
this work is ongoing). As a result of this, these staff are in vulnerable positions. They need to constantly 
please the management of the university each period to maintain their employment, otherwise their 
employment will be terminated.  

The fact that Tasmania’s largest employer, after the Public Sector is misusing casual employment in 
this way represents a failure to the Tasmanian community. Excessive casualisation (and 
underinvestment in the skills of Tasmanian workers) may also lead to an erosion of the capacity of the 
university to fulfil its functions under Section 6 of the Act. The NTEU also notes that the Fair Work 

64%

26%

10%

Continuing (1,966) Fixed Term (800) Casual (292)
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Ombudsman is investigating UTAS over wage theft concerns, and that this investigation is yet to report 
its findings. The university made provision in 2021 of $11 million to cover the potential history of staff 
underpayment. 

7. NTEU recommends that the Committee advise UTAS to develop clear and effective policies to 
limit the use of casual and fixed-term work, and the policy is developed through a genuinely 
consultive process with stakeholders. 

The Failure of UTAS to Promote Academic Freedom 
[Terms of Reference: The appropriateness of the Act to protect and promote academic freedom, independence and 
autonomy] 
 
Academic freedom (also, intellectual freedom) is a core tenet of universities, and refers to the right of 
all staff (not just academic staff) and students to freely hold political and intellectual views and values 
and to express them publicly without fear of reprisal or retribution by university management. For 
example, academic freedom includes the right of staff to: 
 

• Open enquiry, free discussion, publish and research within areas of expertise 
• Express opinions about the operation of the higher education sector and the operation of the 

university (including the ability to criticise policies, practices and decisions of the institution) 
• Participate in public debates and express opinions 
• Participate in professional and representative groups like unions. 

 
Academic staff at Australian universities accordingly preserve some aspects of academic tenure, an 
internationally accepted principle which allows for university staff to be objective and be able to speak 
out, without being constrained by managers. Academic freedom and academic tenure are two sides 
of the same coin. It must be stated that the growing prevalence of fixed-term contract staff and casual 
staff act to weaken these foundation principles. 
 
The NTEU has a long-standing insistence that university Enterprise Agreements include clauses which 
support the academic freedom of their staff. Conversely, managers of modern corporate universities 
far prefer access to administrative and disciplinary methods to restrict or control the free expression 
of its staff. Consequently, staff within the University community often do not feel secure expressing 
views on a range of topics, particularly the relationship between the University and the Tasmanian 
community. 
 

The NTEU defines intellectual/academic freedom as follows: 

a. the freedom of academic staff to teach, discuss, and research and to disseminate and publish the 
result of their research 

b. the freedom of academic staff to engage in intellectual inquiry, to express their opinions and 
beliefs (including whether those opinions are controversial or unpopular), and to contribute to 
public debate, in relation to their subjects of study and research 

c. the ability of all staff to criticise university policies, procedures, practices and decisions 

d. the freedom of all staff, without constraint imposed by reason of their employment by the 
University, to make lawful public comment on any issue in their personal capacities 

e. the freedom of all staff to participate in representative, professional or academic bodies. 
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8. NTEU recommends that the promotion and protection of academic freedom as defined above
be made an object of the Act

Exclusion of casual staff from the university community under the Act 
While the casual workforce at the University of Tasmania varies depending on the moment and 
method of calculation, we estimate that UTAS consistently maintains an average casual workforce of 
about 50% of the total workforce. Casual staff undertake important work at UTAS, including providing 
core teaching and professional services. 

Section 5 of the Act provides that the University of Tasmania consists of the members of the Council; 
members of the academic staff; members of the professional staff; graduates; and the students. 
Section 3 then defines the members of the academic and professional staffs quite broadly. 

Both of these definitions, however, explicitly state that casual employees are not included in these 
groups, effectively excluding them from the University community. This has consequences for staff in 
both academic and professional areas of the University. Casual staff are disenfranchised from any 
participation in elections to University Council, for which members are drawn from each of the 
academic and professional staff cohorts and elected by those same groups (as per Section 8 
Constitution of the Council). 

The Council, which is the highest decision-making body of the University, takes its advice on academic 
matters from the Academic Senate, which is a deliberative body elected from the academic staff. The 
constitution of and the electorate for the Senate is defined by Ordinance. The exclusion of casual staff 
from recognition in the University community, codified by the Act, results in routine exclusion from 
academic and University planning. It may also contribute to disenfranchising academic casuals in 
elections for Academic Senate. The franchise for the Academic Senate is currently set by management 
discretion, not by legislation. 

9. NTEU recommends the definition of academic staff and professional staff in the Act be amended 
to include casual staff.

Conclusion 
Based on opinions expressed by members, as well as its own experience, the NTEU firmly believes that 
UTAS management’s efforts to reshape its workforce have swung the pendulum too far towards the 
corporate model. This is truer for the professional staff of UTAS than the academic staff – staff in the 
divisional areas of UTAS (where most of the professional staff are concentrated) have been subject to 
semi-continuous restructuring alongside the introduction of work efficiencies and a reduction in 
professional staff numbers relative to the size of the institution. 

The details of this submission, and in particular the recommendations herein have been crafted to 
highlight a number of ways in which the NTEU believes the operation of UTAS should be improved. 

Attachments 
• Table of V-C salaries showing the relative position of Professor Rufus Black
• 2 charts of university salaries (1 x academic C1, 1 x general HEO6.1) showing UTAS relative

to the sector (attached as pdfs)
• Copy of NTEU Report on Hobart Campus Move (attached as pdf)
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Our Members’ Opinions 
To assist in the completion of this submission, the NTEU invited members to provide responses against 
a few categories, aligned with the enumerated Terms of Reference of the Legislative Council Select 
Committee. The responses were illuminating and reinforced the NTEU’s impression of a growing 
disconnect between large sections of the UTAS workforce and its management. A selection of extracts 
from the replies are included below. All comments are anonymous due to the fear staff feel in speaking 
out. 

Key functions of teaching, research and community engagement 

‘I feel that tutors and unit coordinators are being given less autonomy in the way they would like to 
teach and their ability to give feedback to students to the standard they would like and that these two 
issues are linked: A push for online learning to increase student numbers at reduced operational costs, 
and not enough resources (money and staff) to have interactive sessions and timely in depth feedback 
on assignments. It is problematic as these are the primary functions of the university and the academic 
yet the organisation is increasingly driven by a corporate mentality seemingly focused on profit.’ 

‘In a teaching context, I wonder about professionalism and seemingly guidance and decisions not 
necessarily having an experiential base nor being discussed by staff…’. 

‘The current approach where students may be completing units online, where the materials may have 
been prepared by a number of staff, in fact, lectures in cases presented by staff who have departed 
from the University lacks professionalism.’ 

‘The adoption of block mode teaching where the face to face students may meet 4 times with staff 
teaching the unit is indicative of dysfunction.’ 

‘I would argue performance in this area is dismal being governed by corporate philosophy and ignoring 
the importance of what it is an educational institution is intended to achieve.’ 

‘UTAS, a public university, has lost its direction due to the loss of adequate democratic representation 
from academics and teaching and research-focused professional staff in how the university is managed 
and run.’ 

‘Despite very appealing university messages about its people-centred values decision-making at senior 
to executive levels is opaque and imposed by hierarchical structures of responsibility and 
communication.’ 

‘I firmly believe that UTAS has strayed from the path of being an education provider.’ 

‘I feel all three have seriously declined and at a greater scale than anything that can be justified by the 
impacts of covid. I feel bad for students who are paying the same as those before the new regime.’ 

‘While the teaching and research staff are as committed as ever their credibility and sense of academic 
integrity is constantly undermined by the management as they push their agenda to just churn out 
graduates and quality bedamned.’ 

‘As for community engagement, given what I view as the abject disregard the university holds its staff 
and students in, I cannot imagine that they hold the wider community and in any higher regard.’ 
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‘[on performing in the three key areas] barely adequate!’ 

‘The University of Tasmania was previously recognised nationally and internationally for its world-class 
capacities in teaching and research. Over the last decade there has been a significant shift in the quality 
of both, with teaching processes becoming ever more driven by maximising teaching income and 
minimising teaching costs regardless of the pedagogical damage that this causes.’ 

‘In research, UTAS is obsessively driven by ranking measures to the detriment of real improvement in 
research capacity.’ 

‘Community engagement at UTAS has in the past included a genuine and respected two-way discourse 
with the public. These days engagement is touted as ‘consultation’ but it has devolved to a highly-
orchestrated marketing exercise, with campaigns designed to convey the idea of genuine community 
consultation but which is in fact packaged propaganda intended to sway opinion to a particular set of 
outcomes favourable to the university’s and it’s backers’ financial benefit, with no regard for the 
benefit of Tasmanians in general.’ 

‘My feeling is that students are steered towards research projects that are better funded/more 
potential for funding [rather than in the pursuit of knowledge]’. 

‘There does seem to be a concerted effort to engage local learners into university pathway courses, 
but not in the sense of the University engaging with the broader community about what that broader 
community wants their local university to do/provide/offer.’ 

‘It appears that the key function of the University is to build a property portfolio at the expense of the 
student experience and staff wellbeing.’ 

‘As an academic staff member, I am actively prevented from engaging with the community. I’ve been 
directed to cease many of the community outreach functions I had performed in previous years. UTAS 
doesn’t care about community engagement anymore, they use want the cash from student fees.’ 

Operation of Academic Senate and/or University Council? 

‘Staff need a much stronger voice on University Council and the council ought to be true to its name 
and be an elected council dominated by active academics, professional staff involved in teaching and 
research, and representative undergraduate and post-graduate students.’ 

‘The University Council is not representative of the University community with only one elected 
academic and one elected professional staff member out of 14 persons on the council. The council is 
dominated by unelected lawyers and business people…’. 

‘My experience was that it was largely a rubber stamping – I wonder if Council is seemingly divorced 
from the actual role a University should be filling.’ 

‘Academic Senate is not a body led by elected teaching and researching academics, instead, it is loaded 
with ex officio staff who very often simply toe the senior management line least they get replaced.’ 

‘We need an academic senate that is dominated by elected staff and students and can hold the senior 
management to account for the quality of teaching research needed to maintain standards in teaching, 
learning, mentoring, and the social environments conducive to deep learning and research.’ 
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‘I was told recently by the Chair of the Academic Senate that they don’t take votes. What kind of 
representation is that where you don’t discuss the pros and cons of motions and then vote on them? 
No wonder we have had the loss of real, live lecturing imposed on us.’ 

‘I thought [Academic Senate] were a group with [academic] power and influence but that does not 
seem to be the case anymore.’ 

‘…I do not see that it [Academic Senate] has any real power or standing at least from a standpoint of 
actual governance.’ 

‘While it has baked in functionality in the ongoing operation of the university, I do not believe it has 
any relevance in the wider strategic operation of the university and has been complicit in permitting 
academic standards to be undermined.’ 

‘The doyens who sit on the Senate and Council are either being wilfully blind to the ongoing staff unrest 
at the university or just do not care and are happy to accept what they are spoon fed by the university 
executive as being holy writ.’ 

‘The operation of these committees is dominated by senior management administrators who have 
little or no knowledge of academic principles.’ 

‘The University Council and the Academic Senate are both largely composed of unelected and therefore 
unrepresentative members, and their decision-making processes lack real transparency.’   

‘There is ambiguity in the processes that are used to engage many of the members who sit on both 
these bodies, which clouds the motivation for the decisions that these two bodies make.’ 

‘Academic Senate is not able to perform an adequate job of reviewing and shaping governance 
decisions. Motions come to Senate in already finished form, with insufficient debate at Senate, and are 
then typically ‘rubber stamped’. It is rare that Senate is able to influence governance decisions beyond 
endorsing them.’ 

‘Council is full of corporate management types and the voices of staff and students is effectively 
drowned out.’ 

‘We need a Council that has a balance of managerial professionals and academic staff. The balance 
has shifted to far into the corporate-sphere.’ 

Decision-making and consultation at UTAS 

‘Consultation and transparency does not exist.’  

‘I would cite the ridiculous “Shake up” public relations initiative and the “No chance” Vice Chancellor 
as great examples of the esteem in which they are regarded. As with all things UTAS lip service is paid 
and then they do what they want regardless.’ 

‘…a series of fundamental restructures of the university have been imposed with no meaningful effort 
to provide comprehensive evidence-based argument.’ 

‘…senior leaders vigorously ignore or dismiss such criticisms [criticisms of poor decisions].’ 
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‘My criticisms are borne of long and frustrated experience….poorly conceived, poorly argued and 
poorly enacted forms of imposed change have hampered the work of teaching and research on many 
occasions.’ 

‘I attended consultation sessions, ‘roadshows’, that allowed critics to vent a little, although often 
criticism was deflected as being misguided or missing some key imperative about which staff were 
ignorant.’ 

‘Staff feedback had no impact on the design or implementation [of management proposed changes].’ 

Their premise appears to be don’t worry how many eggs (staff) you break as long as we get the 
omelette (senior management performance bonuses).’ 

‘Decisions are fait accompli. No further discussion and absolutely no dissent allowed’ 

‘How is it that in a public university we still can’t see the minutes of the University Council meetings?’ 

‘[on being transparent and consultative] Absolutely not, I see no evidence of this at all, they are 
becoming more and more secretive, and it is filtering down to middle management now too.’ 

‘I have never seen genuine consultation at UTAS.’ 

‘Decisions are made and then rolled out for the staff to gaze in wonder at the mighty works of our 
betters.’ 

‘I have never seen or heard of anyone [senior managers] being held accountable for even the most 
egregious of poor decisions or behaviours.’ 

‘The University of Tasmania Act 1992 does not hold the University’s executive to good account on its 
financial and academic decision-making.  The lack of proper transparency in many of its administrative 
processes is gravely damaging both for the university and for Tasmania.  This damage ranges from 
day-to-day examples such as the treatment of individual academic who might inconvenience the 
university, through to the mishandling of the selling of the Sandy Bay campus which is against the 
express intention of the bequeathing of the land to the institution, and to the optimal functions of UTAS 
as a university.’ 

‘When decision making is accompanied by justifications those are typically specious and lacking in 
transparency.’ 

‘Consultation…is also ineffective: if the consultation cannot or does not result in a change to a decision 
then it is not genuine consultation.’ 

‘From the top down the feeling is that many decisions are made behind a closed door and the individual 
people’s names on the decisions are just acting upon a bigger/higher instruction and the individuals in 
the hot seat are in spin mode/marketing mode to make it palatable for the masses.’ 

‘We are just given directives and …told that if we don’t like it, we should probably find somewhere else 
to work. Every concern I raised, I was told I was wrong, that would never happen, and they wouldn’t 
be passing it on to the higher ups.’ 

‘Our opinions are not wanted or heeded. Management railroads through change regardless of impact 
on staff services and students. They dictate, not consult.’ 

‘Everything is presented is by way of informing us of decisions already taken.’ 
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Intellectual freedom 

‘The university also has started to exhibit a culture of ousting researchers who might speak 
inconvenient truths, but who are well-regarded and highly respected in their fields, and this damages 
both the university’s reputation as well as its ability to conduct world-leading research.’ 

‘No dissent is tolerated and staff are often browbeaten into accepting outcomes that are detrimental 
to operations in order to save face for those in positions of authority who cannot seen to fail.’ 

‘I feel sidelined for speaking truths which I would not need to do if management were more consultative 
and prepared to have conversations at the very least.’ 

‘Many staff operate in an environment of fear and suspicion. You cannot speak out.’ 

‘Time and again dissenting voices are silences and I am aware that staff have been counselled by senior 
colleagues that their promotion prospects are tied to towing the company line.’ 

‘I have personally been shouted down by a senior manager for having the temerity to question [a 
decision].’ 

‘I also know first-hand of another staff member who was permanently excluded from senior level 
meetings for correcting a manager when they provided incorrect financial details.’ 

‘Very few staff feel that they can freely express themselves in relation to the operation of the university, 
the city move, the northern expansion etc. for fear of becoming marked.’ 

‘The Act has not been sufficient to prevent the silencing and dismissal of academic staff who have 
disagreed with university management on objectively valid points.  This might be good for protecting 
executives and their positions, but it damages the lives of staff, it damages the university’s reputation 
and ability to carry out its duties effectively, and it harms the Tasmanian community.’ 

‘We cannot express intellectual freedom without fear of consequences…. and this really hinders our 
ability to give important feedback and is very stifling.’ 

‘…the importance of “Confidentiality” is highlighted in many discussions/meetings/working groups 
relating to the move to the city for the sake of saving the UTAS brand.’ 

‘Like all employees I self-censor.’ 

‘Being protected on paper from repercussions for speaking out is not the same as feeling genuinely 
safe to do so.’ 

‘Dissent is squashed and local management are bullied into toeing the party line.’ 

‘We all know that we can’t publicly speak against a decision management has made. To do so would 
be career ending.’  

Other comments 

‘Staff are disenfranchised, disillusioned, and actively seeking alternative employment.’ 

‘Where we were once proud to say we work at the University we now keep quiet when asked and 
colour with embarrassment when forced to admit it.’ 
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‘All of the university’s functions have been negatively affected by staff reductions and accompanying 
increases in individual workloads across both academic and professional cohorts. Our efforts in 
teaching are particularly hampered by an over-emphasis on compliance over quality.’  

‘In the decade I’ve been at UTAS the entrance requirements have been slashed, examination criteria 
dumbed down and a pervasive culture of just pushing students through regardless has been actively 
encouraged, while contrary voices and dissent is silenced.’ 

‘There is also a culture of failing upwards where mediocrity is often rewarded based on an ability to 
report upwards well.’ 

‘We need to see change – but that will only come if we can appropriately balance academic and 
managerial needs – we have moved far too far down the corporate chain.’ 

‘We need to… refocus on appropriate leadership (qualification and experience wise) to meet the needs 
of the ‘modern university’ where both academic (essential to a university) needs and managerial intent 
is properly balanced toward what should be the strategic intent.’ 

‘UTAS management structure needs to urgently change as it is totally out of control and not listening 
to the needs of its students, staff or the community.’ 

‘It [UTAS] has been taken over by economic rationalists with little interest in the long-term quality of 
teaching and learning who simply want to monetise assets and casualise staff and dine out of the 
former high reputation of the university while they cheapen and run down its quality.’ 

‘I think it is at a crisis point, and I do not believe that it is retrievable with the current executive team, 
they have caused such mayhem and despair.’ 

‘UTAS has in my opinion completely lost its way.’ 

‘The corporatisation of UTAS has seen a race to the bottom to churn out degrees and do so on a user 
pays basis.’ 

‘Lip service is being paid to having standards especially with regard to turning out quality graduates.’ 

‘I love my students and colleagues, I enjoy teaching and contributing knowledge into the world, but I 
can’t keep going. This place is killing me.’ 

‘By degrees whittling away front facing services and facilities, UTAS management have actively sought 
to destroy what was a vibrant and happy campus in Sandy Bay in service of their city move.’ 

‘They [senior management] have consistently undermined staff morale people keep citing that morale 
has never been lower and year on year the management at UTAS prove that we can go lower still.’ 

‘I’m at breaking point as are many of my colleagues. Day in and day out we have to put up with 
exhausting workloads, our concerns aren’t heard and ridiculous decisions are made by those who are 
meant to led this university. I don’t know how much I can keep giving.’  

‘…academic integrity, freedom of speech and student wellbeing are all expendable in service of their 
strategic plan.  

‘Their [senior management] arrogance knows no bounds in fact at a recent presentation staff were 
told that the management strategic plan was brilliant, we just didn’t understand it. That is exactly how 
the senior management of UTAS think, everyone is wrong except me.’ 
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‘In the last ten years UTAS has changed from being a well-respected university both nationally and 
internationally, to becoming a reviled institution which is focused on generating profit from non-
academic, non-research activity and from providing an educational ‘service’ that more and more aligns 
with a diploma mill model.  This might satisfy the current management and their political backers 
whose careers benefit from this activity, but it harms UTAS as an institution, it harms the university’s 
staff, and it harms Tasmania.  In the decades to come this model of operation will result in a university 
that has fallen far behind other Australian institutions and that will be unfit to lead the Tasmanian 
community forward, especially from a series of disjunct call-centre style tower blocks that have become 
unfit for purpose and cannot be renewed to meet the challenges of the second half of the 21st century.’ 

‘I used to be so proud to work for this institution, now I’m embarrassed. Poor decisions by the VC have 
marked us all in the community.’ 

‘So many of my colleagues are looking to leave but as UTAS is the only University in the state, it is 
difficult to leave.’ 
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Appendix 1. University Vice Chancellor Salaries 

University 2019 salary ($) 2020 salary ($) 2020 salary ($) 

New South Wales 1,330,000 1,450,000 1,515,000 

Melbourne 1,500,000 1,515,000 1,470,000 

Monash 1,290,000 1,320,000 1,300,000 

Flinders 1,175,000 1,225,000 1,230,000 

South Australia 1,270,000 1,202,000 1,219,000 

Queensland 1,215,000 975,000* 1,215,000 

Sydney 1,620,778 1,530,857 1,170,000* 

Australian Catholic University 1,360,000 1,350,000 1,090,000* 

Queensland University of Technology 1,190,000 1,210,000 1,080,000 

University of Technology, Sydney 1,100,000 1,100,000 1,080,000* 

Macquarie 1,089,000 1,060,000 1,060,000 

Griffith 865,000 880,000 1,030,000 

Tasmania 1,080,000 990,000 990,000 

Western Sydney 1,010,000 970,000 988,830 

Canberra 980,000 540,000* 950,000 

Sunshine Coast 850,000 580,000* 930,000 

Western Australia 960,000 979,000* 923,000 

James Cook 990,000 960,000 900,000 

Edith Cowan 890,000 910,000 890,000 

La Trobe 980,000 890,000 890,000 

Central Queensland 780,000* 780,000 885,000 

Newcastle 860,000 870,000 870,000 

Deakin 830,000 950,000 860,000 

Federation 890,000 560,000* 840,000 

Victoria 510,000* 850,000 820,000 

Wollongong 1,210,000 1,270,000 800,000* 

Charles Sturt 890,000 568,656 800,000* 

Southern Cross 780,000 570,000* 750,000 

Southern Queensland 690,000 720,000 720,000 

Swinburne* 1,010,000 777,000* 710,000 

New England 640,000* 700,000 680,000 

Curtin 990,000 580,000 650,000* 

Charles Darwin 565,000 1,185,000 630,000* 

ANU 649,396 559,973 609,676 

RMIT 1,000,000 1,100,000 Not available* 

Murdoch 1,000,000 1,010,000 Not available* 

Adelaide 1,105,000 940,000 Not available* 

Average 1,035,711 962,458 957,211 

* VC changed in reporting year  
 

 

Complied by NTEU based on UTAS Annual Reports and James Guthrie’s analysis and: 
https://campusmorningmail.com.au/news/accounting-for-vice-chancellors-salaries/ 

Banded salaries listed at top of provided bands and rounded to nearest $1000. 
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NTEU Survey of Members- Southern Campus Move 

Report for Prof Rufus Black, Vice-Chancellor, University of Tasmania 

22 March 2019 
 

Background 
The NTEU surveyed our southern-based members to gauge their opinions on the proposed relocation of UTAS 

operations into Hobart vs redevelopment of the Sandy Bay campus. 

The take-up was very good (48% response) indicating the importance of the issue to our members.  

Respondents were asked to indicate their degree of support for the City-Centric or the Distributed options (in the same 

terms as presented in the UTAS displays and materials). They were also asked where they were currently based and 

invited to provide further comment. 

Results 
Asked to choose between the City-Centric and the Distributed model, the outcome was stark (75% Distributed; 16% 

City-Centric; 9% Undecided/Indifferent). 

For staff working at Sandy Bay (who comprised ¾ of the responses), the preference was slightly more skewed (81% 

Distributed; 12% City-Centric; 7% Undecided/Indifferent). 

For the smaller number of staff working other than at Sandy Bay, the numbers were closer, but not too much (56% 

Distributed; 28% City-Centric; 17% Undecided/Indifferent). 

The open-ended comments provided by members were illuminating. The responses were measured against the 

statement “The City-Centric model is preferred over the Distributed model”, > 70% of respondents did not favour the 

City-Centric model, while < 10% were positively disposed to the City-Centric approach (see Graph 1). 

The comments were categorised against 13 emergent themes (detailed description of themes  in Table 1). In order of 

decreasing frequency, the 7 most common themes were: 

1. Traffic congestion (vehicle and pedestrian) plus public transport inadequate 

2. Parking in city – availability and cost 

3. Concerns about buildings - open plan fears; new buildings may not be fit-for-purpose; a series of office blocks 

doesn’t make a campus  

4. Identity of Sandy Bay campus will be lost 

5. Loss of green space 

6. Staff and students will operate in a set of silos 

7. The consultation process was not genuine 

Only 4% of the comments expressed support for the City-Centric model, although 7% of the comments acknowledged 

that many buildings at Sandy Bay need redevelopment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

Graph 1 
(SA - Strongly Agree; A – Agree; N – Neutral; D – Disagree; SD - Strongly Disagree) 
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Graph 2 
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Table 1 – Emergent Themes 

1 Parking; cost, lack of availability in CBD 

2 Exacerbation of traffic congestion, inadequate public transport system, disagreement that City-Centric 
model (CCM) would lead to increase use of public transport; city pedestrian congestion. 

3 Outcome is pre-determined, consultative process is not genuine. 

4 Siloed from other staff and students; students siloed from each other. 

5 Flawed methodology used in reports; biased. 

6 Sandy Bay Campus has an identity and a sense of place; CCM will lose ‘essence’ of a University 

7 Sandy Bay Campus has abundant and/or quality green space; green space will be limited/non-existent in 
CCM 

8 Concerns with physical footprint of CCM; open plan concerns; concerns new-builds won’t be fit-for-
purpose; CCM will a series of office blocks and not a campus; disagreement that locating buildings near 
each other will create precinct. 

9 Agreement that facilities do need to be improved and updated 

10 Disagreement that new builds are more cost effective; concerns that process has already wasted significant 
time and resources; Sandy Bay buildings have been deliberately run-down over previous years; new builds 
aren’t environmentally friendly. 

11 Concern for locations of professional staff units; CCM will detrimentally impact the link between 
professional staff/professional units and Colleges/academic units. 

12 CCM will overall reduce the student experience. 

13 Positive comments on CCM. 

Comments 
The following are a selection of comments made in the survey: 

• The impact on traffic and parking may well be disastrous! 

• As someone who lives beyond the reach of public transport, parking will remain a major issue for me. 

• Is the city going to build any more multistore carparks? Where are they going to build them? I think it is wishful 

thinking to expect staff to strop driving and catch the bus or buy a bike. 

• Commute is longer as the city has become more congested. A city-centric model may work in other cities, 

however the public transport infrastructure in Tasmania is insufficient to enable this model in Hobart. 

• Who decided we no longer need above Churchill Ave? If we are a university then all such serious matters ought 

be discussed/voted on by/with academic staff.  If we are a corporate body and no longer a university then 

please keep going as you are - but don't expect the community to be impressed long-term. This conversion 

ought have begun 2 years ago, and secret-squirrel decisions like this (above Churchill) are disingenuous and 

make one wonder seriously about the authenticity of this current process. 

• I found the presentation to be biased in favour of moving to the city. When I looked at the source documents, 

they seemed to be working to a brief favouring the city option, and then to compound this, information 

presented in the studio theatre/online seems to have been "cherry picked" from those documents in favour of 

the city option. 

• Working in the city is a great experience. 

• The presented data was biased and seemed totally at odds with all the place-based rhetoric. 

• Getting rid of the Sandy Bay Campus is basically finishes with the fell of a university where people from different 

faculties mix and meet. The city Centric will never give that feel, it will basically destroy the feel of a University. 

• Further fragmentation of the campus…is to the determinant of the University. It loses its focus. 

• [A city-centric model will] enhance a silo between colleges. 

• I am so disappointed that we have no choice and yet university management continues to act as through we 

do. 



 

• I get the feeling from the presentations I’ve heard that management is strongly biased towards the City option 

and perhaps is just going through the motions asking people’s opinions. I think we would end up with the City 

option regardless of what people really want. 

• Building has clearly been allowed to run down for years. The uni has wasted so much money in recent times 

which could have been used to repair the campus. I think closing sandy bay is the WORST decision I’ve 

experienced at UTAS in the last 15 years. 

• Students keep telling us that if we move into the city then there is less reason to come to this university.  

• Personally I love our green campus near the bush. 

• An overly fragmented university will lose its sense of identity and prevent students from different disciplines 

interesting and leaning from one another. 

• [when visiting Sandy Bay Campus] I often sat at Lazenby’s and was amazed and impressed at the student 

interactions there. This is something our MSP students do not get. 

• I am not completely against working in the city but I am worried about the lack of green spaces in city 

campuses. 

• This campus [Sandy Bay] has history, is aesthetically pleasing. It is perfect and UTAS should not be moved into 

the city to create further traffic issues. 

• It is better to keep and update the Sandy Bay Campus, there is excellent public transport, and it has an 

important sense of place. 

• I do not appreciate being told that the management is completely open to a genuinely open discussion about 

the future of campus locations, when it is not. I feel insulted that the management can make us believe that.  

• We have a beautiful campus at Sandy Bay, a city-based campus would be a complete loss. 

• I would argue that having a central meeting place – eg a cafe or bar or dining space (Lazenbys the uni staff 

club or the ref/bar) is much more likely to create a sense of community. But that is still not collaboration. 

•  IF the bus services could be fixed, why is the public transport to Sandy Bay not better?  

• There is also the environmental impact of selling off the vast amount of natural habitat on the sandy bay 

campus above churchill ave.   

• The obvious point is this – the buildings on SB were built in the 60s to 80s. They are at the end of the first life – 

to abandon them and just rebuild something else somewhere else is the height of environmental wastefulness. 

• The research commissioned showed that students overwhelmingly want to stay on the Sandy Bay campus – 

they just want the buildings to be better and for the online services (MyLO help services etc) to be adequate. 

There is no enthusiasm for a city uni in the commissioned report. Why has this not been reported? 

I personally feel great despair about this decision and the way it is being made. I am not a fan of fake 

consultations 

• I’m against the move into the CBD precinct. There are a range of reasons. One is the attractiveness and 

symbolism of a campus-centred institution. The campus [Sandy Bay] itself has rich symbolic resonances for 

these students, and this should not be underestimated.  

• Students overwhelmingly have expressed their desire to retain the Sandy Bay campus. It is better for mutual 

enrichment for all faculties and centres to be co-located.  

• Retain the Sandy Bay campus, refurbish or build new as needed, and gradually as opportunity arises bring 

those elements already dispersed back. 

• We don’t need to move into a jungle of concrete to do better work. Provide staff with nice workplace facilities 

at Sandy Bay taking advantage of the natural bush setting and nearby water views. 

• How are the building going to be redesigned to facilitate a healthy working NON-OPEN plan environment? 

• The idea of a move into the city is based on a ‘thought bubble’ of the last VC. I can think of no university that 

would choose to move in the city when it has a campus this good.  

• While it is obvious that the University is being driven by financial gain for a City-Centred model (funds from sale 

of sandy bay properties + potential State/Commonwealth funds for city deal)- the distributed model is clearly 

integral to a place-based university (the feedback from cascading conversations). Disregarding this feedback 

by pushing for city centre model will highlight to all the ‘fake’ nature of University consultation processes. The 

city deal is not in the best interests of students, staff or Hobartians – it is very good for University bank balances 

and corporatised higher education. 
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