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Iain More

From: Ray Norman
Sent: Sunday, 27 September 2020 12:33 PM
To: Contact Us
Cc: Mayor; Councillor Danny Gibson
Subject: REPRESENTATION TO THE CITY OF LAUNCESTON IN REGARD TO DEVELOPMENT 

APPLICATIONS DA0320/2020 AND DA0321/2020

 
Saturday, 26 September 2020 

REPRESENTATION TO THE CITY OF LAUNCESTON IN REGARD TO DEVELOPMENT 
APPLICATIONS DA0320/2020 AND DA0321/2020 

 
FOREWORD 

The first thing that needs to be said about these development applications is that the proposal is to further 
develop what has become Launceston’s ‘Cemetery of Hope’.  
 
Along with the city’s histories of colonialism and its aftermath the development, like almost all that has gone before 
it, is a ‘development’ stained with the surreal and absolute imperative to ignore ‘the geography’ in the cause of 
profits and dividends that were, and by-and-large still are, realisable elsewhere.  
 
The imperative encapsulated in the euphemism ‘sticking to your guns’ as always trips up its adherents in time when 
what has driven the recklessness is ultimately revealed and the ‘body count’ is completed.  
 
Remaining determined, resolute and steadfast in the belief that an adopted perspective, often ideologically driven, 
must prevail despite all evidence to the contrary is worrying. And, given that it all persists whatever compelling 
evidence is evident, it is at best bewildering. It is especially so here given that ‘Council’ as a planning authority has 
itself declared a climate emergency.  
 
That the analogy of soldiers remaining at their post firing their guns ‘come what may’ and at what has been 
assumed to be ‘the enemies of progress’ is a bizarre failure of due process. Moreover, it is an arrogant failure of 
civic accountability that has brought this so called ‘development’ to a point of absurdity in the ‘planning 
paradigm’ it now inhabits.  

mailto:raynorman7250@bigpond.com
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Over time, ‘the place’ has been transformed from what was once, arguably, the most fecund place on the island into 
what is now essentially something of an ‘industrial wasteland’ with all the scars and pockmarks of its layered 
histories. It is ‘a place’ littered with the dross of reckless colonialism and its aftermath. That the area was always an 
inadequate port and that it was to become an unworkable port needs to be acknowledged.  
 
That all this is both denied and downplayed by the city’s planner, in concert with the proponents and the project 
architects, it is evidence of the unfolding and unfortunate folly that the Inveresk cum Invermay precinct has 
become. That all this has been sequentially compounded upon by geographically inept planning processes over two 
centuries, it brings the now City of Launceston to a sorry state.  
Universities, as corporate entities, are enormously privileged and as 'corporate citizens' increasingly the justification 
for these privileges diminish so too should their 'obligations' be on the rise. Professor Brian Smidt, Australian 
National University's (ANU) Vice Chancellor, is on the record saying, paraphrased, that in the early1980s universities 
ceased to be the curators of knowledge and information and thus they needed to reinvent themselves. Surely, that 
will mean that they will need to be increasing contributing to the communities they exist within rather than by 
default, given 'free kicks' at every turn. 
 
Originally, universities were communities of scholars and teachers. However, as Prof. Smidt alerts us to, they are 
now by-and-large traders in services in much the same as banks and insurance companies as they reconfigure 
themselves in 21st Century context.  
 
At the very least 'the wider community' has a right to expect that universities be 'lifters rather than leaners' and 
contribute equitably to the communities within which they are located. In 2014 Joe Hockey called upon all 
Australians to 'lift their game' in order to build a better future. 
 
It is more than ironic that what was once the grazing ground of emus  water birds and macropods has become a 
wallow for white elephants.  
 

 
THE GEOGRAPHY 

 
In Launceston 'the spectre of the flood' colours a significant part of the city's cultural landscape. By now, it should 
be more than well understood that irrespective of the levy banks, and the supposed flood mitigation, the proposed 
buildings are to be sited not on a flood plain but rather on a tidal zone – albeit a highly modified precinct.  
 
Moreover, the projected inundation mapping should be a concern to a 21st Century Planning Authority. It is 
somewhat interesting that the Development Application deliberately avoids references to the site and totally ducks 
the 'flooding issue'. When you build a building, any building, the first and foremost consideration needs to be its 
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geographic location closely followed by cultural landscaping issues. That this NOT the case here alarm bells ring 
rather loudly! 
 
Historic imaginings of the precinct as a port and industrial district rather quickly proved themselves to be wrong 
headed largely informed as they were by the imperatives of a colonial military outpost. In a colonial context, it 
mattered not just so long as the ‘spoils of colonialism’ reached the ‘motherland’ and in the right pockets. 
 
It is now well understood that despite all the mitigation infrastructure installed to date, the sites are not only likely 
to be flood prone but are bound to be increasingly exposed to devastation via flooding. There is no longer any 
ambiguity whatsoever about this. Curiously, the city’s planners choose to somewhat surreally ignore and downplay 
all this in the face of compelling evidence that developments such as those currently in hand ought not proceed.  
 
The planning speculation that future flooding events are manageable is bizarre given all the unforeseeable damage 
and risks. It is a speculation that failed the credibility test elsewhere – Brisbane and Lismore to name just two. 
 

 
However, the insurance industry has apparently made some determinations about the insurability of property in 
the context of flooding that on the evidence presented in the development applications neither the developers, 
nor their consulting architects nor the city's planners seem to be in any way mindful of.  
 
This alone should be sounding the loudest possible alarms but it appears yet again that all players have decided to 
cross their fingers and look away. The individuals involved as likely as not, will be well and truly out of the reach of 
anyone seeking retribution. This is cynicism writ large! 
 
The city’s planner, verbally at least, has conceded that the sites will indeed flood yet is somehow persuaded that 
even if flooding turns out to be an increasingly frequent event, it will be “manageable” . That is, despite all the 
alternative sites and strategic positioning available.  
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Indeed, the ‘science’ tells us that the site is on track to experience potentially catastrophic flooding events – and 
more frequently. The inundation mapping is in hand as is the hydraulic modelling. All of which has been presented to 
Council and UTAS and it has been catalogued in the press.  
 
The proposition of ‘manageability’ is open to challenge in a planning context. This needs no further elaboration. 
Rather, it is a planning paradigm that needs to be tested for its credibility in the light of these development 
applications.  
 
That the proposition might have any chance of being endorsed defies logic yet the evidence to support the fact that 
is being proactively advocated is clear to see.  
 
Looking ahead, on the grounds that the sites are not developable without imposing undue risk to the wider 
community in multiple ways, these development proposals should be rejected outright. At the very least the 
proponents should be required to resubmit the applications after further investigation and development. 
 

 
COMMUNITY SUPPORT 

 
There is a certain irony in the fact than in June it was four years since 1,500 partitioners brought on a public meeting 
calling upon council to withdraw its support for the proposals now in hand – flawed as they are.  
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The irony is compounded given that on the very night the meeting was scheduled to be held in Albert Hall there was 
a raging flood that only missed overtopping the levies by just a few centimetres. And, that is not to mention the 
multiple leaks in the levy banks that revealed themselves.  
 
When the rescheduled meeting eventually took place the city’s ‘Aldermen one and all’ were quite prepared to 
argue the case, in the light of all the evidence, that black was the new white and that UTAS moving towards the CBD 
would be city’s salvation. The passing of time has presented a totally different picture yet the adherence to the 
surreal recklessness that set the current sequence of events in train seems to persist – and relentlessly.  
 
The proposed infrastructure built on another site would still deliver the jobs and short term economic benefits and 
quite possibly with a greater chance of longer term sustainability. However, the long term sustainability of the 
current 'tertiary education model' is far from secure or sustainable. It is an open question as to what that 
institutional landscape might look like in a decade or two. 
 
With the levies lowering annually due to their geography, and tidal level increasing due to the declared climate 
emergency, the prospect of the levies holding diminishes. The generations beyond the present 'in power' are 
mindful of the future 'baby boomers et al' have left in their wake. 
 
The only salvation the decision makers inclined to endorse this development now might look towards is hopefully 
being well and truly out of the picture when reality reveals itself. 
 

 
THE ENGINEERING ISSUES 

 
There should be no doubt that the realisation of the development is feasible in an engineering context. The 
proposed construction methodology not only fits the 20th Century sensibilities and circumstance of existing 
infrastructure, it goes a step further to celebrate them.  
 
In a 21st Century context this is more than curious, it is somewhat perverse.  
 
All this by itself is concerning in a 21st Century context given the twin crises of climate breakdown and biodiversity 
loss. Likewise, culturally, economically and environmentally these factors are the most serious issue of our time.  
 
Considering that globally, buildings and construction play a major part, accounting for nearly 40% of energy-related 
carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions whilst also having a significant impact on our natural habitats. This is non-trivial. 
That this development proposal clearly ignores all this and that apparently such things do not concern the developer 
nor their architects it is concerning. 
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That places like Venice exist it is proof that large infrastructure can indeed be built upon fundamentally unstable 
foundations in a tidal zone. However, the circumstances that once pertained there have shifted somewhat. 
However, in a 21st Century context why would a city like Venice need to be built? 
 
Moreover, the Venice proposition is not a circumstance that fits the confluence of two rivers and an estuary on the 
other side of the planet. 
 
Building in a tidal zone cum flood plain is an esoteric problem rather than anything that calls for a compelling 
pragmatic solution in the ‘Inveresk circumstance’. Given all the available alternatives – and they exist a plenty.  
 
While this development might well provide engineers and architects with the opportunity to ‘strut their stuff’ it is an 
effort that is arguably better spent on issues of sustainability and appropriate resource usage – and  ideally 
elsewhere.  
 
Indeed, the project architects for this development, via their professional institute, along with the City of 
Launceston, have “declared climate and biodiversity emergency”. That both appear to be ignoring that rhetoric is 
evidence that all parties want to walk on both sides of the street. 
 
Someone once said that they had never seen anybody try to walk on both sides of the street except for a drunk 
wending his/her way home. They tried it, but it was an awkward business. So, it seems that in order to attempt the 
walk one needs to be intoxicated. 
 
In a particular case where the opportunity exists, implementing credible demonstrations of these very real world 
21st Century, ethical and sustainability concerns should not be so readily dismissed unless of course some form of 
intemperance is involved. 
 
Nonetheless, it seems that everyone involved in this particular project is more than willing to look away while 
mouthing the rhetoric.  
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THE SUSTAINABILITY OF THE PROPOSED INFRASTRUCTURE 

 
The carelessness, in a planning context, regarding civic sustainability is more than bewildering two decades into the 
21st Century. That the city’s ‘planner’ asserts that it is not possible to require of developers in Tasmania to be 
proactive in regard to issues of civic and environmental sustainability as is, and has been, the case in cities 
elsewhere. Given that the City of Launceston has itself declared a “climate emergency” this is at once alarming and 
bewildering.  
 
Likewise, given that in this instance the project architects appear to be oblivious to such concerns despite being 
signatories to their profession’s ‘Sustainability Policy’. Their apparent recalcitrance here is alarming. More to the 
point, that their clients too, appear to be oblivious to 21st Century sustainability concerns only compounds the 
recalcitrance on display. 
 

 
The project architects’ professional body's policy talks about the need for ‘urgent action’ in the face the challenges 
presented by climate change. That they might talk the talk and not walk the walk is worrying. It is a policy that talks 
about the ‘commercial and residential building sectors’ that “offer significant potential for achieving deep cuts in 
greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. This potential can be realised by reducing energy demand and increasing the 
energy efficiency of buildings.”  
 
The architects' institutional policy goes on to talk about “policy frameworks [that] must be established to achieve 
greater energy and resource efficiency in the building sector and to facilitate innovation in building design and 
procurement.” And, it even goes on to talk about “incentives to encourage the alteration, retrofitting and 
rebuilding of our current building stock to achieve more sustainable outcomes” yet despite all that, and the project 
architects signing on to the policy, and their apparent lack of adherence to it in this case, for all intention’s purposes, 
is there for all to see.  
 
Similarly, the assertion that ‘professional planners’ cannot advise planning authorities to ‘require’ energy 
generation on site and water management lacks credibility. A planning authority is a planning authority, authorised 
to place whatever conditions it sees fit in regard to any development. 
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Of course, a planning authority can make any kind of requirement it sees fit and if a developer chooses to appeal its 
determination surely it would be putting its recalcitrance on public display. In the case of UTAS, and given the city’s 
ratepayers overt investment in the development, that would hardly be a good look.  
 
That a ‘planner’ in a council’s employ is disinclined to be civically responsive, and policy aware in regard to council’s 
declaration of a climate emergency here, it beggars belief. Importantly, the proof is no doubt in the documentation 
for anyone who cares to look. 
 
Apart from the currently mandatory insulation standards and so on, currently large scale corporate construction still 
need to be increasingly environmentally sensitive. Thus, calling upon developers to impose minimally upon the 
community, and its civic infrastructure, is a must looking ahead.  
 

 
HOW MIGHT ENVIRONMENTAL AND CIVIC SENSITIVITIES AND SENSIBILITIES BE 

HONOURED? 
 
Firstly, urban buildings increasingly should be required to generate a significant percentage of its anticipatable 
energy requirements – say 25% plus at least. And, especially so for large corprate structures. 
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The argument that this is unachievable in an urban circumstance for corporate infrastructure just does not stand up. 
It is especially so in a domestic circumstance where a property can feasibly and economically be self sustaining in an 
energy context and onsite water management.  Australia wide, and equally so in Tasmania, this is being achieved 
right now. 
 
What was achieved 25 years ago in a central Sydney suburb is more easily achieved on a much larger scale two 
decades into the 21st Century. Michael Mobbs started setting the pace that this project’s architects should by now 
be able to eclipse his achievements.  
 
Concerningly, despite the project architects' sustainability boasts they, along with their clients, and now the city’s 
planners too, seem to lack the will and the wherewithal to even contemplate a proposition where 21st Century 
sustainability is aimed for.  
 

 

SEE https://au.architectsdeclare.com/ 

Moreover, the project architect’s stance as a signatory to their profession's declaration is bewildering to say the very 
least. That, they still accept a commission for UTAS to abandon their Newnham campus for a set of new buildings on 
a flood plain cum tidal flat, poses uncomfortable questions. That 'the development' neither demonstrates nor 
espouses any 21st Century relevant sustainable attributes – income energy (solar & wind) plus on site water 
collection and management et al – this too beggars belief. 
 
A somewhat sobering read is the Institute of Architects review of this Development Application. Just look for the 
word 'sustainable' and a references to the 'cultural landscape' or indeed a reference to 'geography'. Either the 
Institute's "declared climate and biodiversity policy" is hollow rhetoric OR this firm of architects signing on to it is 
more 'cynical window dressing' than an expression of professional intent going by the Institute of Architects review. 
 
It is also astounding that UTAS might not be seeking to position the university as a 21st Century institution from a 
marketing perspective. Surely, if they were to do so, focus on the institutions sustainability credentials reflected in 
its infrastructure in Tasmania and project its 'values' nationally this would enhance its ability to attract students and 
research funding. 
 

https://au.architectsdeclare.com/
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WHAT WAY FORWARD? 

 
Based on the Development Application presented to Council, at the very best, should only consider conditional 
support. Given community reaction to recent project approvals and the community's reluctant investment of 
something like '$10 Million plus', in the proposition UTAS is persisting with, Council might well expect protracted 
appeals against an unconditional approval. 
 
Against the background, now half a decade in the making, it would seem that there are two options to consider. The 
first being outright rejection of the Development Application given the now known risks and fiscal consequences 
that will surely impact upon the city's ratepayers – short, medium and longterm. 
 
Alternatively,  as a 'planning authority' council might well consider leaving the application on the table and ask that 
the proponents to consider coming back once they have more thoroughly investigated the 21st Century 
sustainability options etc. that are open to them and the city.  
 
In providing the proponents with the opportunity to reconsider their application Council would also be providing the 
developer and their consultants with the opportunity to take a longer and harder look at the context within which 
universities exist within in the 21st Century.   
 
Importantly, Council would be doing so in the light of all the paradigm shifts in play. The status quo is being 
disrupted, thus planners and developers alike need to be alert not only to the disruptions but also the trickle down 
consequences that in this case will surely impact upon the wider community. 
 
When President of the USA Ronald Regan pointed out that the "status quo is quite simply Latin for the mess we 
are it" he was on the money.  World politics might be in a different place in the 21st Century, and in Tasmania too, 
but President Regan's observation rings as true now as ever it did. 
 

Ray Norman
27.9.2020   

 
 



To: The General Manager,                                                                             DA 0321/2020 

Michael Stretton, 

Launceston City Council 

Monday 28th September 2020 

 

I wish to register my strong opposition to DA 0321/2020 -  2 Invermay Road, Educational 

and Occasional Care Use – Construction of four story learning and teaching building being 

part of the flawed plan by the University of Tasmania to relocate to Inveresk Tidal Flood 

Zone as verified by the BMT Report. 

It is without question that UTAS has continually altered their “plans” to relocate from the 

totally viable and safe Newnham Campus to the Tidal Flood Zone of Inveresk to the point 

where it no longer even vaguely resembles the “Disneyland” images initially sold to Council 

by the now highly discredited, previous Vice Chancellor Peter Rathjen and because of that, 

I believe this DA should not proceed. 

There are major, ongoing and unsolvable traffic issues impacting the whole Inveresk area 

and this development will only compound these existing and growing, traffic congestion 

problems. This is despite Councils “Traffic Management Plan” which will not and cannot 

resolve an issue that will only worsen over future years. 

Given the track record to date of UTAS with their ever-changing announcements to suit 

whatever current story it needs to promote, there is no reason to believe that this proposed 

development is anything other than just one segment of their general land grab.  

Faced with the general economic downturn we are all facing (potentially a Depression), 

which has also directly impacted on universities nationwide, there is little evidence that 

anything substantial will occur on the site and certainly not the much vaunted thousands 

of students pouring into the CBD to reinvigorate this fast dying zone. It is my belief that 

from the very beginning, Council was sold an undriveable lemon by the previous GM and 

VC and they are still trying to find a battery charger to make this unnecessary and wasteful 

relocation vehicle work. 

In truth the proposal is now so far from the original “concept” that was sold and bought by 

both Council and Infrastructure Australia that it bears virtually no resemblance to it and I 

would argue that preferably it should be cancelled or at the very minimum, be forced to 

start the process again from the very beginning with full and transparent investigation as to 

its merits and benefits to the City. A City that has already handed over millions of dollars of 

land to a non-rent paying occupant. Full and proper due diligence would be required. 

It is staggering obfuscation to the highest level that UTAS even recently continued to 

promote the ludicrous figure of 10000 + new students (in the real world, student numbers 

have dropped and there is no real fix in site for that). Competition in the university sector 

is tough and so-called “Associate Degrees” will be about as effective and popular as the 

Council’s Traffic Management Plan. UTAS on one hand talk of more online courses and we 

hear of staff losses and then an arbitrary figure of more staff to be employed is flitted out to 

tantalise and appease. And still nothing substantial appears and smoke and mirrors 

continue to be the modus operandi. 



This has of course all occurred with blind support from the Council and Media alike and in 

a time of COVID 19 impact and the parallel financial crisis the whole country is now facing.  

I urge Council to totally reject DA3021/2020 because it is not in the best public interest, it 

will cause a general loss of community amenity and will detrimentally affect the overall 

prosperity of the City. It particularly disrespects a community that has been forced into 

supporting this nonsensical relocation proposal to the benefit of one entity, that being the 

Corporate, Property Developer UTAS. 

I urge you to reject DA0321/2020 on all the above grounds because it provides no guarantees 

of any short or long-term positives for Launceston.  

Yours Sincerely 

Leigh Murrell 
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Iain More

From:
Sent: Monday, 28 September 2020 5:00 PM
To: Contact Us
Cc:
Subject: Submission on DA 0321/2020

Dear Council, 
 
1.Re DA 0321/2020, UTas "River Edge", Inveresk Precinct 
 
I wish to object to this DA on the basis that 
a) UTas has never provided verifiable evidence to support relocating from the Newnham Campus. 
b) Irrespective of levees, the intended Inveresk site is located at probably the most vulnerable part of the Inveresk 
Precinct - on the soft silt banks at the end of the longest reach of the North Esk river - in relation to flood and tidal 
surge inundation. It is irresponsible for any Councillor to be 'comfortable' with the flood risk as documented in the 
BMT Flood Report. 
c) the site is already surrounded by busy traffic thoroughfares and it is madness to add still more traffic to the current 
situation. 
d) Adding to the current traffic saturation levels further impacts on the local amenity and on current users of Invermay 
Road, Lindsay Street, the Tamar St Bridge, Boland Street, the Esplanade, all subject to the ever-increasing domino 
effects on north-south traffic flow as well as east-west traffic flow. 
e) UTas development and associated Council infrastructure works and alterations in the Inveresk area are already 
having a deleterious affect on the amenity of Inveresk and Invermay area. 
f) The public interest has NOT been served by UTas at Inveresk, the public interest is not served by relocating the 
campus from its current safe, well-serviced Newnham location. 
g) Social Licence, Community and the Public Interest - The UTas relocation proposal has almost no public support. 
Surveys consistently show that it is opposed by the overwhelming majority of the public and UTas staff and students 
across Tasmania. 
 
The UTas approach to forcing the relocation change onto its staff and the public is a risky approach to bringing about 
the change or winning community acceptance as such an approach is unlikely to succeed, instead leaving people 
feeling manipulated, angry, mistrustful etc and leads instead to resistance and resentment. 
 
Neither UTas nor the Launceston City Council have social licence for the campus relocation plan. LCc seems to 
believe that while it gifts millions of dollars’ worth of land or interest-free loans on the one hand, social licence for the 
campus relocation can be gained, on the other, by carrying out small, disjointed projects in the Mowbray-Newnham 
area, under the now severely truncated and weakened Northern Suburbs Strategy, misleadingly renamed “Northern 
Suburbs Revitalisation Plan”.  
As the Ethics Centre notes: 
“Too often, social licence is thought to be something that can be purchased, like an offset. Big companies with 
controversial practices often give out community grants and investments…a social licence…might be seen as a kind 
of transaction where community acceptance can be bought. Of course, such an approach will often fail precisely 
because it is conceived as a calculated and cynical pay-off.” 
 
Social licence has never been earned or ‘granted’ for by UTas for its campus relocations. UTas has never been 
required to provide an impact study or any modelling for the effects of its plans on either the intended location or on 
the current campuses and the local areas. (and before any councillor or council officer huffs and puffs that 'yes they 
have', there's a debate to be had, because the evidence shows they have 
not) 
Although originally intended for resource development projects, the Queensland Govt produced guidelines for 
preparing a local social impact management plan (SIMP).  A similar plan should have been a requirement for the 
UTas relocation plans in Hobart, Launceston and Burnie, where water-front public (local/state govt-owned) land has 
been given to UTas without any examination of local activities severely impacted/affected or at risk of serious 
negative impact, and an increase in infrastructure to cater for UTas desires. 
The survey-report by the Australian Institute of Company Directors and KPMG on social licence, could well have been 
written specifically about aspects of the university sector in Australia, and could be seen as pointing the finger directly 
at the failures of UTas management “Vulnerable stake holders are the ones we have difficulty hearing because their 
voices are filtered out by layers of management that are using a business-only lens to prioritise their biggest risks…A 
Social licence must be earned every day.” KPMG p.7 “Social licence is an important and powerful lens to frame trust. 

mailto:koshin@iprimus.com.au
mailto:li82303@bigpond.net.au
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It acknowledges the active role that people and communities play in granting ongoing acceptance and approval of 
how companies – or entire industries – conduct their business.(p11)  Aggrieved and cynical communities can 
withdraw the social licence of organisations that lose or exploit their trust – with potentially devastating financial, legal 
and regulatory impacts. Organisations can no longer view trust as an asset that they can buy or re-build after a crisis, 
but one that must be earned and maintained on an ongoing basis. Boards of all sectors are increasingly aware that 
fundamentally, trust is about relationships, not solely reputation… (p.11) ” We no longer place unquestioning trust in 
systems and institutions. Instead, trust is more likely to flow between local networks, individuals and peers…” (p. 12) 
UTas has nothing concrete to offer or give the local Northern Suburbs community in the way of ‘bribes’ or 
‘sweeteners’ to win community support, but it has a great deal – in the form of a fully functioning campus and all that it 
entails - to take away, so gaining social licence is difficult, if not impossible. UTas management has made, and 
continues to make, endless wild promises to its staff and the public of a rosy transformed future. While limited 
sections of the public (strikingly and unashamedly closely associated with each other) have accepted the UTas spin 
and propaganda, the wider community recognises the absence of any modelling or supporting evidence, and it 
recognises that the main part of the UTas ‘spin’ or ‘case’ is framed in verbose general education/pedagogy unrelated 
to location. That is, UTas’s case is largely location-neutral, a fact well-understood by the public. 
The proponents of the relocation plan have given no consideration to the destruction of local amenity and/or 
liveability. They have ignored all previous extensive community consultations around Inveresk Precinct land use. 
Museum Search Conference, genuine community input and listening by YPIPA, to community and tenants. 
 From the time UTas management arrived on the scene, the community (as represented by YPIPA community 
members, Inveresk precinct tenants) began to lose any say, and worse, were push aside. UTas and other proponents 
of the relocation plan continue to ignore/disregard the intent of the GHD 2006 Flood Study, the Deed and the Flood 
Inundation Code, and even the latest BMT Flood study, 2018. Regrettably, on all aspects of the relocation issue, the 
public is justified in its suspicions and mistrust of UTas and CoL, The wider community is fully aware of the 
deficiencies and problems associated with Inveresk. The community also recognises the quality and value of the 
current Mowbray-Newnham campus/location combined with the long-term sustainability and cost effectiveness of 
remaining there. The vast majority of the population has not been seduced by the endless stream of media releases, 
media photo opportunities, marketing presentations and false gestures posturing as ‘consultation’ by UTas in its effort 
to gain or claim social licence. In this UTas has failed spectacularly. 
Moreover, in their wilful determination and enthusiasm for their relocation project, UTas and CoL have also failed to 
abide by good governance principles. Governance is “the process and culture that guide the activities of an 
organisation beyond its basic legal obligations”.  
Good governance includes, but is not limited to, “acting with the highest ethical standards…fostering trusting and 
respectful relationships, showing a commitment to risk management…following a transparent and accountable 
decision-making process…”  In their ongoing planning chaos, their failure to abide by the highest standards of risk 
management, and the absence of transparency and accountability, both UTas management and CoL have sacrificed 
the principles of good governance. 
 
If the Council really held genuine concern for the interests of residents and ratepayers, and if Councillors placed 
honesty, integrity, good governance and high standards, genuine transparency and such like attributes at the top of 
their personal lists, the Councillors would and should vote to reject this and all other, future UTas relocation 
development applications. 
 
Dr Jillian Koshin, Launceston 



To: Launceston City Councillors and Council Officers, 28 September 2020. 

Re Traffic Impact Assessments (TIA) for Development Applications 0320/2020 

and 0321/2020. 

 

The TIAs for DAs 0320/2020 (Willis Street) and 0321/2020 (Inveresk River 

Edge - estuarine silt bank) are similar in many aspects.   

According to the Midson Traffic Impact Statements, August 2020, for the two 

DAs, “Land use developments generate traffic movements as people move to, 

from and within a development. Without a clear understanding of the type of 

traffic movements, (including cars, pedestrians, trucks, etc), the scale of their 

movements, timing, duration and location, there is a risk that this traffic 

movement may contribute to safety issues, unforeseen congestion or other 

problems where the development connects to the road system or elsewhere on 

the road network. A TIA attempts to forecast these movements and their impact 

on the surrounding transport network. 

A TIA is not a promotional exercise undertaken on behalf of a developer; a TIA 

must provide an impartial and objective description of the impacts and traffic 

effects of a proposed development. A full and detailed assessment of how 

vehicle and person movements to and from a development site might affect 

existing road and pedestrian networks is required. An objective consideration of 

the traffic impact of a proposal is vital to enable planning decisions to be based 

upon the principles of sustainable development.”  

Midson TIA reckons that for the Inveresk development, “No significant adverse 

road safety impacts are foreseen for the proposed development. Based on the 

following: That there is sufficient spare capacity in the surrounding road 

network to absorb the relatively low peak hour traffic generated from the 

development…” 

 That is a misleading statement, and one that is rejected by local residents 

and businesses as well as commuters who travel along that section of 

Invermay road on a daily basis. What will it take for Council to listen to 

and take notice of the local residents and businesses? 

According to the Midson TIA for the Inveresk development, “The existing road 

safety performance of Invermay Road near the subject site does not indicate that 

there are any specific road safety deficiencies that might be exacerbated by 

traffic generated…” 



 That is a misleading statement, and one that is rejected by local residents 

and businesses as well as commuters who travel along that section of 

Invermay road on a daily basis.  

 How many times do local residents and businesses have to tell 

Councillors and Council officers and the authors of their reports and so-

called ‘community consultation’ sessions, that traffic and parking across 

Inveresk and parts of Invermay have long since reached saturation levels 

and are getting steadily worse?  

 

PARKING: Actual parking provision for a tertiary institution as per the 

Launceston Planning Scheme is one car space for every six students and one 

space for every one staff member. The Midson TIA introduced its own new 

provision level using ‘FTE’:  

 Instead of sticking to the Planning Scheme requirements for tertiary 

parking, the Midson reprtt uses the FTE thing for a bit of creative 

accounting: “The report identified a total of 1 space per 9 FTE students 

and 1 space per 2 FTE staff across the campus as a whole.”  

This does not meet the planning Scheme requirements. FTE is does not 

measure the actual number of people, so therefore it does not, and cannot, 

measure the required number of car spaces to meet the Planning Scheme. 

 

The TIA states on page 4 that “A TIA attempts to forecast these (traffic) 

movements and their impact on the surrounding transport network.”  

It also states, “A TIA is not a promotional exercise undertaken on behalf of a 

developer; a Tia must provide an impartial and objective description of the 

impacts and traffic effects of a proposed development. A full and detailed 

assessment of how vehicle and person movements to and from a development 

site might affect existing road and pedestrian networks is required. An objective 

consideration of the traffic impact of a proposal is vital to enable planning 

decisions to be based upon the principles of sustainable development.” 

 If this is true, and this TIA was written completely objectively, then 

Midson Traffic Pty Ltd, in good faith, was relying on yet another set of 

rubbery figures provided by UTas. No one in Tasmania has any idea of 

what the actual UTas student numbers are or will be – 

 a) because UTas never provides its existing numbers on a per campus 

basis, and  



b) because at this stage, the Covid-19 pandemic is making the prediction 

of future growth difficult.  

 

 UTas is again trying to pull the wool over the eyes of the Planning 

Authority, ie the Launceston City Council.  Seeing that the Midson TIA 

under ‘4. Traffic Impacts 4.1 Traffic Generation’, Table 1 lists student 

population growth from 3,000 to 5,400 FTE, presumably the author of the 

TIA was given these growth forecasts by UTas.  

 

 The TIA author points out, “Note that this traffic generation will be 

experienced across the Inveresk campus as a whole.”  

 

 The Council should postpone any consideration of this ridiculous 

relocation. The student numbers in the table are fewer than the numbers 

given elsewhere for the current Newnham campus.  

The Council should not even be considering these DAs. Rather, it should be 

asking UTas what is going on. 

 

“FTE” (Full Time Equivalent – or to put it another way - the adding up of 

fractions of students and whole numbers of students to get an FTE number of 

students) 

The original (public) funding for this UTas relocation was based on various 

random UTas claims of over 16,500 people (existing student numbers, 10,000-

12,500 additional students, existing staff and additional staff) coming to the 

Inveresk campus and thereby invigorating poor ol’ Launceston. (to make 

Launceston great again). UTas never clearly stated whether these were full-

time, part-time or whether it was 10,000 FTE. Then at some stage the current 

VC, revised those numbers down.  

 How can a Planning Authority know what it is actually planning for, if it 

hasn’t been provided with the latest verifiable statistics? It can’t. So 

therefore, Councillors, you must consider the ratepayers and residents for 

a change, do your ratepayers and residents a favour. Throw this DA out 

and return the public funds to genuine areas of need - projects such as 

public housing, hospital upgrade and aged care. 

 



‘FTE’ – again, for anyone not familiar with the term, Full Time Equivalent - is a 

bogus term to use in a development application.  

 For example, if the student population is simply stated to be 3,000 FTE, 

there is NO way of knowing what the actual number of students is, so 

therefore no way of calculating traffic or pedestrian numbers. And what is 

the difference between 3,000 FTE and 5,400 FTE in the actual number of 

students, ie in the actual number of people? That is a question for the 

UTas statistician, if he/she still has a job.  

 And while the student FTE population is listed, what about the staff 

population? How many full-time and part-time staff are there? Is the 

number of staff also reduced to an FTE?  

 A traffic impact study requires actual numbers of people in order to 

calculate traffic generation, not FTE numbers.  

 

For those on the Planning Authority, that is. the Council, who are not familiar 

with FTE and university units, course and degrees, courses vary in the number 

of units to be completed in order to obtain a degree. Degrees are generally three 

year bachelor degrees, some are four; associate degrees/diplomas are generally 

18 months to two years, and then there is a range of post-graduate courses, 

either by course work or research or a combination. So what’s that all go to do 

with FTE? A first year fulltime load is usually around four units per semester, a 

part-time load between one and three units. So, if four students were all enrolled 

part time for a single unit each, that would be one (1) full-time equivalent 

student. To take the example to full scale, a 3,000 FTE student population all 

enrolled part-time could actually be up to as many as 12,000 people.   

 Before any further UTas relocation developments are considered by the 

Council, UTas should be made to  

a) provide actual breakdown of actual current students at Newnham and 

at Inveresk and to  

b) carry out a full academic-standard, verifiable re-assessment and 

modelling (with proven methodology) of what its student numbers – the 

actual number of people, not the loose fraction term ‘FTE’ - are projected 

to be.   

 

As with the Flood Assessments, the Traffic Impact Assessments for DAs 

0320/2020 and 0321/2020 have identical sections. They are both based on the 

same FTE student population Table 1.  



Yet, at 4.2 the TIA for DA 0321/2020 for Inveresk states that “The proposed 

development has no parking provision and therefore does not generate 

significant traffic at the primary access to the site from Invermay Road. As 

such, the traffic generation of the site’s access will be limited to service vehicles 

only.”  

 Isn’t that just too cute by half. That sounds like a crafty way of avoiding 

stating the traffic impact of that part of the UTas Inveresk plan because 

vehicles won’t actually be going up the stairs via the main doors. 

Moreover, it conflicts with the TIA statement on page 4 that “A TIA 

attempts to forecast these (traffic) movements and their impact on the 

surrounding transport network. 

 

Because it is impossible to assess precinct use and traffic impacts on the local 

amenity and liveability of Inveresk-Invermay and the Boland-Willis St areas       

using FTEs and rubbery figures provided by UTas - an organisation known for 

maladministration, poor governance and misrepresentation – the Council should 

reject both DA 0320/2020 and DA 0321/2020.  

Instead of blindly accepting the faulty UTas proposals and grovelling to UTas’ 

every whim, Launceston Council should act in the public interest and require 

UTas to go back to the drawing board at Newnham, to return to their earlier 

well researched, high-level master plans for Newnham and press the ‘Refresh’ 

button on those plans.      

 

Dr Jillian Koshin. 

 



TO:  The Mayor Albert van Zetten. Mr Michael Stretton, Councillors 

         Launceston City Council 

RE:  Development Application 0321/2020  

Application ID DA0321/2020 

Application Description 

Educational and Occasional Care Use – 
Construction of four storey learning and teaching 
building incorporating the relocated Riawunna 
Aboriginal Centre, meeting and consultation 
rooms, workspaces and student breakout areas, 
staff and student facilities including toilets, kitchen 
spaces and parenting rooms; demolition of minor 
outbuildings, car park and kerb and pavement; 
associated landscape works including removal of 
one tree. 

Property Address 2 Invermay Road INVERMAY TAS 7248 
Closing Date 28/09/2020 
 

 

This so-called River Edge building DA appears to be another UTas smoke and 
mirrors effort. On all the available evidence it is, and always has been, an 
unneccesary campus move to one of the most unsuitable sites anywhere in 
Australia. It is, and always has been, and a wicked mis-use of ratepayers’ 

money and other public funds.  

Like the building that is currently under construction on the small staff carpark, 
this building was never part of the original plan that got the funding. Why have 
the building locations changed so drastically and to even worse positions than 
the original intended sites? 

I refer you all to the Council Agendas of 9 November 2015 and 24 October 
2016, for the UTas plans for the ratepayers’ land that you gave UTas for free. 
The location plans that got UTas the public money they were after, have 
completely changed. This current DA was not part of the original plan.  

That raises the question of why? Why is UTas now building on two little 
Inveresk car park sites instead of on the two original sites of the Old Bike 
Track and the area between the Student Accommodation and the Tamar St 
bridge (with site the ‘Cup cake drawing on it)?  

Is this major change to the past 5 years of UTas-Council relocation plans the 
sneaky way of getting round the Flood Inundation Code provisions that 
prohibits more educational uses on the Invermay Flood Inundation zone?  

 

https://onlineservice.launceston.tas.gov.au/eProperty/P1/PublicNotices/PublicNoticeDetails.aspx?r=P1.LCC.WEBGUEST&f=%24P1.ESB.PUBNOT.VIW&rf=%24P1.ESB.PUBNOTAL.ENQ&ApplicationId=DA0321%2f2020


 

Is this the way UTas and the Council proponents worked out that they could 
avoid having to submit a Planning Scheme Amendment?  

Build on the two car parks because they are educational car parks. Is that the 
was? 

Instead of Council continuing to assist UTas with this iniquitous proposal, the 
Council should refuse DA 0321/2020. It should also refuse DA 0320/2020. 
The Council needs to return to looking after the interests of ratepayers, 
residents and small businesses, and encourage UTas to retain the Newnham 
campus. 

Has the Council been completely transpara=ent with ratepayers and residents 
on the changes to the site locations? Has the Council demanded to know 
exactly why UTas changed its site locations so drastically?  

Or has the Council been complicit in the change to building on the small car 
parks instead? 

In this time of pandemic and uncertainty for universities across Australia and 
the world, and given climate change, the unsuitability of the Inveresk Site for a 
university campus, the original provisions and reasons for the Invermay Flood 
Inundation Code, the lack of an open transparent application for an 
Amendment to the Planning Scheme for the changed locations, it is also time 
that the Launceston Council to refuse DA 0321/2020. 

 

The next section forms an important part of this representation, especially the 
sections on Inveresk. It consists of Extracts from the “Review and Analysis” 

commissioned by Network Partners 2019-2020 and covers serious matters 
and questions associated with the UTas relocation and ‘District 

neighbourhood and activity centres’ including Inveresk and Willis St (and 
therefore the UTas DAs 0320/2020 and 0321/2020). 

The Review contains material that the Council should have covered in all of its 
considerations on the UTas relocation so-called ‘transformation’ This is 

material that UTas ignored and continues to ignore. The Review goes with the 
Council-commissioned BMT Flood Report and the high-level “Evaluative 

Review’ by Mr C. Penna. Please note the sections on ‘Inveresk’ and ‘Willis St” 

are very important to the two UTas Development Applications. I have 
highlighted the various headings so that they are easy to find.   

 

 



Extracts from 

CONTEXTUAL REVIEW & ANALYSIS OF UTAS-CITY OF 

LAUNCESTON NORTHERN SUBURBS CAMPUS RELOCATION 

PROJECT. 

 

This study is an evidence based review, assessment and analysis of aspects 
associated with, but not properly considered by, campus relocation proponents or 
political representatives and funding bodies in all levels of government, of the 
relocation of the UTas Mowbray-Newnham Campus from its current site to the 
Inveresk Precinct, a distance of 3.5 kilometres. Mowbray, Newnham and Inveresk 
all form part of the ‘Northern’ suburbs of Launceston.  

As part of our brief, we have examined copious relevant documents, studies, 
maintenance-management plans and master plans from 2007-2019/20 
associated with the University of Tasmania Mowbray-Newnham campus’s current 

location, the Mowbray Precinct and the Inveresk areas of the Northern suburbs.  

Detailed examination of the UTas relocation proposal from 2016 to 2019 and 
associated serious issues are covered by Chris Penna’s in his major review, 

Evaluative Review of the University of Tasmania Inveresk Precinct 

Redevelopment Project (March 2019). This Review & Analysis considers the 
wider context of the relocation in conjunction with Penna’s Evaluative Review. 
Having examined and collated the evidence, we have reached the conclusion 
that the relocation to Inveresk is seriously flawed and risky. As Penna states, “the 

complete campus move to Inveresk is a significant long-term public issue, is 
fraught with potential problems, and that the process, in conjunction with the City 
of Launceston, has been inadequate, lacking transparency and perhaps with 
insider involvement 

THE FALLOUT OF THE 2006 MOVE TO INVERESK  

The move by the Schools of Architecture and Performing Arts & Contemporary Art 
not only reduced student numbers at the main Mowbray-Newnham campus, it left 
space and resources under-utilised there. The removal of four schools from the main 
campus brought no nett gain to the university itself. At the same time, it also resulted 
in doubling up on services for the small Inveresk campus. It brought risks and 
monetary costs associated with flooding and with evacuations as in 2011 and 2016. 
By 2012 the Inveresk Schools were showing signs of failure with falling student 
numbers brought on by the retirement of the energetic Head of Art, Vincent McGrath 
and the beginning of ‘rationalisation’ by UTas management and hastening 

corporatisation under Vice Chancellor Peter Rathjen, 2012-2017. Gradual reduction 
of subjects and course offering and removal of certain services, such as an important 
printing service serving visual art, design and architecture, until 2018, reached the 
point of no more music, a course as basic as music degree - a course integral to a 
performing arts school – by 2018 was/is no longer available in the north, a serious 



loss to Northern Tasmania. The removal of subjects and courses from the north to 
Hobart has been occurring for some time. As a result, considerable numbers of 
students have chosen, or been forced by circumstances, to either drop out, change 
course/subject or to enrol in universities outside Tasmania.1 This is a trend that was 
set in motion and perpetuated by UTas itself, not, as UTas likes to claim, the result 
of the location or condition of any of its campuses. It is a major complaint by 
Northern students, who are happy with the Northern campuses, but who have been 
forced to reconsider their study plans/futures. 

The same types of claims and secrecy as mentioned above for the 2006-07 
relocations of Architecture, Art and Performing Arts and School of Fine Furniture, 
have been constant features of the current UTas relocation proposal. UTas and CoL 
continue to perpetuate the misrepresentation despite clear evidence to the contrary. 
Any success or ‘vibrancy’ resulting from these schools, (combined with the co-
location with TAFE2) at Inveresk was short-lived, reaching its peak in around 2011-
2012, decreasing annually since then to the point that by 2017 the School of Fine 
Furniture closed and no longer exists. By 2019 architecture is no longer available as 
a degree course and other course options within the school have been greatly 
reduced to a Bachelor of Design, also available in Hobart, with an ATAR entry score 
of 65.3 Similarly, the Academy of the Arts has been reduced to a handful of courses 
and subjects, as many have been closed down and/or removed to Hobart. Music, a 
staple component of a performing arts course and important for any Education 
student who wishes to teach music, early childhood or primary school children, is no 
longer available in Launceston/Inveresk as a degree course. There are a number of 
additional non-location factors - university-driven factors that are completely 
independent of campus location - that contribute to, and exacerbate, student dropout 
rates. These factors include: lower ATAR entry scores; lower course entry criteria, 
reduced student-lecturer face-to-face contact time, the greater chance of student 
dropout. Reduced requirement to attend lectures combined with more on-line 
content, the greater the chance of drop-out. In pursuing the corporate model of 
numbers-driven enrolments, UTas has driven its own student attrition rate, NOT the 
location of campuses as alleged by UTas management. To claim that the Mowbray-
Newnham campus is “bleeding students” as stated by VC Rufus Black, is misleading 

and disingenuous.4      

During the past three years (2016-2018/19) there has been general down-grading of 
the small campus at Inveresk. UTas has been closing facilities and reducing courses 
and student numbers have fallen dramatically there. A café, originally intended as a 
student café, but operated as a more expensive, ‘up-market’ style café, closed 

                                                           
1 Numerous examples of this are easily available and can be provided if needed. One example of the loss of a 
full degree course is music. Any student who wants to study in Tasmania with the intention of teaching music has 
to study music in Hobart before being able to study education in Launceston. Hobart’s well-documented serious 
accommodation shortages and prohibitive rental costs add to the dilemma for northern students. Examples of 
subect/course removals and the consequences are easily available, and can be provided if needed. 
2 TAFE Art, Craft & Design diploma courses co-located with UTas to form  the Art Academy. TAFE has also since 
down-graded and/or removed many of its courses. 
3 BD pamphlet: utas.edu.au/design. 
4 Statement by Rufus Black, 3 March 2019. 



during 2018. This was in large part due to the uncertainty for the café owners trying 
to operate the business with UTas as their land-lord, with very short term (monthly) 
leases by UTas - an impossible situation for a small locally owned business. The 
premises remain unoccupied and unused as they have done for the past year, 2018-
2019. 

From approximately 2008-09 to 2011-12, a period of 4-5 years, the designated 
student and staff car parking spaces immediately adjacent to the UTas buildings at 
Inveresk, were usually fully occupied, Monday to Thursday. However, from 
approximately 2013, with the reduction in student numbers, use declined steadily 
until 2018-19 so that they are now more than half empty on any given semester day. 

While the nearby local takeaway shop, newsagent and art supplies shop on 
Invermay Road and the on-site coffee stand, together with the former café, 
benefitted from the student presence, that presence was not reflected by any 
increased activity in the city centre.5 To describe Inveresk as being on the edge of 
CBD is misleading. The ‘CBD’ is neither conveniently located nor particularly inviting 

for students. The central mall is approximately 1.9 km away from Inveresk, a full 25 
minutes at a very fast walking pace to the main entrance of the School of 
Architecture, or 30 minutes’ walk to the free car park near the Round House.6 The 
CBD offers few services, attractions or retailers to meet the needs or interests of 
tertiary students and is therefore unlikely to become a centre for them.   

… 

Anecdotally, the NRAS-funded student accommodation, which opened at Inveresk in 
c.2016, is noisy, (especially during windy periods), window leaks during periods of 
rain, and puddles of water forming in some hallways, has cracks in the walls (from 
ground movement/subsidence), ground movement can be felt within the building (a 
well-known and documented characteristic of streets and buildings around Inveresk). 
It has been described by student residents as expensive and unpleasant to live in. 
During 2016-17, while there was a waiting list for student accommodation at 
Newnham, the Inveresk building was only half occupied.  
… 

 

DISTRICT & NEIGHBOURHOOD ACTIVITY CENTRES ANALYSIS 

 

MOWBRAY DISTRICT PRECINCT 

Mowbray is one of only two District Centres in greater Launceston. A full retail audit 
was commissioned by Launceston City Council (CoL) in 2011 “to provide an 

evidence based strategy to guide retail-commercial policy over the next 25 

years and beyond." The authors point out in their summary of the resulting study 
                                                           
5 Refer also to the section on housing, shopping centres, K-Mart centre  
6 Test walk conducted by author July 2017, fast walking, Brisbane, George, Cameron, Tamar Sts, Inveresk 
pedestrian route along the ‘Spine’, stopping only for lights at Brisbane George Sts, Tamar St opposite City Park, 
Cimitiere-Tamar Sts (x2 crossings); Victoria Bridge. 



that it “provides an overview of the greater urban area for the first time”. Three of the 

seven stated “key elements” are:  -   “recommended consolidation of the district 

centres of Kings Meadows and Mowbray”; “recommended consolidation of the 

neighbourhood centres of Launceston and the greater urban area” and 

“recommended long term development of a high access corridor extending from 

Kings Meadows to the CBD and north to Mowbray and the University of Tasmania 

campus”.7  

The Retail Audit was/is the basis for the subsequent full Greater Launceston Plan 
and the Individual Precinct Plans (by different consultants) 

District Centres represent the highest rank of urban centres. “District Centres 

are…comprehensive higher order activity centre complementing the CBD. 

Comprehensive food and grocery shopping role with a wider range of discretionary 

stores and services. Intended to serve district and regional catchments.”  

The Mowbray District Centre is approximately 3-4 kilometres north of the Launceston 
CBD and runs along Invermay Road north from Vermont Road to Haig and Beatty 
Streets. The area includes Coles and Woolworths supermarkets, a Target 
department store and a range of street‐based activities including dining and retail. 
Around 50% of the activity centre area is devoted to parking. A bus route runs 
through the activity centre along Invermay Rd. It currently attracts the highest 
patronage of any route in Launceston.8  

The Mowbray District Centre is considered to have a reasonably high level of 
pedestrian access, the highest in Launceston. The area has high-density residential 
development and is conducive to pedestrian access. Therefore, when compared to 
the one other District Centre, Kings Meadows (KM) and the Neighbourhood Activity 
Centres (NACs), Mowbray District Centre is the highest level centre in Launceston 
for access. As such, it is the most suitable centre/location in Launceston for tertiary 
students (Kings Meadows by comparison has a range of retail and commercial 
frontages although the Retail Audit found less than 25% of the street frontage was 
active. The immediate area lacks high‐density residential development. Access 
would generally be by private vehicle. Beyond the individual shopping complexes, 
the area of Kings Meadows is not conducive to pedestrian access.)9  

                                                           
7 Renaissance Planning, “Launceston Retail Audit and Activies Centres Strategy, Information Booklet. 2011. The 
other relevant key elements are: “detailed understanding of Launceston’s contribution to the regional economy 

and the significance of tourism for retailing and employment; policies to maintain and consolidate the leading 
regional role of the Launceston CBD for retailing and employment; policies to maintain and consolidate the 
leading regional role of the L’ton CBD and the Launceston Central Area. 
8 The bus service to Northern Launceston area– incorporating Inveresk, Invermay, Mowbray, Mayfield, Alanvale 
and Rocherlea – is the highest level of the 5 main Launceston metropolitan bus services areas. It is “a high 

frequency corridor service operates Monday to Fridays from Launceston CBD to Mowbray Shopping Area, 
operating on average every 10 minutes during weekdays until 6pm. At other times services operate at least on an 
hourly basis.  (p.50, GLMPTP, DEIR)  , DOES THIS LEVEL OF PUBLIC TRANSPORT FOR MOWBRAY-
NEWNHAM POSSIBLY WEAKEN THE UTAS ARGUMENT THAT THERE WILL BE 8.5% LESS TRAFFIC AT 
INVERESK – cf UTas claim, Information session, 6 June 2019, Traffic Impact Assessment 2019) 

9 Retail Audit 



Mowbray is the most accessible and convenient District Centre in Launceston. It has 
a high level of services, is within walking distance (pedestrian access) of the 
Mowbray-Newnham campus and much of the student accommodation, making it the 
ideal location for both the AMC and the main university campus (as is currently the 
situation). 

Among the recommendations of the Retail Audit Study it is noted that both “KM and 

Mowbray have significant opportunities for higher order expansion and consolidation” 

It is important to note also that recommendations are not in isolation, they are linked, 
spatially, structurally and strategically, ie they form integral parts, to the overall 
success of Greater Launceston. The Study recommends a “higher order role for KM 

and Mowbray as the supporting higher order centres of the CBD” (pp. 23, 24, 

Considering all the recommendation, removing main campus from the mix is against 
all the recommendations (pp 23-25). Indeed, from the start, and as can be seen from 
all the evidence, the very suggestion and proposal to relocate the campus has been 
seriously flawed and remains without foundation. 

NEIGHBOURHOOD ACTIVITY CENTRES  

As discussed above, Mowbray is a District Centre, the highest level in the retail 
audit, and one of only two in this category in Greater Launceston. The next level 
centre is the Neighbourhood Activity Centre (NAC).  

Neighbourhood Activity Centres are defined as “Neighbourhood activity centres 

provide for daily and most weekly purchases. [They] are also intended to provide 

supporting medical and community services”10 In stark contrast to Mowbray District 
Centre and NACs in other parts of Greater Launceston there are no NACs in the 
Northern Suburbs. 

INVERESK OR INVERMAY – UNCLASSIFIED LOCATIONS 

Neither Inveresk nor Invermay are classified under the Retail Audit. Neither area 
meets the criteria for Neighbourhood Activity Centre (NAC) classification. Invermay 
has lost most of any resemblance to, and features of, the NAC category, with only 
one independent supermarket-newsagency, no post office, no chemist and no 
medical service available. Previous residential blocks were systematically overtaken 
by commercial premises from the 1950s to 1960s and residents encouraged to move 
to new housing estates.  

Historically, the severe limitations of the nature of the low-lying land, (below 

high tide level, bounded along 80% of its perimeter by tidal estuary, high water 

table, stormwater runoff and drainage problems, areas of toxin-contaminated 

soils), the flood risk, and the single main through street, have determined the 

relatively consistent character and lack of major change to Inveresk over 150 

years. With reduced residential scope and no capacity for expansion, it was, 

and remains a small, limited shopping area in a now largely commercial-

business zone relying on flood levees to protect property. These issues and 

                                                           
10 Greater Launceston Metropolitan Passenger Transport Plan Background, Dept Infrastructure, 
Energy and Resources, Tasmania, year? p. 30 



limitations are recognised in, and were the rationale behind, the 2006 GHD 

Report, the 2007 Flood Deed and the Flood Inundation Code land use 

prohibition of uses such as Education, Medical etc etc  (((ADD FN HERE!!!)) 
Author’s emphasis.  

Although there was some housing department unit developments particularly for 
local aged and disabled residents during 1980s,11 planning decisions/permits over 
time to the present (2018-19) have reinforced that situation to favour small 
businesses rather than residential activity. 

As a result of its physical location, Inveresk’s trading strip is confined to the western 

side of the through road, (Invermay Rd), and is made up of a mixture of traders (with 
little change in number and type since the early twentieth century) - traders such as 
vehicle and battery service centre, an automobile accessories business, a 
bathroom/plumbing retailer, real estate agent, a restaurant, a ‘pub’, a car dealer, an 

art supplies shop, a newsagency with a small post office counter located within, a 
mixed takeaway-milkbar, an upholstery business, a betting establishment, a solar 
panel and battery retailer and a hunting gear/camping retailer, a delicatessen, two-
three other takeaway establishments and a restaurant, a single outdoor automatic 
teller, (the only one between the nearest city teller and the Mowbray Precinct, a 
distance of 4?? km). Unlike the well-serviced Mowbray Precinct, neither Inveresk nor 
Invermay have any personal services such as doctors’ surgery, dental or medical 
centre, chemist or bank. 

INVERESK-INVERMAY DISTRICTS - BACKGROUND 

While it might be the case that inner city areas elsewhere are undergoing a 
residential revival, the evolution of Invermay and Inveresk as 19 and early 20th 
century suburbs has been governed by the nature of their locations with little 
capacity for growth/expansion. They remain as such, tied to their 19th century origins 
through being constrained by, and working with, nature, (Flood planning, low 
scale/limited building, demolition of much housing as residents moved to new post-
war housing suburbs during 1950s-1960s.)  

However, during the past seven years, 2012-2019, a number of actions by the local 
council have created problems in the Inveresk area. These include: a) the change of 
planning emphasis, b) poor planning decisions, c) failure to recognise the rationale 
behind existing/previous planning zone provisions d) ad hoc amendments to the 
Planning Scheme and e) ad hoc amendments to the Flood Inundation Code.          
As a result additional traffic congestion and access problems continue to increase 
across Inveresk and Boland St- Esplanade areas with no apparent solution given the 
current direction of planning. Due to the 19th century layout, the problems of traffic 
and parking congestion will become almost insurmountable if the same cavalier 
attitudes to planning continue.  

The current urban trend in both suburbs, in Invermay in particular, is house 
renovation, by and/or for owner-occupiers, and an increase in conversion to Air-BNB 

                                                           
11 As in Forster and New-Goderich Streets in Inveresk and in Dunning and Lytton Streets in Invermay. 



and cottage holiday accommodation, especially in Inveresk, thereby reducing the 
rental housing stock available for students. Housing availability for a student 
population is extremely low, particularly compared to the Mowbray-Newnham district. 

 

WILLIS STREET SITE  

Similarly, UTas’ other intended location, the Willis Street block of land, on the 

southern side of the North Esk River between Boland Street and City Park, does not 
meet any ‘centre’ category. It is currently a car park for use by the general public. 
The block sits below high tide level and is in the flooding inundation zone, (and was 
underwater in the 1929 flood). The bank along that section of the river is subject to 
scouring and high water tables. It is permanently sandbagged in combination with a 
concrete levee and it is subject to the force of floodwater flows from the South Esk 
River.12 The few houses further along Boland Street are subject to tidal rises and 
falls under the flooring.   

Parking and traffic congestion in the area are further complicated by the presence of 
Centrelink with its entrance on the very busy, narrow Boland St, and less than 100 
metres from Willis St. and poor access to bus services. Again, recent planning 
decisions have already worsened the traffic congestion situation in Boland St and at 
its junction with Tamar St/Esplanade.                                                                          

Poor planning decisions in this area are creating unnecessary future long-term 
problems that will either require costly solutions, or more likely are not solvable and 
will worsen further. With the planned removal of Willis St as a parking asset, any 
additional need for parking will compete with visitors to City Park for the very limited 
parking in the area. Combined with the loss of the Automobile Museum from the 
area, this has the serious potential to damage tourism and other local businesses. 

Given the existing issues and evidence, this UTas proposal is the worst possible use 
for the nominated sites, and it does not meet any of Launceston City Council 
planning guidelines, or traffic or land-use policies.13   

 

K-MART PLAZA 

K‐Mart Plaza in Henry Street is a stand-alone retail facility “Intended to provide for 

daily and weekly shopping needs together with a limited range of discretionary 
shopping requirements.” The K‐Mart Plaza has been identified by the Retail Audit as 
being distinct from District or Neighbourhood Centres. The Plaza includes K‐Mart 
department store, a K‐Mart Tyre and Auto Service and a Coles supermarket and 
some smaller, ancillary retail outlets.14 It provides ample parking with three points of 
vehicle access from public streets – Henry St and two off Boland? St. Access is not 
pedestrian-friendly (see discussion below). 

                                                           
12 SES information, personal communication, 2019. 
13 See EXTRACT in next section p. 9 
14 Icecream parlour, café-bakery, Priceline,  butcher, newsagent, key-cutting. 



The Plaza has a regional function and serves the eastern suburbs. Nearby 
establishments include a fruit-veg market, auto accessories, curtain-blinds retailer, 
pet barn, mower and small machinery, tiling and Laminex outlets, a printery and 
landscape gardening business. Owners are overwhelmingly opposed to the UTas 
relocation for a number of reasons. The area has low housing availability, due to the 
commercial and light industrial composition of the area. Henry Street, which carries 
high levels of traffic, is the only street in this area allowing east-west access and 
crosses the tidal North Esk River to the east of the Plaza. With rising sea levels and 
consequent rises in high tide levels, this low-lying section of the street has 
experienced of more frequent flooding at high tides with disruptive closures of Henry 
St towards the eastern suburbs.15    

Access to K-Mart Plaza is mainly by private vehicle. It is within walking distance of 
Willis St and Inveresk Precinct via Black Bridge (a former rail, now mainly 
pedestrian, bridge), (From a personal safety point of view, this section of the 
pedestrian path is not always a safe area to walk.) A single footpath provides the 
only pedestrian access alongside the busy traffic-dominated Henry-Boland streets 
and the associated roundabout. There are no pedestrian crossings or safe areas or 
traffic islands for crossing to/from the Plaza. There is a public bus service, but the 
only access to or from one bus stop to the Plaza is via a ‘mad dash’ across busy 

Henry St, mainly by pedestrians going to/from the nearest eastern suburb, and only 
a very small number from the Inveresk direction.  

… 

HOUSING, RENTAL AVAILABILITY: INVERESK-INVERMAY 

Across the Invermay-Invermay areas combined, the total number of houses/units is 
approximately 1,039, of which 657 or 48% are rented. Inveresk suburb consists of a 
very limited stock of available rental accommodation, with very little off-street parking 
and in some streets, none at all. Most of the Inveresk area is zoned commercial or 
urban residential combined with restrictive or prohibitive planning provisions for 
residential building and extensions. Further pressure is being placed on rental supply 
by an increasing tendency over the past 5 years for house owners in Inveresk and in 
Invermay streets closest to the city/Inveresk Precinct to convert rental/residential 
properties to holiday/visitor accommodation (such as Air BNB and/or privately 
operated with the tendency accelerated during the past 6-12 months.16 In 2015/16 
120 units funded under the National Rental Affordability Scheme were constructed 
and opened for UTas students on the Inveresk Precinct in 2015/16.  

 

 

ACCESS, PUBLIC TRANSPORT, PARKING: INVERESK & MOWBRAY 

                                                           
15  Observation by BMT report author, Feb 2019; ongoing local anecdotal evidence; author’s observations 
2018-19. 
16 Review of CoL development applications and Planning Alert website 2014-2019. There were almost none, if 
any prior to that time, approx. 10 between 2014-2018, and 5 in the past 6 months. 



Apart from being on the same public transport route, comparisons between 
Mowbray-Newnham and Inveresk reveal important relevant differences. Being on the 
same public transport route, the bus service is good. However, access, egress and 
road network to each site are very different.  

At Mowbray-Newnham campus, access to, from and within the site is purpose-
designed and fully functional, with parking for over 1,500 vehicles. Despite the high 
rate of off-street parking for local residents/tenants, student parking has spilled from 
the campus into several hundred metres of on-street parking in neighbouring streets, 
such is the need for parking. With this level of parking requirement for the campus, it 
is irresponsible and poor decision-making to inflict this onto Inveresk area. The main 
carpark at M-N is larger than the first parcels of land that UTas was gifted initially for 
its relocation, The problems associated with reducing the scale of parking from that 
currently provided at M-N equation to a much smaller and confined site which has 
little to no suitable existing infrastructure, demonstrates the nature of future problems 
associated with moving the campus to the unsuitable site.     

                                                                                                    

 
[Figure ?? Parking areas current Mowbray-Newnham campus. All areas marked in colour 
indicate parking areas.]  

 

INVERESK  

It should be pointed out that the largest parking area at M-N is larger in area than the 
original parcel of land at Inveresk gifted and designated for the campus relocation. It 



should also be pointed out that the current parking areas on Inveresk precinct and 
Willis St, will no longer be available once the sites are given over to a campus. ie the 
current parking is to be removed and/or reduced, and that the current angle parking 
in Forster street is also to be reduced for parallel parking as part of the so-called 
Invermay Traffic Management Plan (2018-19)17 

All available parking at lnveresk is at full capacity on weekdays, (and on special 
event days, such as AFL football matches), with sections of most streets taken up by 
residents, small businesses staff vehicles and customer parking. It is not possible to 
cater for the same level of car-parking at Inveresk as that available on and around 
the Mowbray-Newnha campus, and certainly not possible when combined with the 
current parking usage around Inveresk. 

Limited parking in and around Inveresk/Willis St – and already fully utilised. All 
Inveresk streets fully occupied, no space for any additional parking. 

The removal of public car parking from the current Willis St car park  The removal of 
that parking, together the mooted removal of parking from the circular public car park 
at Inveresk, and the loss of public and council employee parking at Cimitiere St, 
removes most of the public off-street car parking spaces on the eastern side of the 
city… 

 

PUBLIC TRANSPORT, TRAFFIC - MOWBRAY-NEWNHAM  

The bus service to North Launceston suburbs – incorporating Inveresk, Invermay, 
Mowbray, Mayfield, Alanvale, Newnham and Rocherlea – is the highest level of the 5 
main Launceston metropolitan bus services areas. It is “a high frequency corridor”, 

service that operates Monday to Fridays from Launceston CBD, via Inveresk to 
Mowbray Shopping Area, operating on average every 10 minutes during weekdays 
until 6pm. At other times services operate at least on an hourly basis.18 Any talk of 
increased or improved bus services in relation to Invermay traffic plans is a 
calculated diversionary tactic intended to create the misleading impression that there 
is a need to improve public transport access for Invermay, and/or that the service will 
be improved to cater for a relocated campus.19 

TRAFFIC – INVERESK 

The Inveresk Precinct is directly adjacent to the two most highly congested 
intersections in Launceston (and therefore in Tasmania, outside Hobart). The 
Victoria (Tamar St) bridge and the Charles St bridge, have approximately 25,000-

                                                           
17 This plan was first displayed in April 2018, then consideration by LCC was postponed prior to local govt 
elections in October 2018. The plan, with one small change to parking numbers in Forster St, was displayed 
July 2019. It has not yet gone to council, so the final council decision has not yet been made. 
18 GLMPTP, DEIR, p. 50 
19 This deception tactic employed by a presenter at the information session on the Invermay Traffic 
Management Plan,  24 July 2019, at the Tramsheds, Inveresk  



30,000 & 35,000-40,000 traffic movements20 respectively each per day, and growing 
rapidly as the direct result of City of Launceston planning decisions.  

This growing level of traffic congestion is contrary to Infrastructure Australia’s (IA) 

stated expectation in “building productive cities and regions”, and it certainly does 

not “promote best practice in…improved asset utilisation”. However, that did not 

prevent IA from placing the campus relocation plan on its priority projects list post- 
2019 election in July 2019.21 

Three impacts of council planning decisions 2015-2019 have been clearly 
observable over the past twelve months:                                                                     
1. The length of time between sets of traffic lights, the congestion minutes is greater, 
ie the time spent in traffic ‘queues’ is now greater.                                                                                

2. The congestion or traffic build-up starts earlier and lasts longer. Build-up starting 
time has come forward from around 4.15 pm to 2.15 pm. End time has extended 
from 5.15 pm to 5.45 pm, sometimes later.                                                                       
3. The length/distance of traffic build-up from Charles St bridge has extended in 
frequency and in length by kilometres to the Mowbray connector and beyond.22 

The public bus service to Inveresk is increasingly hampered by the traffic 
congestion.23 

Already the additional developments along Lindsay Street seriously compromising 
and act against the government provisions at Section 3.7:… With more 
developments in the pipeline and almost guaranteed to get council approval, the 
traffic congestion problems are growing rapidly. The UTas relocation plan will not 
meet any of the LCC Planning Scheme road network and/or traffic provisions. The 
additional traffic and parking problems that the relocation plan will generate and add 
to the current situation, the future traffic situation will severely worsen with little 
prospect for any viable solution.  

In relation to traffic management around the two bridges and neighbouring 
intersections, these extracts from the Launceston Interim Planning Scheme 2015 are 
relevant and should be taken into consideration and acted upon.  
(www.iplan.tas.gov.au) Relative sections include 3.7 Maximising the effectiveness of 

                                                           
20 Communications, MTT drivers to PB, Per Comms, daily commuters. Compare this with the Coffs 
Harbour Bypass project. See IA’s website information re traffic through Coffs Harbour CBD with 30,000-
35,000 vehicles per day and 12 sets of traffic lights. “In 2018–19, the Australian Government committed 
up to $971 million towards a bypass of Coffs Harbour. This builds on the $5.6 billion currently invested by 
the Australian Government to duplicate and improve the Pacific Highway. The Coffs Harbour Bypass will 
reduce travel times and improve travel conditions for all road users by allowing traffic to bypass the CBD. 
Motorists will be able to avoid 12 sets of traffic lights, saving up to 12 minutes. The bypass will alleviate 
congestion on the local road network and improve safety and amenity for traffic, pedestrians and cyclists 
in Coffs Harbour.” See Select Bibliography soon to follow for relevant Launceston Traffic studies.  

21 IA, Statement of Expectations (SoE), dot points, p.1; SoE p. 5. 
22 Pers comm local business operator, (Peter Winn), author’s research and observations, Traffic studies and 
Lindsay parking plan papers. 
23 Pers cm MTT divrs,  

http://www.iplan.tas.gov.au/


transport networks. …Council has developed a hierarchy of roads to maximise the 

efficiency and effectiveness of its network… 

The road network in Launceston and the pattern of interconnecting state and local 

roads have some longstanding deficiencies. Key problems for the network include: 

…(b) poor east-west links…(c) poor traffic circulation around the CBD; (d) deficient 

links to …[named suburbs] areas resulting in ‘Rat-running’ through residential 

streets…and (f) almost maximum saturation of north-south links across the North 

Esk and Tamar rivers.  

The deficiencies in the existing network will inform planning …it is necessary to 

identify opportunities for future network improvements and to ensure that new 

developments in the interim does not compromise those improvements. 

Clearly, any further development in the area will compromise the situation further. 
but the unnecessary addition of a university campus will create intractable long-term 
problems. The ‘poor traffic circulation around the CBD will worsen severely and will 

further deter visitors to the CBD, already a major reality for LCC. 

The UTas traffic management statements and plans have either been absent, 
inadequate and/or a demonstration of wilful persistence in face of the evidence 
throughout this process 2015-2019, and should therefore be dismissed as 
inappropriate and likely to cause further traffic problems.  

PARKING - INVERESK 

Similarly, the UTas relocation acts against the parking provisions of the Launceston 
Interim Planning Scheme. That the latest UTas iteration of parking has moved away 
from previous plans as per their presentations and funding applications, 
demonstrates lack of clarity/uncertainty in, and ad hoc approaches to, planning 
requirements and defiance of all evidence. While the previous proposal was 
nonsensical, the revised proposal is equally fraught with problems. The previous 
proposal of 450 underground places on a flood inundation zone/tidal zone has been 
replaced by a plan for 500 spaces, - revised less than two weeks later to 550 - on a 
section of the flood inundation area, an area which floods 3-4 times annually. 

[The Glebe] area is also subject to high daily traffic levels as it is on the east-west 
route and only a few hundred metres from the Tamar Street Bridge. With 550 car 
parking spaces, means a possible 1,100 vehicle movements or more to the area not 
only adds to the traffic congestion, it contradicts/contravenes the Launceston Interim 
Planning Scheme.   

According to the Planning Scheme, access to parking “…Must be balanced with the 

need to achieve high quality urban design outcomes. Requirements to provide car 

parking within the CBD and surrounds reduces the intensity of development and 

therefore development viability, and can also negatively impact on the streetscape 

and heritage values.  

The planning scheme seeks to:  



(a) Ensure a coordinated approach for planning of land use and transport…and 

enhance Launceston’s ‘liveabiity’. Potential impacts of land use on traffic will 

be considered…(b) ensure an effective, safe, convenient and efficient 

transport system…” 

 

Moreover, the City of Launceston Strategic Plan 2014-2024 states among its 
priorities: “Priority Area 5 – A city that values its environment. Ten Year Goal – To 

reduce the impacts on our natural environment and to build resilience to the 

changing intensity of natural hazards.”  

The Strategic Plan also refers to appropriateness in land use and transport solutions: 
”Priority Area 6…Ten Year Goal – To drive appropriate development opportunities as 

well as infrastructure, land use planning and transport solutions…” The development 

of a 500-550 space car park on that land is counter to both Priority Areas 5 and 6.  

 

END OF EXTRACTS 

 

 

Just to reiterate, the above extracts form an important part of this DA representation 
and must no be ignored or just skimmed over by a random council officer. The 
extracts are relevant for any Councillor who is genuinely represents the interests of 
Inveresk, Invermay and Mowbray ratepayers and residents, and who values  
transparency and accountability. 

 

 

Basil Fitch,  

Former Alderman/Councillor, Launceston City Council. 

 

 

 

 

 

 




