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Executive Summary  

 
This document forms a combined response to the New Royal Projectôs plans for the 
preferred option for a new hospital on the Macquarie Point Railyards site. It clearly 

ou tlines the concerns raised by the maritime industry  and Antarctic  users of the Port 
of Hobart and their representative bodies, the Tasmanian Polar Network (TPN) and 

Tasmania Maritime Network (TMN).  
 

The Port of Hobart is an important facility for all Anta rctic and Maritime activities. It 
is a valuable and rare resource in that it is the second -deepest natural port in the 

world. The TPN and TMN do not want to see the Port compromised now or into the 
future.  

 
Any proposed development must take a holistic per spective. All Hobartians have a 

duty to preserve the legacy of past generations in ensuring the natural attributes of 

the Port of Hobart remain available to future generations.  
 

Collectively, we believe that the proposed hospital site will have an adverse  impact 
on the business interests and activities of members from both the TPN and TMN, the 

future of the Working Port, the future of the Antarctic shipping industry and other 
important Maritime activities. The Government needs to understand that if they 

continue to encourage the disintegration of the port the polar, maritime and cruise 
industries will suffer. More significantly, it could become impossible for Antarctic 

shipping to operate from Tasmania. This would result in a huge economic loss to the 
State . 

 
This document represents the collective voice of the majority of our members. It 

provides a limited  review of the proposal and outlines a vision for the Port of Hobart, 
the opportunities and challenges that the port presents key issues and concerns with  

proposed waterfront developments and a list of recommendations for the 

Government.  
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The TPN and TMN ask for a firm commitment from the State Government that it will 

consider the serious implications that the New Royal would have on Hobartôs 
expanding mar itime industries if the hospital is sited on the Macquarie Port Railyards 

site.   In doing this, the TPN and TMN believe that the State Government must ensure 
it is independently and competently advised and removed from the limitations 

caused by conflicts o f interest.  
 

Over the past few years development decisions have been made that have had direct 
impact on the port.   These decisions have been made in isolation and continue to be 

made on an ad hoc basis to the detriment of the working port , despite the fac t that 
the Government remains committed to same . 

 
It is imperative that any development or change of use of the port be looked at in 

the context of the port as a whole if we are to avoid the pitfalls of permitting 
conflicting uses that endanger the surviva l of the working port or reduce the ability 

of the port to operate effectively and expand.  We do not want a similar damaging 

situation of conflicting uses that was created by permitting residential development 
in the vicinity of Sydney Airport, and that w hich is currently playing out in Brisbane 

with the building of a multi -use (residential, commercial, cruise) Multiplex Portside 
Terminal that has compromised cruise liner operations by not being sited where they 

are required but rather to suit the develope rs of the apartments and retail tenancies.  
 

Both the TPN and TMN have been working towards increasing business for the port 
and have plans in place to develop the industry further. We would hope and expect 

that these plans for the expansion of the Tasmania n economy can be consulted and 
taken into account.  

 
Moreover, it is noteworthy that new industries like the rotary veneer plant, for one, 

are encouraged to establish in Tasmania.  Many of these rely on the Port of Hobart 
to ship their products for economic  viability.  
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We submit that, as essential criteria were omitted from the assessment process and 

significant issues have been identified with the Railyards site, the scope of sites 

under consideration needs to be reconsidered.   If this is not done at this stage the 
cost to the community now and to generations to come will be significant.  

 
Even if the difficulties outlined here and in the consultants reports could individually 

be mitigated, their extent and severity must combine to make the railyards site 
undesirable, expensive and not óbest solutionô.  The new Royal Hobart Hospital 

deserves a better more workable solution and one that will best benefit the whole of 
the population of Tasmania into the future.  

 
It is strongly recommended that the following act ions be taken before proceeding 

with the project to ensure that irreparable damage is not inflicted on the working 
Port of Hobart  with consequent repercussions on working Tasmanians.  

 

1.  A strategic study of Sullivans Cove and the Port of Hobart should be undertaken 

to assess the impacts on the proposed hospital and the port.  

 
2.  An Independent Reviewer should be appointed to the New Royal Panel and 

additional expertise made available.  
 

3.  The 2006 data for the non -weighted criterion should be updated and t he location 
assessed in the context of accessibility to all Tasmanians.  

 

4.  The site assessment criteria should be expanded to take in the special 
environmental issues raised by the choice of the Railyards site.   A full 

environmental impact assessment shou ld then be made.  
 

5.  Operational and economic impact studies should be undertaken into the affects 
on the Port and the industry sectors involved, allowing for future growth plans 

and potential.  
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Schedule of Questions  

 
 

o We understand that the Department of  Premier and Cabinet in conjunction with the Department of 
Infrastructure, Energy and Resources will undertake a strategy for the Hobart waterfront and we would 

welcome an opportunity to have input as relevant stakeholders. Can you confirm that a strategic  report for 
Sullivans Cove and the Port of Hobart is underway and will stakeholders have an opportunity to have input 

to the report?  
 

o What expertise was available on the New Royal Panel or sought externally to identify possible negative 
impacts that could arise from siting a hospital next door to a working port?  

 
o How was the environmental assessment of the site expanded to accommodate the unique problems 

associated with the site in its proximity to the working port?  

 
o Bearing in mind the significant economic  risks associated with the siting of the hospital close to the port, 

what is the 5 -10% negative impact on CBD retail quoted in the Conrad Gargett summary report (Conrad 
Gargett 2006: 156) based on?  What investigations have been carried out in the interim to update the 

original finding and broaden the range of stakeholder feedback?  What avenues have been explored to 
mitigate the negatives associated with other suburban sites? (eg providing alternative public land to 

compensate for the TCA ground, retaining  the new Emergency Centre as occurred in NSW with the Sydney 
Hospitalé.) 

 
o How did the Preliminary Environmental Assessment go about identifying environmental values and 

potential issues (eg noise, vibration, air quality etc.) associated with the site and h ow was the significance 
of any values and issues assessed?  Were users (especially sensitive users such as Veolia) of the port 

consulted?   
 

o When was noise measurement carried out?  On how many occasions? What locations? It is important to 

note that noise w ill vary considerably from day to day and night due to the nature of the work.  



 8 

 

o Except for noise, the preliminary assessment was based on óexisting information and dataô. What existing 

information is being referred to? What aspects did it cover?  Were any p ort users consulted? And why has 
this data not been made available in the summary reports?  

 
o How is the Government going to respond to conflicts that arise due to conflicting activities being situated in 

close proximity to one another -  i.e. the hospital an d public access to hazardous areas?  
 

o How is sufficient area for the rail head and associated working area to be accommodated along with a 
hospital and other proposed land uses?  

 
o How will the safe and effective operation of heavy and other road vehicle tran sport to, from and within the 

port be accommodated if the area of the port area is reduced?  
 

o As a host port to Australian and international navy vessels, has consideration been given to placing civilian 
activities adjacent to a potential terrorist target z one?  

 

o What allowances have been made for the operation and expansion of the working port, in view of the 
advice by TasPorts  that demand for use of the port is increasing (Letter to New Royal Project 26 June 

2008).  This includes cargo, Antarctic industry,  marine industry (including repairs).  Other industries 
should also be consulted to determine expanded use of the port.  

 
o In light of predicted future growth and doubts concerning the ability of the port to maintain current 

operations, has consideration bee n given to the fact that dimensional requirements need clear definition 
for space, handling and separation purposes, and that these allowances are imperative to the successful 

and sustainable operations of the Port of Hobart?  
 

o Related to this is the antic ipated existence of established and accepted industry standards on dimensional 
requirements that neither the TPN nor TMN have the resources to investigate or address.  Has the New 

Royal Project addressed these issues and if so the TPN and TMN would welcome  the opportunity to review 
the processes undertaken and conclusions reached?  
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o Has the potential for damage to the international reputation and capability of Hobart as a working port, 

international Antarctic Gateway and cruise destination been taken into co nsideration?  

 
o Tourists (and locals) regard the mix on the waterfront (including the wharves and especially the familiar 

sight of the Antarctic ships) as a significant part of the attraction of Hobart  and part of the scene. Has 
the re been an assessment of t he economic impact that the New Royal may have on the tourism and the 

cruise line industries?  
 

o Has the increased handling and transport costs and increased potential for associated accidental discharge 
risk profile associated with removal from the wharf of  such activities as the quarantine wash, 

decontamination facilities and the like, been assessed?  
 

o How is the Hobart Port to respond to increasing demand now and into the future if it is restricted in space 
and has limited facilities?   

 
o What strategies does  the State Government have in place to ensure Hobart Portôs natural attributes are 

being used to their full potential, both now and into the future?  

 
o If the TasPorts  has a 50 -year plan for the Hobart Port, what does it envisage for the future of the Hobar t 

Port and when will stakeholders be given the opportunity to provide input into this plan?  
 

o Has consideration been given to the possible role that Macquarie Wharf 5 & 6 might play in the overall 
planning and anticipated growth of the Hobart Port?  

 
o Have ex isting users been consulted to determine expanded future use of the port and if so, has this 

feedback been factored in to current data?  
 

o Has consideration been given to the possible role that Macquarie Wharf 5 & 6 might play in the overall 
planning and ant icipated growth of the Hobart Port?  

 
o Have existing users been consulted to determine expanded future use of the port and if so, has this 

feedback been factored in to current data?  
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Introduction  

 
This document forms a combined response to the New Royal Pro jectôs plans for the preferred option for a new 
hospital on the Macquarie Point Railyards site. It clearly outlines the concerns raised by the maritime industry  

and Antarctic  users of the Port of Hobart and their representative bodies, the Tasmanian Polar Network (TPN) 
and Tasmania Maritime Network (TMN).  

 
The Port of Hobart is an important facility for all Antarctic and Maritime activities. It is a valuable and rare 

resource in that it is the second -deepest natural port in the world. The TPN and TMN do no t want to see the Port 
compromised now or into the future.  

 
Any proposed development must take a holistic perspective. All Hobartians have a duty to preserve the legacy of 

past generations in ensuring the natural attributes of the Port of Hobart remain ava ilable to future generations.  
 

Collectively, we believe that the proposed hospital site will have an adverse impact on the business interests and 

activities of members from both the TPN and TMN, the future of the Working Port, the future of the Antarctic 
shipping industry and other important Maritime activities. The Government needs to understand that if they 

continue to encourage the disintegration of the port the polar, maritime and cruise industries will suffer.  More 
significantly, it could become impos sible for Antarctic shipping to operate from Tasmania. This would result in a 

huge economic loss to the State.  
 

This document represents the collective voice of the majority of our members. It provides a limited  review of the 
proposal and outlines a vision  for the Port of Hobart, the opportunities and challenges that the port presents key 

issues and concerns with proposed waterfront developments and a list of recommendations for the Government.  
 

The TPN and TMN ask for a firm commitment from the State Gover nment that it will consider the serious 
implications that the New Royal would have on Hobartôs expanding maritime industries if the hospital is sited on 

the Macquarie Port Railyards site.   In doing this, the TPN and TMN believe that the State Government mu st 
ensure it is independently and competently advised and removed from the limitations caused by conflicts of 

interest.  
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Vision for the Port of Hobart  
 
 

 The Port of Hobartôs infrastructure and services meet the existing and future 

needs of sea trade from Southern Tasmania and the Antarctic and Southern 
Ocean, cruise tourism, defence and fishing industries.  

 

Action needed to achieve the vision  
 
 

 Devise and maintain a strategic plan for the Port and Sullivans Cove as a whole.  
 

 Ensure sufficient land is available for storage, quarantine, heavy material 

handling equipment and other services that support shipping movements and 
maritime activity.  

 
 Ensure water and land based port activities can operate effectively and efficiently  

on a 24/7 basis in  safety  and  security, with due allowance for noise, and spill 
lighting, including buffering for management of on site treatment of 

contaminated and hazardous mat erials, and movement of heavy machinery and 
vehicle to, from and within the port.  

 
 Reinvest to maintain and enhance existing wharf and other port infrastructure to 

meet current and future needs.  
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KEY ISSUES AND CONCERNS  
 

 
The New Royal Project plans to relocate the Royal Hobart Hospital to the Macquarie Point Railyards site has 
emerg ed against a background of adverse trends affecting maritime industry use of the Port of Hobart, including:  

 

 

Need for a port - wide view  
 
 

 Planning affecting the capacity of the Port of Hobart to service shipping and maritime industries must take a 

holist ic perspective.  

 
 The cumulative impact of individual decisions that reduce port capacity can be significant and detrimental to 

future port operations and the industries that rely on the port.  
 

 Lack of master plan that considers wider context of industr y requirements in relation to entire port system 
and facilities (e.g. Princes Wharf).  

 
 Individual decisions on a new hospital, the re -development of Macquarie No.1 shed and plans for re -

developing Princes Wharf No.1 shed that reduce berths or place limit s on port operations will have a huge 
cumulative impact and cannot be considered in isolation.  

 
 A reduction in port capacity through the progressive non -shipping uses of wharf apron areas such as CSIRO 

site, Elizabeth pier and (soon) Macquarie Wharf No. 1 shed.  
 

 The possible impacts of future decisions to change the use of Princes Wharf No.1 and No.2 must be included 

in an assessment of the options and impacts of limiting port activity at Macquarie Wharf as a result of a new 
hospital.  
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o We understand t hat the Department of Premier and Cabinet in conjunction with the Department of 

Infrastructure, Energy and Resources will undertake a strategy for the Hobart waterfront and we would 
welcome an opportunity to have input as relevant stakeholders. Can you con firm that a strategic report for 

Sullivans Cove and the Port of Hobart is underway and will stakeholders have an opportunity to have input 
to the report?  

 
 

Basis for selection  
 
 
At the time when the project was first initiated and the New Royal Panel forme d, no clear idea was made public 

as to where a new hospital should be located.  The research conducted by Conrad Gargett (2006) investigated 
the theoretical scenarios of rebuilding the hospital in stages on the current site, building on a brownfield site 

(already developed) close to the Hobart CBD or building on a greenfield site (undeveloped) in the outer suburbs 

of Hobart.  Their recommendations were that a new hospital be developed on an inner urban site close to or 
within the CBD.  

 
As a result of the fi ndings:  

 
 Based on the belief that there would be a negative economic impact on the CBD, it was decided that the new 

hospital should be within or close to the CBD (the Non -weighted criterion), thus constraining the number of 
possible sites for the New Roy al.   

 
 The New Royal Panel proceeded to devise 12 Criteria by which candidate sites might be assessed.  These 

criteria included standard type environmental issues only.  
 

The subsequent choice of the Railyards site with all its complexity as a candidate s ite, raises the following 
concerns:  
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Issues for Clarification  

 

 
o What expertise was available on the New Royal Panel or sought externally to identify possible negative 

impacts that could arise from siting a hospital next door to a working port?  
 

o How was th e environmental assessment of the site expanded to accommodate the unique problems 
associated with the site in its proximity to the working port?  

 
o Bearing in mind the significant economic risks associated with the siting of the hospital close to the port, 

what is the 5 -10% negative impact on CBD retail quoted in the Conrad Gargett summary report (Conrad 
Gargett 2006: 156) based on?  What investigations have been carried out in the interim to update the 

original finding and broaden the range of stakeholder f eedback?  What avenues have been explored to 
mitigate the negatives associated with other suburban sites? (eg providing alternative public land to 

compensate for the TCA ground, retaining the new Emergency Centre as occurred in NSW with the Sydney 
Hospital é.) 

 

 
 We note that t he project is lacking an óIndependent Reviewerô, a facilitating consultant who could oversee the 

project  in its entirety  and bring in relevant expertise where it is lacking.  
 

 

Role of the óIndependent Reviewerô 

It is respectfully sugg ested that the New Royal project needs the appointment of an óIndependent Reviewerô 

to oversee all aspects of this complex project, including, but not limited to, inputs of a technical, contractual, 
financial, legal and project management nature.  

Such appo intments are now commonplace for major projects in Australia and do not overlap any other role 

on the project in question, including that of the Probity Auditor. The warrant for an óIndependent Reviewerô is 
particularly strong when the project is large, as  is certainly the case with the New Royal project. The 

óIndependent Reviewerô is quarantined from any other project role, including any subsidiary with which the 
Reviewer is associated in either ownership, in whole or part, or in an operational role.  
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The I ndependent Reviewer reports to the Owner, in this case the Tasmanian Government, ówithout fear or 

favourô regarding all aspects of the developing project. The underlying requirement for the role lies in the 

absolute need of the Owner to receive impartial a dvice over the full width and depth of the project. Without 
causing any offence toward anyone already involved in the New Royal project, it is respectfully noted that 

impartial advice cannot be reasonably expected or taken from anyone, individual or corpor ate, with a 
significant stake in the project proceeding as proposed. With fees estimated to be of the order of $80M -  

$100M at stake if the project proceeds as proposed, it is not either appropriate or realistic to expect impartial 
advice to be provided to  the Owner, even with the best of intentions.  

It is therefore respectfully proposed that the Tasmanian Government should move rapidly to appoint an 

óIndependent Reviewerô to the New Royal project with the absolute proviso that the Appointee be willing to be 
disqualified from any other role on the project. This condition is known to be common place in such 

appointments which are now widely made for major projects throughout Australia.  

 

Need for additional environmental criteria and 

comprehensive environment impact assessment  
 
 
The following comments are necessarily based on the incomplete set of documents provided.  We therefore seek 
clarification on many issues and reserve the right to comment further at a later stage when briefed more fully.  

 
 The inclusio n of the Railyards site next to the working port on reclaimed and contaminated land brings other 

important elements into play that appear  not to have been adequately considered in the Site Assessment 
Reports (2007 and 2008).  

 
 The 12 Assessment Criteria d id not encompass essential relevant environmental issues such as: 

environmental impacts on the hospital from the working port and conflict of use arising from close proximity 
of the hospital to the working port.  
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 Due to the nature of the railway site th e TPN and TMN have serious concerns that significant gaps have 

arisen in the criteria that was used to select the site for the New Royal. Moreover, decisions have been based 

on a óPreliminary Environmental Assessmentô alone.  
 

 In the Conrad Gargett Report  (2006) a limited site assessment was carried out: theoretical possibilities were 
discussed only and its application to real sites without making relevant allowances has resulted in some 

serious omissions.  
 

 In their Final Site Assessment Report, Pitt & S herry state that a óPreliminary Environmental Assessmentô was 
carried out to identify any environmental values and potential issues (e.g. noise, vibration, air quality etc.) 

associated with the site and to assess the significance of any values and issues i dentified (Pitt & Sherry 2008: 
p 12).   This ñpreliminary assessmentò was based on existing information and data with some additional 

monitoring and modelling  for noise (Pitt & Sherry 2008: p 18).  
 

 This assessment considered the surrounding land uses and activities and could find no issues other than that 
of the Macquarie Point Waste Water Treatment Plant.  

 
 TasPorts  made it clear in a letter dated 26 June to the New Royal Project, that there wer e other significant 

environmental issues relating to conflicting use and that a buffer zone or some noise varier would be 

required.   Issues relating to the port as raised by the TPN/TMN are above and beyond those mentioned by 
TasPorts .  

 
 There is no buff er zone incorporated into the plans for the New Royal. Quite the reverse: the preferred option 

actually encroaches on TasPorts  required land for a working port.   All options encroach to some degree.  

 
Issues for Clarification  

 
o How did the Preliminary Enviro nmental Assessment go about identifying environmental values and 

potential issues (eg noise, vibration, air quality etc.) associated with the site and how was the significance 
of any values and issues assessed?   Were users (especially sensitive users such as Veolia) of the port 

consulted?   
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o When was noise measurement carried out?   On how many occasions? What locations?  It is important to 

note that noise will vary considerably from day to day and night due to the nature of the work.  

 
o Except for noise, the pr eliminary assessment was based on óexisting information and dataô. What existing 

information is being referred to? What aspects did it cover?  Were any port users consulted? And why has 
this data not been made available in the summary reports?  

 
 

Need for op erational impact study for the Port of 

Hobart  
 
 
The need for a  long term vision and plan for the Port of Hobart is critical.  We understand that a 50 year outlook 

has been prepared but this has not yet been made available to us the users of the working por t.  Neither have 

industry plans for the future been sought.  As users of the port, we would like to communicate the following 
operational concerns.  

 

 The footprint of the proposed hospital now imposes itself onto the Hobart Port as illustrated in TasPorts  map 

(see Appendix 1). The hospital preferred boundary line well exceeds the minimum boundary considered for a 
working port.  

 

 TasPorts  has indicate d the minimum boundary it needs for working areas in the Macquarie Wharf precinct is 
more than the preferred hospital boundary.   

 
 Non -port activities in and close to working areas of the port must not compromise the capacity of the port to 

service shippi ng and maritime industries.  
 

 Removal or restrictions on the use of non -berth working areas limits the ability to berth ships at wharves.  
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 Port operations require working areas on the wharf apron and areas behind berths for cargo storage and 

handling, h azardous materials (e.g. quarantine wash down and fumigation), ship repair and maintenance, 

heavy machinery and transport movements and buffering space to deal with noise and emissions of air -born 
particles, odours and sprays 24 hours a day seven days a we ek.  

 
 In their letter to the New Royal Project of 26 th  June 2008, TasPorts  observe:  

 
There remains concern over the compatibility of activities within the port precinct, with the location of a hospital, specifically in 

regards to noise, as the port is a 24/7 operation.  When ships are in port over night they generally run their engine generators, a 

further contribution to noise.  Consideration should be given to a buffer zone or some noise barrier.  It would be inappropriate that a 

working port be asked to close during certain hours owing to noise issues.  While ships may not be in port, there remains considerable 

storage and transport related activities in preparation for shipping and road transport. 

 

 The location of a major infrastructure close to working areas of the port places pressure on port operators 
and users to cease some activities or restrict operations at certain times.   This would be incompatible with 

the needs of vessels to berth, load a nd unload and make repairs (including at night) in order to meet 
shipping schedules of their owner lines.  

 
 Progressive non -water dependent development in and around the working areas of the port in recent years 

has resulted in increased calls to reduce m aritime and port activity adversely affecting the amenity of 
residential and mixed commercial land uses.  

 

 Residents of the Silos apartments complained about noise, bright lighting, traffic and other issues during the 
refit and maintenance of the The Arah ura at Princes Wharf.   P&O report complaints about noise when 

maintenance is undertaken on Antarctic ships berthed at Princes wharf.  
 

Issues for Clarification  
 

o How is the Government going to respond to conflicts that arise due to conflicting activities bei ng situated in 
close proximity to one another -  i.e. the hospital and public access to hazardous areas?  

 
o How is sufficient area for the rail head and associated working area to be accommodated along with a 

hospital and other proposed land uses?  
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o How will t he safe and effective operation of heavy and other road vehicle transport to, from and within the 

port be accommodated if the area of the port area is reduced?  
 

o As a host port to Australian and international navy vessels, has consideration been given to pl acing civilian 
activities adjacent to a potential terrorist target zone?   

 
o What allowances have been made for the operation and expansion of the working port, in view of the 

advice by TasPorts  that demand for use of the port is increasing (Letter to New Ro yal Project 26 June 
2008).   This includes cargo, Antarctic industry, marine industry (including repairs).   Other industries 

should also be consulted to determine expanded use of the port.  
 

o In light of predicted future growth and doubts concerning the abili ty of the port to maintain current 
operations, has consideration been given to the fact that dimensional requirements need clear definition 

for space, handling and separation purposes, and that these allowances are imperative to the successful 
and sustaina ble operations of the Port of Hobart?   

 

o Related to this is the anticipated existence of established and accepted industry standards on dimensional 
requirements that neither the TPN nor TMN have the resources to investigate or address.   Has the New 

Royal Pr oject addressed these issues and if so the TPN and TMN would welcome the opportunity to review 
the processes undertaken and conclusions reached?  

 

 

Need for social, cultural and economic impact 
assessment for the Sullivans Cove area  
 
 
The proposed location of the New Royal at the old Railyards site will have a significant social, cultural and 

economic impact on this important area.  The need for a  long term vision and plan for t he Port of Hobart is 

critical.  
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 The A urora  Australis  and lôAstrolabe currently use Princes Wharf all year round, particularly winter during lay -

over. The future use of this wharf by these vessels is in question as a result of the proposed extension of the 

Brooke St Pier and plans to change the use of Princes Wharf. Macquarie 5 and 6 are not options for these 
ships as they are unusable due to concrete cancer.  

 
 We are concerned that we risk losing the whole of the Antarctic industry from Hobart if current port capacity 

is not maintained.   The industry could view Hobart as unviable and relocate to Western Australia. This will 

include the institutions that employ  large numbers of people and who make a very significant economic and 
intellectual contribution to this State. Countries that currently operate from Hobart and those that are 

considering operating from Hobart may reconsider and potentially see WA and New Z ealand as more viable.  
 

 If this occurs the new International Antarctic Institute established by the University of Tasmania, with Hobart 
as the centre, will also be endangered, as will the new postgraduate and undergraduate courses that have 

been developed over recent years and are still being developed.   UTAS will lose one of its areas of expertise.  
 

 The unique appeal of the City of Hobart (and Tasmania in general) derives from the fact that we, of all the 
states, have best retained our heritage.   The waterfront and all its a ctivities, the fish punts, the familiar 

shapes of the Aurora and LôAstrolabe are part of our gritty edge all contribute significantly to this appeal.  
 

 An article in the Brisbane Times on 11 May 2008 highlights the critical importance of planning for the  future 
and ensuring that adequate provision is made for port infrastructure to be updated or expanded to meet user 

needs following the decision to establish a multi -use (residential, commercial, cruise) Multiplex Portside 

Terminal that has drastically com promised cruise ship operations by not being sited where the cruise 
operators required, but rather to suit the developers of the apartments and retail tenancies.  

 
ñAnn Sherry, the chief executive of Carnival Australia, which represents cruise lines including P&O Cruises, Princess Cruises and 

Cunard, said cruise liners were getting bigger and Queensland would soon face major problems attracting business. 

 

She said Brisbane needed another terminal at the bayside end of the Brisbane River so bigger ships would avoid the problem of being 

too high to go under the Gateway Bridge. 
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The people who live around Portside Wharf are not enamoured with the noise associated with visiting cruise ships.  Any new terminal 

should not be built near residential areas, Ms Sherry said.ò 

 

In June 2008, ABC News reported that the situation had come to a head with Cunard cruise line indicating it 

would bypass Brisbane for Cairns in the future because their large ships were unable to use the existing 
facility and passengers had been f orced to wade through flooded temporary facilities.   Queensland Opposition 

spokeswoman Fiona Simpson was quoted as saying:  
 

ñThis is an embarrassment to the State Government and itôs a blow to the tourism industry.ò 

 
And then as recently as 8 August, The A ustralian reported that:  

 
ñCruise ship giant Carnival Australia has joined the coal miners and other bulk commodity shippers in urging government action to 

ease port constraints, especially in Sydney and Brisbane. 

 

Carnival [had] used the results of a company-sponsored economic study to support its claim that the investment was needed to prevent 

cruise operators from being lured to better-credentialed Asian ports.ò 

 

At present the major cruise lines are very happy with the "simple" but effective facilities available in Hobart 
including large wharf aprons, easy access to the city and reasonable port costs.   The situation in Queensland 

clearly demonstrates that the Port of Hobart must retain the capacity to meet future demands not just 
present day needs.  

 
Issu es for Clarification  

 
o Has the potential for damage to the international reputation and capability of Hobart as a working port, 

international Antarctic Gateway and cruise destination been taken into consideration?  

 
o Tourists (and locals) regard the mix on th e waterfront (including the wharves and especially the familiar 

sight of the Antarctic ships) as a significant part of the attraction of Hobart  and part of the scene. Has 
the re been an assessment of the economic impact that the New Royal may have on the to urism and the 

cruise line industries?  
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o Has the increased handling and transport costs  and increased potential for associated accidental discharge 

risk profile  associated with removal from the wharf of such activities as the quarantine wash, 

decontamination  facilities and the like, been assessed ? 

 

 

Planning for growth  
 
 
As this submission demonstrates (see Industry Brief above) there is a continued growth in the areas of Antarctic 
shipping and cruise liners, sea trade and ship repair and maintenance. Thus th e following questions need to be 

addressed:  
 

Issues for Clarification  
 

o How is the Hobart Port to respond to increasing demand now and into the future if it is restricted in space 

and has limited facilities?   
 

o What strategies does the State Government have in place to ensure Hobart Portôs natural attributes are 
being used to their full potential, both now and into the future?  

 
o If TasPorts  has a 50 -year plan for the Hobart Port, what does it envisage for the future of the Hobart Port 

and when will stakeholde rs be given the opportunity to provide input into this plan?  
 

o Has consideration been given to the possible role that Macquarie Wharf 5 & 6 might play in the overall 
planning and anticipated growth of the Hobart Port?  

 
o Have existing users been consulted to determine expanded future use of the port and if so, has this 

feedback been factored in to current data?  
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INDUSTRY BRIEF  

 

Industry opportunities and challenges  
 
The Port of Hobart supports international and coastal shipping and a 
range of maritime activi ties that are growing and have the potential to 
grow further.   
 

Sea trade  

 
In 2006 -07 exports from the Port of Hobart increased by 27 per cent to 840,000 

tonnes and imports 0.5 per cent to more than one million tonnes.  This figure 
excludes recent new bus iness such as exports of rotary peeled veneer.   

 
Appendix One illustrates this point.   This photograph taken in August 2008, a 

traditionally quiet time at the port, depicts the port storage apron full to capacity.  
 

Increasingly companies investigating new  ventures take into account easy access to 

transport.  The new TA ANN rotary veneer mill is a typical example of this.  Without 
close access to a port of export they would have been unlikely to have established 

near Hobart.  If it became necessary for them  to tranship via rail to a northern port, 
the extra costs imposed would threaten the projectôs viability. 

 
The dynamics of future ship design, fuel costs and road and rail transport trends and 

policy could create a future environment that increases the att ractiveness of coastal 
and international sea trade from Hobart.  The planning regime must permit the Port 

of Hobart to retain the flexibility to meet this possibility.  
 


