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Senator Jacqui Lambie – former staff member travel 
expenses 
8 May 2026 

Executive summary
 

1. Following a formal request from Senator Jacqui Lambie, IPEA commenced an assessment of the use of 
travel expenses, in particular hire car usage, by Mr Cameron Amos, a former member of her staff. IPEA then 
commenced a formal audit process on 12 February 2024.   

Scope 

2. The scope of the audit was Mr Cameron Amos’ use of travel and travel-related expenses, with particular 
focus on the use of hire cars, while employed as a staff member by Senator Lambie between 30 May and 
26 November 2017 and between 1 July 2019 and 2 February 2023. This period included Mr Amos’ 
employment in a shared arrangement between the offices of Senator Lambie and Senator Tammy Tyrrell 
between 26 August 2022 and 2 February 2023.  

3. During the course of the audit, IPEA broadened the audit scope to encompass the use of hire cars by other 
former staff of Senator Lambie who appeared to have a similar pattern of use to that of Mr Amos. 

Reason for audit 

4. On 11 September 2023, IPEA enquiries received an email from Mr Garth Morrison, Adviser in the office of 
Senator Lambie, in the following terms: 

‘I am seeking guidance on whether an audit can be conducted on all travel claims for a former 
employee of Senator Lambie. In simple terms, Senator Lambie would like an audit conducted on all 
travel related expenses made by Cameron Amos in the last (46th) Parliament. 
 
Senator Lambie would like an audit of all claims made by this employee, but is especially interested in 
hire cars claimed, their usage (i.e. mileage), and the split between official business, and personal use 
of the vehicle’ (Attachment B1). 

Outcome 

5. IPEA reviewed Mr Amos’ travel during the period in scope. Following extensive correspondence with 
Mr Amos (see audit chronology and documents at Attachments A and B),  IPEA concluded that Mr Amos’ 
use of hire cars in 27 instances over the period 30 May to 26 November 2017 and 1 July 2019 to 
2  February  2023 contravened paragraphs 16 and 17 of the Staff Travel and Relief Staff Determination 
2020/15and previous determinations relevant to the period in scope, and were therefore not consistent with 
the provisions of the legislative framework. 

6. Mr Amos has been invoiced for $11,694.49. At the time of publication of this audit, the amount was still 
outstanding. 
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IPEA’s statutory audit function
  

7. IPEA audits parliamentarians’ use of parliamentary business work resources and the use of travel resources 
by their staff under section 12 (1) (i) of the Independent Parliamentary Expenses Authority Act 2017 
(IPEA Act). 

Legislative framework 
 

8. Under the Members of Parliament (Staff) Act 1984, the Special Minister of State may make determinations 
relating to the travel entitlements of parliamentary staff.  

9. Schedule A of the Staff Travel and Relief Staff Determination 2020/15, and previous determinations, states 
the conditions for use of car transport, including hire cars, in the following terms: 

Domestic Travel 

1. Employees may only travel by the most efficient direct route available. 

2. Subject to item 16, it is an employee’s responsibility (and hence the employee’s cost) to transport him or 
herself to and from work for his or her normal hours of duty.  This responsibility includes travel between 
accommodation and the office when travelling on parliamentary or electorate business away from the 
employee’s work base.  This also includes travel to attend work when the employee’s work base is distant 
from the employee’s home. 

…………………………………………………………………….. 

Car Transport 

16. As set out in item 2 of this Schedule, it is an employee’s responsibility (and hence the employee’s cost) 
to transport him or herself to and from work for his or her normal hours of duty.  Exceptions to this rule apply 
to the use of car transport in the following circumstances: 

a. the trip is approved for personal safety reasons (for example, where the risk to personal safety is 
significantly increased due to the requirement to work late); or 

b. the employee is travelling on official business and scheduled public transport services are not readily 
available; or 

c. the employee is travelling on official business and is carrying luggage to and/or from the office for the 
purpose of the trip. 

17. Employees, when travelling as directed on official business, or under the exceptions at item 16, subject 
to the restrictions at items 1 to 9, may use1 

a. taxis; 

b. regulated ridesharing services; 

c. hire cars; and 

d. short-term self-drive cars hired through the travel services provider, or with any car hire company, 
provided that: 

i. the hire is of no more than 10 days duration; 

 

1 Motor vehicle allowance (MVA) may also be payable under Enterprise Agreement where an employee travels under the provisions of this determination in their 
privately owned vehicle or self-drive hire vehicle, at their own expense. 
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ii. the vehicle is not used for journeys within Canberra (other than to collect and/or return the 
vehicle); 

iii. the vehicle is not used for journeys within a city/town where the employer’s electorate or other 
office is located (other than to collect and/or return the vehicle), except by employees of the 
Prime Minister, the Leader of the Opposition, or the leader of a minority party; 

iv. for the purposes of short-term self-drive car hire under this determination, a capital city, other 
than Canberra, is defined by the boundaries of the electorates identified as urban on the 
Federal Electoral Boundaries map published from time to time by the Australian Electoral 
Commission.  Canberra includes locations within a 30km radius of Parliament House; and 

v. the cost of insurance will be met by the Commonwealth where it is purchased as part of the 
vehicle hire.  It is the responsibility of employees to ensure that they arrange the appropriate 
level of insurance for the circumstances of the hire.  To reduce liability to the Commonwealth 
in case of loss or damage to the vehicle, this will usually be the highest level of insurance cover 
available. 

18. Self-drive hire cars should be used on weekdays only unless exceptional circumstances apply and the 
Senator or Member has approved the use.  Employees may not use taxis, regulated ridesharing services, hire 
cars or short-term self-drive hire cars at Commonwealth expense for private use, other than as set out at 
item 16. (Attachment B2). 

Audit Process
 

10. Following an assessment of Mr Amos’ use of travel expenses, IPEA decided to undertake a formal audit of 
those expenses, with particular focus on his use of hire cars.   

11. The scope of the audit was Mr Cameron Amos’ use of travel and travel-related expenses, with particular 
focus on the use of hire cars, while employed as a staff member for Senator Lambie between 30 May and 
26 November 2017 and between 1 July 2019 and 2 February 2023. Until 26 August 2022, Mr Amos was 
employed full time with Senator Lambie. From 26 August 2022, Mr Amos was employed part-time with 
Senator Lambie and part-time with Senator Tyrrell in a shared arrangement until 2 February 2023.  

12. During the periods in scope, Senator Lambie employed a number of different staff members who served as 
authorised persons in her office, able to approve staff travel for other members of Senator Lambie’s staff. 
Senator Tyrrell herself was employed as an authorised person in Senator Lambie’s office between 
9 July 2019 and 28 February 2022 before her election to the Senate in her own right.  

13. Throughout these periods, Mr Amos had an approved work base that was not in Tasmania. As such he was 
required to travel regularly to Senator Lambie’s office in Burnie, Tasmania, to undertake official business as 
directed by the Senator.  

14. Senator Lambie and Mr Amos were advised of the audit on 12 February 2024; Senator Tyrrell was advised of 
the audit on 15 February 2024. (Attachment B3). 

15. In an interview at the commencement of the audit, and in later correspondence, Senator Lambie stated to 
IPEA that she had been concerned to ensure that staff in her office should follow the provisions of the staff 
travel determinations. She said that staff in her office used taxis for official business and no other staff in her 
office used hire cars in the way that Mr Amos did. She said she had instructed her staff to seek advice from 
IPEA about the use of hire cars and that she believed IPEA’s advice was being followed.  

16. Early in the audit process, IPEA analysed the travel data to review travel use including hire car use by staff in 
Senator Lambie’s office over the period in scope (2017 to 2023). From this data IPEA was able to identify 
that there had been a repeated pattern of car hire use by staff working for Senator Lambie who resided on 
the mainland but had been directed to travel to work in Senator Lambie’s Burnie office in Tasmania.  
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17. The pattern involved staff members flying into Tasmania via Devonport airport from their mainland home, 
hiring a car at Devonport airport and driving to their accommodation around Burnie. The staff members 
would usually keep the hire car for several days and drive the car around various locations in Tasmania, 
before driving back to return it to Devonport airport when flying back to the mainland. This pattern was 
followed not only by Mr Amos but also other staffers during their period of employment with Senator Lambie. 

18.  IPEA had separately undertaken post payment checks relating to the use of hire cars in this pattern by two 
other staff of Senator Lambie: –  [staff member A] and [staff member B]– and IPEA data showed that 
another staff member  [staff member C], had also followed the above pattern of use while employed by 
Senator Lambie in instances between July 2021 and October 2022.  

19. Staff member C’s use of this pattern stemmed back to 2019, simultaneous with Mr Amos’s pattern of use.  

20. Staff member A’s hire car use in December 2022 and January 2023 had earlier been reviewed separately by 
IPEA and had been found to be inconsistent with the Staff Travel Determination as Senator Lambie indicated 
that it had not been authorised. Staff member A had been required to repay the expenses.  Senator Lambie 
later indicated that staff member B’s and staff member C’s car hire had been approved. 

21. On 26 February 2024, IPEA was provided with evidence from Senator Lambie’s office that Senator Lambie 
had in November 2022 directed her then authorised person to ask IPEA whether the use of hire cars by her 
staff in the established pattern was consistent with the legislative framework. However, it appears that 
when this check resulted in verbal advice to the authorised person that the hire car use was not consistent, 
Senator Lambie’s staff at the time were able to convince the authorised person that IPEA’s advice was 
incorrect (Attachment B4). The pattern of hire car use by visiting staff continued thereafter in the 
established manner into 2023. Senator Lambie has stated that after this time she believed staff were 
following IPEA’s advice. There is no evidence that Senator Lambie intervened or checked further until her 
Adviser requested the IPEA audit of Mr Amos’ travel expenses in September 2023. 

22. IPEA’s letters to Senator Lambie of 12 February 2024 and Senator Tyrrell of 15 February 2024 provided the 
Senators with schedules of Mr Amos’ travel for comment. Senator Lambie was provided with a schedule of 
all travel expenses involving hire car use by Mr Amos during the period in scope. Senator Tyrrell was provided 
with the schedule of Mr Amos’ travel expenses involving hire car use during his part-time period of shared 
employment (refer letters at Attachment B3).  

23. Senator Tyrrell was also asked about any approvals for Mr Amos’ car hire use that she may have given, 
whether while she was employed in Senator Lambie’s office as Senator Lambie’s authorised person, before 
she had been elected as a senator in her own right commencing on 1 July 2022, or while she employed 
Mr Amos directly as a part-time shared staff member after her election . 

24. IPEA also asked Senator Lambie to specify whether the use of travel expenses and hire car by staff member 
C who had previously used hire cars in a similar pattern to that of Mr Amos, had been approved.  

25. The responses to IPEA’s questions from Senator Lambie generally (with a few exceptions) indicated that 
while Mr Amos’ travel to Burnie had been approved, his use of hire cars had not been approved 
(Attachment B5).  

26. The responses from Senator Tyrrell indicated that all Mr Amos’ travel had been approved and that some hire 
car use had specifically been approved while she employed Mr Amos during the shared employment 
arrangement period (Attachment B6). 

27. IPEA sent a follow-up letter with further questions to Senator Lambie on 15 May 2024, requesting further 
details to clarify her earlier responses, and more information relating to arrangements for hire car approvals 
in her office and hire car approvals for other members of her staff (Attachment B7). Senator Lambie 
provided answers to these questions in an email of 13 June 2024 (Attachment B8), including confirmation 
that the car hires for staffers B and C had been approved. 
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28. IPEA sent a follow-up letter with further questions relating to hire car approvals to Senator Tyrrell on 
23 July 2024 (Attachment B9). Senator Tyrrell provided her responses on 13 August 2024 
(Attachment B10) indicating she no longer had access to records from her period as authorised person in 
Senator Lambie’s office and could not provide further information on car hire approvals during that period. 

29. When advised of the commencement of the audit, Mr Amos immediately challenged Senator Lambie’s 
motivations in requesting the audit and anticipated that Senator Lambie would provide responses to IPEA’s 
audit process that would not be supportive of him or his car hire use, in the following terms:    

‘She has previously indicated to me that she will seek an audit from IPEA, which I dismissed. She has 
historically refused to authorise travel claims by former employees with whom her relationship has 
deteriorated’ (Attachment B11). 

30.  IPEA advised Mr Amos on 23 September 2024 of the responses that Senator Lambie had given and asked 
for further information regarding his use of hire cars on occasions where there did not seem to be an 
approval for that use (Attachment B12). Mr Amos did not reply.  

31. On 8 November 2024, and 4 December 2024, IPEA sent two follow up and reminder letters to Mr Amos, 
again requesting his response (Attachment B13). 

32.  Mr Amos responded on 19 December 2024, in a lengthy letter which did not address the specific questions 
IPEA had asked (Attachment B14).  

33. Instead, Mr Amos addressed the general issue of the use of hire cars by staff who had been directed to travel 
to Burnie to work from Senator Lambie’s office there. He claimed that Senator Lambie had been fully aware 
that her staff had been using hire cars while working in Tasmania, and had approved of or tolerated this 
practice, although he did not have specific documentation of these approvals. 

34. He stated that:  

‘Senator Lambie expected all of her staff to hire a vehicle when travelling in Tasmania.  
 
As you note, on more than one instance, I was not the only staff member in Tasmania at the time, and I 
had my own hire car. 
 
Perhaps Senator Lambie somehow failed to mention to all of her staff that this was her expectation; 
surely we cannot be penalised for this. 
 
If, however, she did not mention to staff that her preference is for us to use taxis, perhaps this would 
explain why none of us were using taxis. And why we used hire cars repeatedly. 
 
Senator Lambie says it was not directed. My mistake was to not get, in writing, every time, and store it 
away in a lock box for time immemorial, evidence that she did direct it’ (Attachment B14). 
 

35. IPEA assessed all the information available against the provisions of the staff travel determinations relating 
to the use of hire cars. 

36. IPEA took a balanced approach in its assessment, due to the difference of opinion between Senator Lambie 
and Mr Amos regarding approvals for the use of hire cars.   

37. While Senator Lambie has indicated to IPEA that she had directed staff not to use hire cars while travelling 
around her electorate, she also indicated that she had directed Mr Amos to travel to Tasmania from his 
mainland home to work at her Burnie office. Therefore the use of a hire car to travel from Devonport airport, 
which has limited taxi or other public transport availability, to Mr Amos’ accommodation near Burnie, and 
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return back from the accommodation to Devonport airport, could be viewed as a reasonable method for a 
staff member to adopt to follow her direction.  

38. IPEA took the view that Mr Amos was entitled to reasonable use of a hire car to travel between the airport 
and his accommodation and return. The distance between Devonport airport and Burnie is approximately 
50 to 55 km one way, or a total of approximately 110 km, depending on the exact route travelled. 
IPEA therefore decided that individual instances of Mr Amos’ car hire use where the hire car log indicated the 
car had travelled a total of 120 km or less during the period of hire (i.e. the total km for travel between 
Devonport and Burnie, and return) would constitute an acceptable use of the hire car.     

39. IPEA found no evidence, however, of approval for Mr Amos to keep the hire car for extended periods, or to 
use it for travel around Tasmania, other than travelling between the airport and his accommodation.  

40. On 1 July 2025, IPEA contacted Mr Amos by phone regarding the need for further information from him with 
regard to the audit. IPEA followed up on the same day with a detailed letter (Attachment B15), providing 
Mr Amos with a list of hire car expenses which his employing parliamentarian over the period in scope of the 
audit had advised had not been approved and which did not appear consistent with paragraphs 16 and 17 of 
the staff travel determinations relating to staff use of car hire, specifically: 

a. car hires of more than 10 days duration  

b. car hires over a weekend 

c. car hires for which the car log showed that the vehicle had been used for distances beyond the 
approximate 120 km distance between Devonport and Burnie and return, that is, the cars had been used 
for more travel than the distance between the airport at which Mr Amos routinely arrived from interstate 
and his Burnie accommodation and return, however there was no evidence of approval or direction from 
Senator Lambie to undertake further official business using the hire car.  

41. Mr Amos was invited to provide any further information or evidence regarding the above-nominated 
instances of hire car use, including whether he could provide information regarding the availability of taxis for 
travel or information about the official business for which he had had to use the hire car. 

42. Mr Amos did not reply. 

43. Following the 1 July 2025 phone call and letter, IPEA wrote to Mr Amos on two further occasions 
(30 July 2025 and 20 August 2025) to remind him of the 1 July 2025 letter requesting his response to IPEA’s 
questions (Attachments 16 and 17) and offered extensions of time for him to reply if he advised it was 
needed. IPEA repeatedly requested this further information or evidence in order to give Mr Amos full 
opportunity to reply. IPEA’s correspondence indicated that if Mr Amos did not provide further information, 
IPEA would have no option but to recover the car hire costs identified. 

44. Mr Amos did not reply.   

Outcome
 

45. IPEA took a fact-based approach to the assessment of Mr Amos’ travel. This included giving Mr Amos the 
benefit of the doubt surrounding the question of approvals for his hire car use, and applying a reasonable 
method to querying whether the costs incurred contravened the legislated framework.  

46. IPEA undertook extensive correspondence with Mr Amos over nine occasions in formal letters, and by phone 
and other email contacts. IPEA put forward its questions clearly and provided many opportunities for him to 
reply to specific questions, to provide further information or comments, and to provide additional time for his 
response. Mr Amos did not reply to most of these opportunities. On the one occasion he did reply, he did so 
only in general terms, arguing the issue of Senator Lambie’s asserted knowledge and inferred permission for 
his actions. 
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47. In the absence of any substantive reply to IPEA’s request for further information or evidence, IPEA concluded 
that Mr Amos’ use of a hire car in 27 instances over the period 30 May to 26 November 2017 and 1 July  2019 
to 2 February 2023 contravened paragraphs 16 and 17 of the Staff Travel and Relief Staff Determination 
2020/15 and previous determinations relevant to the period in scope, and were therefore not consistent with 
the provisions of the legislative framework.  

48. Mr Amos has been invoiced for $11,694.49. At the time of publishing of this audit, the amount was still 
outstanding. 

49. IPEA provided a draft of this audit document to Senator Lambie and to Mr Amos on 16 January 2026, inviting 
any comments by 30 January 2026.  Senator Lambie indicated on 30 January 2026 she had no comments on 
the draft. Mr Amos requested some clarification of the outcome by email on 22 January and indicated in a 
phone call to IPEA on 27 January 2026 that he would be providing written comments by 2 February 2026. 
No comments were received.  
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AUDIT CHRONOLOGY 
 

DATE   AUDIT ACTION 

11 September 2023 Email to IPEA from Adviser to Senator Jacqui Lambie requesting (on her behalf) an audit of all 
travel claims by a former staff member, Mr Cameron Amos, with specific reference to use of 
hire cars 

14 September 2023 IPEA email to Senator Lambie’s office indicating that IPEA will review Mr Amos’ travel and 
respond further 

2 February 2024 IPEA email to Adviser to Jacqui Lambie that IPEA has reviewed Mr Amos’ travel data and 
suggesting a meeting with Senator Lambie to discuss findings and the proposed audit process  

5 February 2024 File notes of meeting with Senator Lambie  

12 February 2024 Letter from the IPEA Chief Executive Officer to Mr Amos advising of the audit 

12 February 2024 Mr Amos email to IPEA in response to IPEA’s letter, with comments and queries 

12 February 2024 IPEA letter to Senator Lambie regarding the audit and providing Mr Amos’ travel data for 
review and comment 

13 February 2024 IPEA email reply to Mr Amos’ email of 12 February 2024 

13 February 2024 Mr Amos further email with additional comments and queries in reply to IPEA’s email of 
12 February 2024  

14 February 2024 IPEA email reply to Mr Amos’ email of 13 February 2024 

15 February 2024 IPEA letter to Senator Tammy Tyrrell regarding the audit and providing Mr Amos’ travel data for 
review and comment 

16 February 2024 Senator Tyrrell email response to IPEA’s letter of 15 February 2024 

26 February 2024 Senator Lambie email response to IPEA’s letter of 12 February 2024  

26 February 2024 Senator Lambie’s Adviser email to IPEA, including email chain relating to IPEA advice sought 
regarding use of hire cars by staff members in November 2022 and the response of staff 
members to IPEA’s advice 
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14 May 2024 IPEA letter to Senator Lambie with further queries relating to use of hire car by her staff 
members  

13 June 2024  Senator Lambie’s response to IPEA’s letter of 14 May 2024 

23 July 2024  IPEA letter to Senator Tyrrell with further queries 

13 August 2024  Senator Tyrrell email response to IPEA’s letter of 23 July 2024 

23 September 2024 IPEA letter to Mr Amos with queries regarding his hire car use 

4 November 2024 IPEA letter to Mr Peter Castle with regard to his hire car use 

8 November 2024 IPEA letter to Mr Amos reminding him no response had been received to IPEA’s letter of 
23 September 2024 

15 November 2024 Mr Peter Castle email response to IPEA’s letter of 4 November 2024 

4 December 2024 IPEA second reminder letter to Mr Amos advising him again that no response had been 
received to IPEA’s letter of 23 September 2024  

19 December 2024 Mr Amos email statement in reply to IPEA’s letter of 23 September 2024 

1 July 2025 IPEA phone call to Mr Amos advising of formal letter about to be sent regarding potential audit 
findings  

1 July 2025  IPEA letter to Mr Amos regarding potential audit findings and seeking his response 

30 July 2025 IPEA email reminder to Mr Amos that no response had been received to IPEA’s letter of 
1 July 2025 

20 August 2025 IPEA letter to Mr Amos reminding him again that no response had been received to IPEA’s 
letter of 1 July 2025  

27 October 2025 IPEA letter to Mr Amos reminding him for a third time that no response had been received to 
IPEA’s letter of 1 July 2025. 

16 January 2026 Draft of IPEA’s audit provided to Mr Amos along with an invoice for recovery of $11,694.49 

16 January 2026 Draft of IPEA’s audit provided to Senator Lambie 

30 January 2026  Response to draft audit from Senator Lambie 
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Hi Team
Appreciate if you could please assist Garth and respond to Senator Lambie office as requested
below.
Thanks,

Classification: OFFICIAL
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From:  (Sen J. Lambie) 
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2023 10:30 AM
To: IPEA Enquiries 
Subject: Travel audit request
Dear IPEA, I hope you all had great weekends, and that you are all well.
I am seeking guidance on whether an audit can be conducted on all travel claims for a former
employee of Senator Lambie. In simple terms, Senator Lambie would like an audit conducted on

all travel related expenses made by Cameron Amos in the last (46th) Parliament.
Senator Lambie would like an audit of all claims made by this employee, but is especially
interested in hire cars claimed, their usage (I.e. mileage), and the split between official business,
and personal use of the vehicle.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Kind regards,

Advisor
Office of Senator Jacqui Lambie

Phone: 03 6431 3112; or 02 6277 3357
Mobile: 
4/22 Mount St, Burnie TAS 7320
or Senate Suite 147

Attachment B1



Attachment B2























Attachment B3





OFFICIAL 

 
 

One Canberra Avenue, Forrest ACT 2603 • Telephone 02 6215 3000 
www.ipea.gov.au 

OFFICIAL 

         ATTACHMENT D 

Information Sharing Consent Form 

 

 

I, ___________________________ of _________________________________________________ 

hereby give my permission for the Independent Parliamentary Expenses Authority (IPEA) to share 
personal information in the form of decisions that I have made about the travel of Mr Cameron Amos 
with Senator Tammy Tyrrell in connection with the IPEA assurance activity and Audit on travel 
undertaken by Mr Cameron Amos.                       

Statement of Consent: 

• I understand that personal information is held about my decisions in relation to Mr Cameron  
Amos’ travel.  

• I have had the opportunity to discuss the implications of sharing or not sharing information  
about my decisions. 

• I agree that personal information about me may be shared and gathered from Senator  
Tammy Tyrrell. 

I agree to my information being shared and gathered for the purpose of IPEA’s Audit and Assurance 
function.  I agree that my consent is entirely voluntary and that I may withdraw my consent at any 
time.  

Should you have any questions about this process, or wish to withdraw your consent please contact: 
 on  or email  

 

 

Name   …………………………………………………………………..……………. 

 

Signature    ………………………………………………………………. 

 

Date    ……………………… 
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         ATTACHMENT D 

Information Sharing Consent Form 

 

 

I, ___________________________ of _________________________________________________ 

hereby give my permission for the Independent Parliamentary Expenses Authority (IPEA) to share 
personal information in the form of decisions that I have made about the travel of Mr Cameron Amos 
with Senator Jacqui Lambie in connection with the IPEA assurance activity and Audit on travel 
undertaken by Mr Cameron Amos.                       

Statement of Consent: 

• I understand that personal information is held about my decisions in relation to Mr Cameron  
Amos’ travel.  

• I have had the opportunity to discuss the implications of sharing or not sharing information  
about my decisions. 

• I agree that personal information about me may be shared and gathered from Senator  
Jacqui Lambie. 

I agree to my information being shared and gathered for the purpose of IPEA’s Audit and Assurance 
function.  I agree that my consent is entirely voluntary and that I may withdraw my consent at any 
time.  

Should you have any questions about this process, or wish to withdraw your consent please contact: 
 on  or email  

 

 

Name   …………………………………………………………………..……………. 

 

Signature    ………………………………………………………………. 

 

Date    ……………………… 
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 (Sen J. Lambie)

From:  (Sen T. Tyrrell)
Sent: Wednesday, 30 November 2022 8:42 AM
To: (Sen J. Lambie)
Subject: RE: Travel & Super

Good morning 

No need to. Apparently, there was an audit some time ago and there were no irregularities found and this included 
car hire for Cam. Cam and I are both comfortable with the current arrangements that have been in place. 

Thanks, 

From:  (Sen J. Lambie) < > 
Sent: Wednesday, 30 November 2022 8:28 AM 
To:  (Sen T. Tyrrell) < > 
Subject: RE: Travel & Super 

Thanks 

I can go back and ask the same questions again from someone else? But what you are saying makes sense and was 
my initial thoughts on the use of a hire car. However, I decided to check with ipea people and they screwed up my 
initial thoughts, sorry if I have given you a bum steer in the advice below.  

At the end of the day the determination is subjective and open to interpretation.  

Kind Regards, 

Office Manager 

Office of Senator Jacqui Lambie 

Electorate Phone: 03 6431 3112 

4/22 Mount St, Burnie TAS 7320 
or Senate Suite 147

From:  (Sen T. Tyrrell) < > 
Sent: Tuesday, 29 November 2022 8:26 PM 
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To:  (Sen J. Lambie) < > 
Subject: RE: Travel & Super 

Hi 

It is my understanding the advice you received was flawed. Clause 16 clearly spells out exceptions and these include 
– taxi, rideshare or hire cars for personal safety, no access to public transport and carrying luggage.

I used to claim my ride share for after-hours work in Parliament and I believe it would be possible to also claim for 
the morning trips given I arrive before 8am and there is no accessible public transport.  

While in Tasmania I believe a hire car is justified in that there is no accessible public transport between the two 
offices and the hours worked. This means that any past car hire is not required to be paid back and all future car 
hire, while in Tasmania, is justified and approved under the Determination. 

I trust this helps. 

From:  (Sen J. Lambie) < > 
Sent: Tuesday, 29 November 2022 2:32 PM 
To:  (Sen T. Tyrrell) < > 
Subject: RE: Travel & Super 

Hi 

I have booked you onto a flight on Thursday 1st December at 8:55pm, this is with Virgin. I have also changed the 
booking for 9th December to Virgin, again this is at 8:55pm.  

Car Hire 

I have confirmed with the IPEA advice team the following; 

As a personal staffer a hire car is not available when in Canberra. 
When travelling to Tasmania, a hire car is only permitted for travel from airport to your accommodation (they have 
suggested that a taxi would be best in this instance). A hire car is not permitted to be used to travel to Burnie Office 
or Launceston Office to and from your accommodation, this is based on the Determination 2020/15, (car transport, 
section 17). 

https://maps.finance.gov.au/sites/default/files/2020-
09/determination 2020 15 staff travel and relief staff arrangements.pdf 

The use of hire car to travel to another town outside of the Electorate Office is not permitted unless directed by the 
Senator.  
All travel to and from the Electorate Office or Parliamentary Office is the responsibility of the employee as it is 
expected of all staff are able to make their own way to and from their place of employment. 

Kind Regards, 

Office Manager 

Office of Senator Jacqui Lambie 
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Electorate Phone: 03 6431 3112 
 
4/22 Mount St, Burnie TAS 7320 
or Senate Suite 147 

 
 
 
  
 
 

From:  (Sen T. Tyrrell) >  
Sent: Tuesday, 29 November 2022 1:15 PM 
To:  (Sen J. Lambie) < > 
Subject: Travel & Super 
 
Hi  
 
I hope you’re feeling okay and had a good trip. How did the wedding go? 
 
When you have time – can you check whether on the following: 
 

 are flights available for Thursday evening. I have a suspicion that Parliament will wrap up a bit early – fingers 
crossed. Also, could it be with Virgin- just in case I have to wait, I can use my Gold membership and access to 
the lounge. 

 
 can you change my Friday trip to Virgin too? 

 
 Naturally, I’d like direct flights. 

 
Also, I’m thinking of coming over next week –  

 are there any dates that suit the office better?  
 Is there still a Xmas party? 

 
And, hire cars – I think I get one when I go to Tassie, does this mean I also get one when I come to Canberra?  
 
Super – I want to contribute the additional 10% - who do I email?  
 
Finally – is there a current JLN org chart with FTE and where each staff members salary is budgeted from? 
 
Many thanks, 
 

 
 
 

 
Senior Adviser  
 
Suite: S.1.47  
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Extension: 3725 
 
Office of Senator Jacqui Lambie  
Office of Senator Tammie Tyrrell 
 
Jacqui Lambie Network Senator for Tasmania 
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From: Lambie, Jacqui (Senator)
To:
Cc: Assurance
Subject: FW: Cameron Amos audit - IPEA correspondence [SEC=OFFICIAL:Sensitive]
Date: Thursday, 13 June 2024 2:24:06 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
Cameron Amos audit - Senator Lambie second letter.pdf
SM Hire Car Data.pdf

Dear 
I write in response to the letter Ms Nicole Pearson sent on 15 May 2024 regarding the audit of
travel expenses – Cameron Amos (1 July 2022 – 2 February 2023).
Below is my response:
Question 1 Please explain the arrangement (if any) that you had with Senator Tyrrell in
relation to travel approvals for the period from 1 July 2022 to 2 February 2023 when Mr Amos
was employed by both you and Senator Tyrrell?
There was no arrangement between Senator Tyrrell and I regarding travel approvals for Mr
Amos.
Question 2. Did that arrangement vary if travel crossed days where Mr Amos worked for
Senator Tyrrell.
As above, there was no arrangement.
Attachment A provides the hire car details for ,
Attachment B for  and Attachment C for .
Question 3. Please complete the tables contained in the attachments as to the purpose of the
travel, whether the travel was consistent with clauses 18-18 of the Members of Parliament
(Staff) Act 1984 : Staff Travel and Relief Staff Arrangements 2020 (Determination 2020/15)
which was in force at the time (Attachment D) and if you approved the travel or not.
I directed both and  to travel. I did not approve of the hire car. The approval
of each travel claim was signed off by the designated Authorising Officer who I believed was
acting in good faith and following protocol.
Attachment C for  is attached.
Question 4. Are you aware of the advice sought by your staff? If so, at what point in time did
you become aware of the advice.
I directed my Office  who was the Authorising Officer for travel in the
office, to seek advice from IPEA about travel allowances, and hire cars in particular. My
recollection is discussed the advice with me in late November or early December
2022.
Question 5. Did you issue guidance or instructions to your authorised persons and or staff
regarding use of hire cars? If so, what was that advice?
Yes, I directed  to provide this guidance to my Senior Adviser. I directed Mr Cameron
Amos, along with other members of my staff that travel, to follow the guidance and advice from
IPEA.
Question 6. Were you aware that your staff had decided not to follow advice provided by
IPEA?
No.  resigned shortly after this. It was my understanding that the issue was resolved
and that staff were following my direction per the guidance provided by IPEA.
Question 7. Please complete the table contained in Attachment G as to the purpose of the
travel, whether the travel was consistent with clauses 16-18 of the Determination 2020/15
cited above (Attachment D) and if you approved the travel or not.
I did not approve two staff members hiring cars on the same day.
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From:
To:
Subject: FW: Senator Tyrrell response to IPEA second letter - Audit of Cameron Amos" travel [SEC=OFFICIAL]
Date: Monday, 13 April 2026 3:36:57 PM
Attachments: image002.png

image004.png
image005.png
image006.png
image007.png
image008.png
image009.png
image010.png

OFFICIAL

From: Tyrrell, Tammy (Senator) <Tammy.Tyrrell@aph.gov.au> 
Sent: Tuesday, 13 August 2024 12:17 PM
To: Assurance <Assurance@ipea.gov.au>
Subject: FW: Audit of Cameron Amos' travel [SEC=OFFICIAL]

Good Afternoon Assurance Team,

Apologies for the delay in responding to the assurance review questions:

Re attachment A:           Did you approve Mr Amos’s claims for his travel to Ulverstone on 14
and 15 September 2022?

 I have no record in my PEMS of this transaction – and at this time all
claims were approved through PEMS.

Re attachment B:           Please indicate whether you sought advice regarding car hire use
before approving it for Mr. Amos or others for whom

you had approval authority from 15/07/2019?

I have no physical records to produce, I did speak with IPEA for
advice regularly but I cannot recall the exact details of

those conversations.
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For the following FCM/CTM transactions, I was not employed in Senator Lambie’s office
nor was I an employer authorising any travel claims:
03/04/2022
18/04/2022
 09/05/2022
18/05/2022
21/03/2022
02/05/2022
30/05/2022
 
The following FCM/CTM transactions do not appear in my PEMS since I became Mr Amos’
employer. Therefore I would not have been the employer to authorise this travel:
09/08/2022
18/08/2022
29/08/2022
19/09/2022
03/10/2022
10/10/2022
19/12/2022
09/01/2023
 
For the dates between 09/07/2019 – 28/02/2022 when I was Senator Lambie’s Authorised
Officer, I do not have access to these records.
 
 
Dates that I did approve travel for Mr. Amos are 11/11/2022 and 02/12/2022.
 
Kind regards - Tammy
 

 
Office of Senator Tammy Tyrrell 
Shop 2, 111-113 St John St,
Launceston TAS 7249
 
Senate Suite 1.25
P: 03 9070 1910
Senator.tyrrell@aph.gov.au 

       
 
To subscribe to updates on Tammy’s work,  ​​click here. ​​
 

 
 
 

 
From: Assurance <Assurance@ipea.gov.au> 



Be careful with this message
External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognise the sender and know the
content is safe.

Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2024 5:19 PM
To: Tyrrell, Tammy (Senator) <Tammy.Tyrrell@aph.gov.au>
Cc: Assurance <Assurance@ipea.gov.au>
Subject: Audit of Cameron Amos' travel [SEC=OFFICIAL]

 
OFFICIAL

 
Dear Senator Tyrrell
 
Attached please find correspondence from the Independent Parliamentary Expenses
Authority with regard to the audit of Mr Camero Amos’ travel.
 

Director, Assurance and Audit
Transparency, Assurance and Legal Branch
Independent Parliamentary Expenses Authority
One Canberra Avenue, FORREST ACT 2603

 

W: www.ipea.gov.au & www.ipea.gov.au/ed
 

 
 

 
 

 





From: Amos, Cameron (Sen T. Tyrrell)
To:
Cc: Assurance
Subject: Re: Attn: Mr Cameron Amos - Correspondence from IPEA CEO - to be opened by addressee only

[SEC=OFFICIAL:Sensitive]
Date: Monday, 12 February 2024 2:39:44 PM
Attachments: image002.png

Thank you ,

I'm sure I'll hear more about this process in due course but just so I know how to assist
best, can you please advise regarding the following:

1. what grounds have been offered to trigger this audit? I assume that this is on
behalf of Senator Lambie, who is disgruntled and hostile to me. She has previously
indicated to me that she will seek an audit from IPEA, which I dismissed. She has
historically refused to authorise travel claims by former employees with whom her
relationship has deteriorated. I assume that IPEA has an internal threshold that must
be met before an audit can commence. What has been provided?

2. is it the case that any reason I offer for any travel must subsequently be
corroborated by Senator Lambie? Because it is not to be assumed that any
justification I provide will be accepted by Senator Lambie. (Senator Lambie, I note,
has previously rejected valid reasons for the use of Cabchsrge and requested IPEA to
recover the cost from myself. I supplied documentation to IPEA nonetheless to
substantiate the claim and it was resolved without any recovery). I offer this as an
example of Senator Lambie seeking to weaponise the IPEA process against former
employees with whom she is disgruntled.

3. Can any travel expense be post-hoc un-approved? I’ve been working here since
2015 and have not had any travel claims refused. Some of those are with Senator
Lambie. I’m trying to determine how much of a financial hit I will experience;
whether it’s all expenses not already certified or if it’s all expenses incurred,
including those certified.

If it is at the discretion of Senator Lambie to determine whether or not that I am to have an
expense recovered, irrespective of the validity of the expense, then it is a foregone
conclusion that this audit will result in every possible expense claim being refused. As
such, some earning over what claims are within scope would be helpful, so I can begin to
put money aside for it.

Thank you,
Cameron Amos

From: 
Sent: Monday, February 12, 2024 1:36:31 PM
To: Amos, Cameron (Sen T. Tyrrell) 
Cc: Assurance 
Subject: Attn: Mr Cameron Amos - Correspondence from IPEA CEO - to be opened by addressee
only [SEC=OFFICIAL:Sensitive]

OFFICIAL:Sensitive
Dear Mr Amos
Please see attached correspondence from the IPEA CEO, Ms Annwyn Godwin.
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Response to letter from IPEA
regarding claims made by Senator
Lambie over inappropriate use of hire
cars

General response to letter dated 23 September 2024

It would be enormously self-destructive and irresponsible for me to act in any way that

might bring Senator Lambie into disrepute.

Senator Lambie was during the time of my employment an independent. Independents

are not held to the same standards by the public as are the major parties; major parties

are presumed to have noses in troughs, so to speak. Independents are required to be

cleanskins. You cannot run to hold the others accountable if you yourself are muddying

yourself in the same muck. Your nose must be clean.

The damage that would be inflicted on Senator Lambie (and, through her, on myself, and

on Senator Lambie’s team) should any expense misuse occur would therefore be

disproportionate relative to the damage that would be inflicted on a major party

parliamentarian.

Throughout my employment in Senator Lambie’s office I was acutely aware that we, as a

collective team, had to not only be entirely above board but be seen to be entirely

above-board. I was aware that the risk of Senator Lambie employing a person that was

abusing the taxpayer’s trust by taking advantage of travel expenses for their own

personal benefit would be extraordinary and unjustifiable; I would routinely express to

others that we, as an office, would not tolerate what would otherwise be tolerable in

another office.

I knew, as did others in the team, that Senator Lambie’s ability to prosecute an argument

that she is not like other politicians in Canberra relied on her being seen to not act in the

same way as other politicians in Canberra. I wanted to do everything I could in my

position to ensure that the standard was set.

I can say unequivocally, without exception, that I have never, ever claimed an expense to

which I was not entitled. Indeed, I have frequently not claimed expenses to which I am

entitled, because I do not think that claiming them is a good look.
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It is not within my character to do so. I am by no means a saint, but I am also by no

means a thief. I do not rip off taxpayers by claiming unreasonable expenses or living

large off their chequebook.

But if this is not persuasive, I can also speak to self-interest.

My employment with Senator Lambie relied on Senator Lambie being electable: if she is

not elected, I am not employed in her office.

Were any action to occur that would jeopardise her electability, and were I to be

responsible for it, it would be an act of self-sabotage for no discernible benefit to

myself, but with clear risk to my self-interest of remaining employed by Senator Lambie.

I do not stand to benefit financially from hiring a vehicle. I receive no monetary

advantage for doing so. If, in the pursuit of zero financial benefit, I impose on myself and

my employer a financial risk, what would the motivation be? How would it be a rational

act for me to abuse the generosity of the taxpayer, callously, and repeatedly, for no

benefit, and significant risk? When the alternative would be to simply engage the

services of a taxi and have someone else drive me, rather than have me drive myself? A

taxi would mean I do less work.

It does not cohere to any model of decision-making that I would decide to take a course

that is more difficult than the simplest option with the least resistance or effort required

unless I anticipate that I will receive some benefit for having taken the more difficult

option. There is no benefit to derive here. To believe that I repeatedly hired cars in wilful

defiance of the wishes of my employer, with disregard to her stated preferences, is to

suggest that I acted without any regard to my own self-interest, in an irrational way, for

four years.

And prior to working with Senator Lambie, I did not act in this way. And when I stopped

working for Senator Lambie, I no longer acted in this way.

To believe this account of events is to believe that some prolonged bout of insanity

overcame me, for four years, but only to such a narrow and specific extent that it limited

itself only to the use of parliamentary travel expenses.

2



Direct response to letter dated 23 September 2024

“Senator Lambie has advised IPEA that 55 of the 59 hire car

transactions were undertaken while you were employed by her.”

What was the specific advice that she provided to determine this? I ask as, during the

period where I was employed by both Senator Lambie and Senator Tyrrell, hire cars were

used on days I was working for both.

I am not clear what the definition of a ‘hire car transaction’ is, within this sentence. Are

you referring to the specific date at which the charge was made?

I ask because presumably what is in question is not the charge but the use; the charge

only becomes questionable based on the use, and the use is what is being claimed was

not appropriate. I would have thought, then, that the use, which would presumably

overlap between both Senator Lambie and Senator Tyrrell, would be what matters in

determining the relevant employer for any given period.

If the use is not being relied upon to determine the distribution of hire car instances

between Senator Lambie and Senator Tyrrell, what is being relied upon in its absence? It

cannot be the identity of the employer (or their authorised officer) as it is claimed only

18 of the 55 instances are approved by Senator Lambie. Were they not approved by

anybody else, then? Were my travel claims for these periods not submitted and

processed successfully, which would include the hire car usage? If they were, whose

office approved these claims?

“IPEA has been advised by the Senator [Lambie] that 6 hire car

transactions were approved, however, IPEA's records support a

further 12 hire car transaction being certified by either the Senator

or an Authorised Person taking the total approved hire cars to 18.”

How was it determined that Senator Lambie’s original claim was incorrect? Senator

Lambie made the specific claim that only six were approved, it seems. On what basis did

IPEA then determine that her claim was incorrect? If she approved them herself, or they

were approved by an Authorised Person, does that indicate that her memory of the

period might have been found to be cloudy?

I genuinely am unsure how she determined that only six were approved. Did she not have

access to information that IPEA had access to? Was she supplied a list of hire car

transactions by IPEA? Was she asked to categorize them?
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This matters because her credibility in making claims that claims were not approved

needs to be established. If there is evidence in getting to this stage that she has not

made credible claims with regard to the use of hire cars, why are we simply taking as

gospel what she says with respect to the other 37? Has she been made to check

evidence to a higher standard than whatever standard was applied in her claim that six

were approved?

“Senator Lambie has also advised IPEA that 37 of the 55 hire car

transactions were not approved either by herself or an Authorised

Person, and that the Office's preferred mode of road transport is

taxis.”

My assumption is that this advice from Senator Lambie came in a subsequent revision

to her original advice — which, I assume, was that only six of the 55 transactions were

approved herself or by an Authorised Person. If the order is reversed or the claims were

made simultaneously then that would demonstrate malice.

In order to receive any travel allowance for the period where I am away overnight on

business as directed by my employer, my employer or an authorised person thereof is

required to approve my claim. For these 37 hire car transactions, did Senator Lambie or

an authorised person she has delegated with such responsibility approve the claim?

I cannot comprehend how it can be seriously claimed that any hire car transaction was

not approved by Senator Lambie or her authorised person, unless they are approved by

some other person. If they were not approved by anybody, then would I not have been

charged with the cost myself? I am unfamiliar with the processes of IPEA but

presumably I cannot charge the cost of a hire car to the public without some paperwork

to say that the use of said hire car was for some public purpose.

“5 rental periods identified where both you and a colleague hired
two separate cars for the same rental period for use in apparently
similar locations (appears to contravene Item 1 of the
Determination). - see Attachment B - Ref: B”

I would respond to this in two ways:
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1. Does not the evidence that multiple employees, for overlapping periods, and as a

repeated pattern of behaviour, utilised hire cars in a similar area, suggest that the

use of hire cars was not, as Senator Lambie claims, irregular and in violation of her

stated preference for taxis? How can it be that separate employees all took the

use of hire cars to be fully directed by Senator Lambie, but that Senator Lambie

is claiming to have not directed any of those instances? Does this invite

scepticism?

2. The attachment to which you refer does not specify which of the instances of

hire car use overlap with the hire car use of any other employee. I am not sure

which instances I should seek to explain. I am further unclear on the response

requested: am I to explain my use of the hire car, or theirs? Whose usage is

inappropriate? I was not the authorised officer in Senator Lambie’s office and had

no visibility of who hired a vehicle, when, or for what purpose. Senator Lambie

was emailed every booking of every hire vehicle for the relevant period; I was not.

She had total visibility of every hire car that was booked by every staff member,

but my total lack of visibility leaves me unable to answer questions regarding the

purpose of hire car usage other than my own.

“5 instances of one-way fees and hire car upgrades incurring
additional costs (appears to contravene Item 1 of the
Determination). - see Attachment B - Ref: D”

I cannot see where these one-way fees were incurred, due to the quality of the scan.

This is what I can parse:
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From this, I believe that upgrade fees were incurred for:

● A booking on 19 December 2022, picking up and returning from Launceston;

● A booking on 29 August 2022, picking up and returning from Devonport.

Further, it appears a one-way fee was incurred for:

● A Booking on 10 October 2022, picking up at Devonport and dropping off at

Launceston;

● A booking on 18 May 2022, picking up at Wynyard and dropping off at Devonport

● A booking on 21 February 2022, picking up at Devonport and dropping off at

Wynyard;

● A booking on 18 November 2021, picking up at Launceston and dropping off at

Devonport.
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If this list is inconclusive please advise the instances I have inadvertently omitted so I

may address them.

I will deal with upgrade fees first:

Upgrade fees

I was never informed of any upgrade fees being levied against my account. I am

confident that I never requested any upgrade, and was never asked if I would like to

request one. Whenever I was asked if I had a preference for vehicle, I would always

request the cheapest possible vehicle. I have evidence and examples of these requests,

though I am not sure how material they may be.

I would assume that I cannot be held responsible for an upgrade fee charged without my

knowledge that I did not request, approve or become aware of subsequent to the

booking being made. As of time of writing, I genuinely have no idea which bookings these

correspond to.

The only instance of an upgrade I can think of thatmay meet this criteria was once, in

picking up a vehicle from Devonport Airport, i was asked if I’d like to use one of Avis’ new

fleet of electric vehicles (I believe it was Avis, though it may have been Hertz — I’m only

about 60 per cent confident).

I was only asked this at the booking desk, within the baggate terminal.

I asked if there was any additional cost to the booking. I was informed that there was

not, that it was a trial that the company was running, and that there was no extra cost

for using it. I said, in that case, that would be great.

The vehicle in question was a Polestar Model 2, I believe. I only drove it once and was

never offered any other upgrade.

This is the only instance I can think of, and even this instance I expressly checked first

that the upgrade would not incur any additional cost.

Consideration of value for money

Employees are required to seek value for money for all travel costs incurred.

This requirement is spelled out by IPEA itself:

“As defined under the Domestic travel Guideline, all employees must seek the most efficient,

effective, economical and ethical use of public money when arranging travel and other

commitments, making reasonable efforts to reduce the overall cost to the Commonwealth.”1

If my having used a hire car resulted in a saving to the taxpayer, then it must surely be

considered value for money.

1 https://www.ipea.gov.au/travel/self-drive-car-hire
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But, the inverse also applies.

If I were to use something other than a hire car, at additional cost to the taxpayer, then I

would not have sought to make reasonable efforts to reduce the overall cost to the

Commonwealth. I would have not sought the most economical use of public money

when arranging travel. In short, if I were to engage in a form of domestic travel that was

more expensive than the cheapest available option (holding efficiency, effectiveness and

ethical considerations constant between the competing forms of transportation), then I

would be in breach of the obligations.

But when your employer claims (without basis, it’s possibly worth adding!) that they

directed you to breach your obligations to the Commonwealth by arranging a travel

option that does not reduce the overall cost to the taxpayer, and you do not act

consistently with that direction, you as an employer are damned both ways. If you

disobey your employer’s instruction, you are liable to be asked to repay the cost to the

taxpayer of the form of transport which you took in breach of the guidelines. If you obey

it, you are liable to be asked to repay the cost to the taxpayer that you have charged in

excess of the mode that the guidelines would stipulate.

For whatever it is worth, this is a conundrum that never materialised, because Senator

Lambie expected all of her staff to hire a vehicle when travelling in Tasmania. As you

note, on more than one instance, I was not the only staff member in Tasmania at the

time, and I had my own hire car.

Perhaps Senator Lambie somehow failed to mention to all of her staff that this was her

expectation; surely we cannot be penalised for this.

If, however, she did not mention to staff that her preference is for us to use taxis,

perhaps this would explain why none of us were using taxis. And why we used hire cars

repeatedly.

One wonders what would motivate Senator Lambie to claim she never approved the use

of my hire cars.

Regardless, I have always acted with respect for value for money for the taxpayer. This is

an obligation I have taken seriously throughout my professional career.
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Value for money via hire cars

The cost of a taxi from Devonport Airport, the scheduled dropoff location, to Launeston

Airport, the scheduled airport for my flight departure, is between $209 and $2922:

To avoid the $100 one-way fee, an option available to me would be to drive the vehicle

to Devonport Airport, then drop it off there. That would reduce the cost of the booking

by $100, relative to what was finally charged to the taxpayer. However, I would then be at

Devonport Airport. I was in Launceston at the time. The cost of fuel for 106km of driving

would be required to be factored in (without knowing the vehicle make and model, I

assume an average of 8 litres per 100km driven, which is at the lower-end of the

midrange for Australian passenger vehicles in 2022). The Tasmanian average fuel price

in July 2022 was 191.9 cents per litre. The cost of fuel, then, of making the drive from

Launceston to Devonport would be $16.27.

2 Screenshot captured 9 December 2024 from https://www.taxifare.com.au/
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Having made the drive to Devonport, I would then require some means of getting back

to Launceston. I cannot hire a car to drive myself — that would defeat the purpose — so I

would instead be left with using a taxi. The cost of the taxi — between $209 and $292 —

plus the cost of the fuel to drop off the vehicle — $16.27 — would mean the taxpayer

would be paying $225-$308 on my behalf, so that I might save them $100 in a one-off

charge.

I have previously been advised by IPEA directly that use of a taxi was not

consistent with the obligation to ‘travel by the most efficient direct route

available’

On 2 June 2023, I missed a flight from Devonport, and required some means to get from

Devonport to Launceston Airport, so I could catch the next flight out. Facing a dilemma,

and not wanting to charge the taxpayer for something that was outside the rules, I

phoned and emailed IPEA seeking advice whether it would be preferable to use a taxi or

a hire car. I was advised then that “under the Staff Travel and Relief Staff Arrangements

Determination 2020/15, when travelling on official business as directed by your

employing parliamentarian you may use a taxi or a hire car to travel by the most efficient

direct route available.”

I did not find this especially illuminating, as I saw arguments that a hire car would be

considered unreasonable, and that a taxi would also be considered unreasonable. I did

not want to find myself defending a decision down the track that I felt was thorny and

impossible irrespective of the choice that was made (the irony is not lost on me that I

would nonetheless find myself here).

So, I attached quotes of the cost of a taxi from Devonport to Launceston Airport. I asked:

“For clarity, which is the most efficient direct route available? I've been advised the hire

car costs $98 and the taxi costs between $210-$298.”

This was the response I received:

Thanks for your email – it would appear from the information you have provided,

that a hire car is the most cost effective option and would meet the definition

of ‘efficient and direct’.

Please attempt to book your hire car through CTM in the first instance so that all

costs are covered. If you are not able to do this, you may hire the car personally

and seek reimbursement from IPEA. If you are unable to hire a car, then the
next most efficient option is to take a taxi.3

This response suggests two things that I believe are material to the allegations before

me now:

3 Emphasis added.
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1. IPEA was of the view that the cost of a taxi from Devonport to Launceston was

not justifiable, based on price.

a. I say that it is not justifiable because it follows logically that if Staff Travel

and Relief Staff Arrangements Determination 2020/15 specifies that

employees must utilise the most efficient direct mode of transport, it is

not at the discretion of that employee to instead take the second-most
efficient direct mode of transport.

2. The advice that a taxi would represent the “next most efficient option”
suggests that I would be in breach of the rules if I were to utilise a taxi when a hire

car was available for an equivalent trip, based on price.

3. The determination of the most efficient direct mode of transport is based on
price because no other information was provided to IPEA, in order for IPEA to

determine that the hire car represented the preferred option in this instance. I

provided the price of a hire car, the price of a taxi, and no other information. If

information other than the information I provided in this email was relied upon to

determine that the hire car was to be preferred, the email itself denies this is the

case. The email states that the determination of which mode of transport was the

most efficient (and therefore, the mode of transport that is within the rules) was

“based on the information [I] have provided”.

So what is most important to take from this is that hire cars are preferable to taxis, when

a mode of road transport is required, and the hire car is more affordable than the taxi. I

would not assume that a hire car would be preferable even if a taxi was more affordable;

this is an extrapolation based on what I have available to me.

With this information, it is worth assessing whether replicating any of the other hire car

instances in question would be value for money via the use of a taxi.

Some of these instances that are marked in red in Attachment B are, I presume, costs in

question.

For example, I review the booking dated 2 September 2022, with a total cost of $203.18

for three days of hire.
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This cost for three days is less than the cost of a taxi return trip from Devonport to

Burnie4:

The cost of a return fare would be between $220 and $310. Any other transport that is

required for the time in which the hire car is booked would also incur a taxi fee.

The cost of the bookings on 6 October 2019, 17 December 2019, and 26 January 2020

are all within this band.

The cost of the booking on 3 April 2022, which extended for 12 days and involved

1,094km driven, would have cost $2,319 if done in a taxi, entirely within the lowest tariff

rate, and with no waiting time included. The use of a hire car, instead, cost $,1308.

There is a saving of $1,011 by having used that hire car.

Were I to have used a taxi, the question I would be having to answer is why I billed
the taxpayer an extra $1,000 for the duration.

4 Screenshot captured 9 December 2024 from https://www.taxifare.com.au/

12



This is what I find confusing about this process: is my use of a hire car inconsistent with

the rules that I am seeking to follow? Should I have instead used a taxi for that period,

irrespective of the price? Because I am operating here under the assumption that I am

to seek value for money, and I would have thought it harder to defend an option that

unnecessarily costs the taxpayer more than would otherwise be required by the

alternative, than to defend an option that costs less.

Regional Tasmania’s taxi services (and alternative road transport options)

Item 11(c) explicitly acknowledges: "Some regions of Australia have infrequent scheduled

services and/or no scheduled air services. Employees travelling to these locations

should plan their travel with regard to these constraints."

In a number of my early visits to Devonport Airport, I was surprised to find that there

were no taxis awaiting passengers.

This was not unusual. Taxi services in Tasmania’s north-west coast are distributed

strangely; they operate as local monopolies, as a cooperative, where owners of each

region agree not to compete with each other, by limiting their drivers to operate only in

specific regions. Devonport drivers are not to drive in Burnie, and vice versa.

This might be why there is little interest in trips from Devonport to Burnie.

Another potential reason might be that, if there is an expectation that the number of

people who are arriving early in the morning into Devonport is small, the probability that

you will earn a fare is also small. The wait does not justify the value.

Regardless, when I expressed my surprise that taxi services were not reliable, I was told

this was to be expected on the north-west coast. I was told that my two options were to

book a taxi in advance, or to hire a car.

I did not proactively hire a car without first being told this option was available to me.

I also occasionally booked taxis in advance. The last time I did this, from memory, was

when I could not actually book anybody: the booking did not arrive, and I was left at the

airport with no way of getting to work. There are no buses, there are no trains, there are

no internal flights from Devonport to Burnie.
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This appears to be an error in IPEA’s data. I did not depart from Devonport Airport on

Friday 25 February 2022. I departed from Burnie Airport on Friday 25 February 2022.

The flight booking was changed on the day by Qantas, the flight operator, and not at my

request. The original booking (which you include in the attachment) does not feature

this change.

I attach a screenshot to corroborate this:
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I am stretching my memory back to go back to a single afternoon in February 2022 that

was hitherto unremarkable, but from memory the Avis depot was not staffed at the time

that I sought to drop off the vehicle (this was during COVID lockdowns so it is possible

that the staffing was lower than it would ordinarily be). You will note that my flight was

late in the day, and that there is a strong probability that they did not anticipate that

they would be required to handle a dropoff, or be staffed.

I expect the booking was not updated to notify Avis that the vehicle would be dropped

off at Burnie Airport. If the booking was not amended by the booking agent to update

the dropoff location, it would not show up in the system upon which you are relying to

make the claim that I dropped the vehicle off in Wynard on the 26th, despite flying out

from a different airport the previous day. This may explain why they were not fully

staffed, or closed entirely. Burnie Airport is a small regional airport and does not have the

same traffic as Devonport Airport. This would not be an extraordinary circumstance.

If the Avis depot was not staffed at the time of my dropoff, the procedure to follow is to

drop the vehicle keys in a chute in the locked door of the Avis office. The keys would

then be retrieved by the person on staff the next time that the office was staffed.
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The person on staff would have no way of knowing the time that the keys were dropped

in the chute before they are retrieved. They would not know if they were dropped in the

chute a minute after the office closed, or a minute before it re-opened. Presumably, the

company bills in the way that is most favourable to them: namely, to bill for the hire of

the vehicle for the longest possible period of time. This would mean, then, that they

would not consider the vehicle to be returned until the keys are in the custody of an Avis

representative. This would explain why it is labelled as ‘returned’ on the day after the

flight left.

If this process is to continue, it should continue in
public

My obvious preference is for this to conclude so that I can get on with doing my job but I

understand that IPEA has a role and should execute that role impartially. I understand

that this is simply a requirement, and there is not any discretion available in deciding

whether or not to pursue an allegation.

I understand further that IPEA makes its own inquiries to independently test claims, and I

have no doubt that some testing of the claims made by Senator Lambie has occurred.

But because the process that IPEA is obliged to pursue is structurally tipped in the

favour of the employer and tipped against the employee, I would hope that IPEA’s

discretion (to the limited extent to which it is available) could be used in a decision that

is available to it: namely, to publish the outcome of any investigation, should it believe it

be in the public interest to do so.

I would hope that all correspondence IPEA has received by parties to this investigation

would be made public, along with any findings made by IPEA.

I have this hope knowing that it may result in an adverse finding against me being made

public. I am aware of this risk, and it does not have any bearing on my preference.

I wish for the result to be made public, but I think also that if the investigation is to be

made public, all parties to the investigation should be made aware of that at the
earliest possible moment, so that they can decide how they would like to proceed.

It would not be reasonable for IPEA to commit to making an investigation public but not

advise those whose correspondence would be published as part of that commitment of

the decision. Relevant parties to the investigation should be made aware so that they

can decide how best to engage with the investigation with this information in mind.
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I think that making this investigation public would serve the public interest as it would

draw attention to the structural inequalities that exist within this process5

There is no procedural fairness to this process

The burden is on the accused to prove their innocence

One of the requirements for travel to be consistent with the guidelines is for it to be

directed by the employing parliamentarian.

If the employing parliamentarian signs a travel claim, or has a travel claim signed on their

behalf, that presumably indicates that the claim was directed.

This is not the interpretation being followed here.

Instead, there is a grossly expansionist reading of the guidelines at play, which allows for

the employing parliamentarian to retrospectively withdraw that approval, years after the

fact, and do so simply by claiming that they did not approve it. No further evidentiary

basis for the reversal is required from the employing parliamentarian.

In doing so, the evidentiary burden shifts to the employee. The employee must then

prove, potentially years later, that their travel was directed by their employer, when their

employer is denying it is the case. The travel documentation that would normally

substantiate that claim (as it carries the signature of the person who either directed the

travel or the authorised officer that the employer has designated to be trusted enough

to sign on their behalf when they are not available) is considered invalid and irrelevant.

It should be noted that there is no procedural requirement — to my knowledge, at least

— that an employee should be expected to document, or request in writing, at every

request for travel, something from the employer directly that says that they are

authorising this travel. But in the absence of this, and bearing in mind that such an

obligation would be extraordinarily onerous on all parties involved, what is an employee

to rely upon?

The employee is expected to prove that travel that they undertook was directed by a

person who does not agree it was directed by them. What evidence could be sufficient

to challenge the employer’s version of events?

5 I should stress that I do not hold IPEA accountable for what I call these inequalities. I do not
think that IPEA constructs the system in which it operates, and I recognise that IPEA’s role is one
that is set out for it, rather than by it. I make these comments in the hope that they might inspire
some sense of fairness out of a process that is currently being, or is able to be, abused by
bad-faith actors to harm others without fear of penalty or blowback.
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There is no consideration of the balance of probabilities

The proposal that I have made a breach (or repeatedly breached) of the Rules requires

the following to be true:

1. I developed a sudden, consistent and ongoing appetite to breach the rules: I
have no record of breaching any of IPEA’s rules regarding appropriate travel

claims, in any of my former employers, or in my subsequent employer. The only

employer who has claimed I have operated in breach of the guidelines is Senator

Lambie.

2. My breach(es) occurred without the direction of Senator Lambie:
3. Senator Lambie did not authorise any of the alleged breaches as being

appropriate and directed by her: any evidence that she did must be a forgery.

4. I do not stand to benefit at all from any of the allegations: there is no material

benefit in me having used hire cars inappropriately. I do not gain anything,

pecuniary or non-pecuniary.

5. For these claims to be true, I would need to have maintained a pattern of

breaches that are implausible: I would need to have used hire cars, simply out of

a disinterest in value for money for the taxpayer. I would have been indifferent to,

or recklessly failed to investigate, the guidelines or regulations. This is not

displayed in any other behaviour.

Taken together, the allegation seems to be that, for the entirety of the period of my

employment with Senator Lambie, I developed and sustained a pattern of behaviour that

ceased immediately when she was no longer my employer.
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This process is a foregone conclusion

There is no threshold for potential evidence that can prove that travel was directed by

an employer if the employer is prepared to say that they did not direct it.

If the employer simply claims that they did not direct the travel, after the fact, then I

cannot comprehend what I could conjure, with access to all documentation available,

that would disprove that. This is why we do not ask defendants to disprove their guilt.

We do not expect people to prove that they did not do some thing, but that the

presumption should be that the thing being alleged did not occur, until it can be proven

to have occurred.

In a circumstance where proof is not required, and it is simply required that on the

balance of probabilities a thing is likely to have occurred, the consideration of what is

‘likely’ requires a balancing of what is likely against what is unlikely.
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There appears to be no effort to balance the likelihood of Senator Lambie’s allegations

against how likely they are to be false.

Under normal circumstances, I would have thought that the various travel claims that

include the use of a hire car and were signed off on by Senator Lambie or an authorised

officer thereof would have satisfied IPEA that the travel in question was legitimate. This

obviously is not those circumstances.

I do not know the basis on which Senator Lambie’s approval of my travel and hire car

expenses has subsequently been deemed to be incorrect or false or in some ways

ingenuine.

If Senator Lambie says that she did not authorise those claims, and that her authorised

officer did not, then they would not have been approved. So it cannot be that.

If she says that they were approved, but they were signed as a forgery, then how would I

prove that they were not? What possible evidence could I reasonably be expected to

produce to say that the signature on the document I do not have access to is a

legitimate one?

If she says they were not forged, but they were instead signed legitimately but

subsequently changed to justify travel that was not on the document she signed, how

could this claim be disproved?

I am asked to provide:

“supporting evidence that the hire car transactions were both approved by
Senator Lambie or the Authorised Person in accordance with items 1 and 3 of the
Determination, and that the use of the hire cars met the requirements under
items 8, 16-18 of the Determination.”

What would supporting evidence look like, that would be sufficient to disprove Senator

Lambie directly stating that she did not approve the transactions? Short of a statutory

declaration from Senator Lambie stating that she approves it, anything less would be

insufficient:

● An email from her official email account would not be sufficient as she is one of

many people with access to it;

● A voicemail from her requesting that I make some transaction would not be

sufficient as there would be no way of proving its authenticity;

● A text message could be photoshopped;

● Witness accounts from five years ago are not always reliable, and even if they

were, the people whose employment relies on remaining in her current good

graces are not going to support any claim against her — especially having seen

what happens to employees she no longer likes.
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And so, in recognition that I cannot with absolute certainty prove that Senator Lambie

did what she now claims she did not do, my response has instead focused on how

reasonable it is to assume it to be the case.

My response to these allegations has spoken to the defensibility of the individual claims

on the basis of factual errors, consideration of value for money, adherence to direct

instruction from IPEA relating to the use of hire cars over taxis, and the reliability of the

taxi services within regional Tasmania.

Senator Lambie’s argument seems to simply be that she should be trusted when she

says she did not approve these expenses. There is no evidential burden on her to prove

this. It falls entirely on me to disprove them.

And it is a burden that is impossible, because the rules are really clear. If the employer

does not direct the travel, the travel is not within the rules. If the employer has the

capacity to rescind their approval of the travel after the travel has occurred, then the

employee has no protection against this rescinding. The employee is financially reliant on

the goodwill of the employer, for years after their employment relationship has ended.

The employer can, for any reason, at any time, decide to financially harm the employee

(or former employee) and do so without any risk to their own reputation, their own

financial standing, or their own political interests. The employee can best hope to be

exonerated silently.

It is not sufficient to prove that Senator Lambie directed the

travel; it must be proved that the travel, after being directed, represented the use of the

most direct efficient mode of transportation.

I would hope that the arguments above would speak to my belief that my actions are

consistent with that expectation.
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Conclusion

In summary:

1. If this hinges on Senator Lambie having not directed me to use hire cars, she

should be made to supply some evidence of this. If there is no evidence of this,

she should be made to provide a statutory declaration to that effect. If she is

unable or unwilling to do either of those things, and this investigation hinges on

that claim, then the claim cannot be assumed to have some basis in fact.

2. If this does not hinge on Senator Lambie having not directed me to use hire cars,

what difference does any other question you are putting to me make? If two

employees both used a hire car for an overlapping period, for example, and it is

subsequently found that this is justifiable, the underlying use of the hire car is

still an issue because it was not directed. The same applies to all other questions.

My having some satisfactory explanation does not matter as these are

supplementary concerns and do not go to the primary concern.

Because this is a foregone conclusion, and because I am being asked to disprove a

negative, I know I will be required to end up repaying something, paying some penalty,

being publicly shamed, etc.

At the outset of this process I asked repeatedly if there was ever any circumstance

where travel, or costs associated with that travel, could be deemed to be within the

guidelines if the employer turns around and says they did not direct it.

I was told, then, that IPEA cannot engage in hypotheticals.

I would ask you to reconsider. Clearly this is not a hypothetical now. Clearly, my former

employer is intent on claiming that she did not direct me to incur certain costs.

I am now being asked to demonstrate that these costs were within the guidelines.

To what end?

If it cannot ever be within the guidelines if the employing member or Senator did not

direct it, then what is this process for? What are we doing here?

On my reading of the guidelines, the employer has absolute discretion to decide if

something is outside the guidelines, simply by saying that they did not direct it. There is

no circumstance where something is ‘official business’ if the employer did not direct the

employee to undertake it. If the expense incurred was not in the course of official

business it cannot be justified. This is clear.

So what are we doing? Senator Lambie says it was not directed. My mistake was to not

get, in writing, every time, and store it away in a lock box for time immemorial, evidence

that she did direct it.
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But my mistake means my ability to demonstrate that she did direct it is compromised,

and the evidential burden shifts to me, with no evidential burden on her in making the

claim. I am responding to a claim, made without evidence, and the assumption is that, if I

also have no evidence, I am wrong. This is clear — I am not elected, after all.

And I don’t have enough evidence to disprove every instance.

So, at what point do I get to know what I’m on the hook for?

I would like to be able to afford any penalty I’m going to have to repay, and not go

bankrupt in the process, if it can be avoided.

But without being able to save and budget for the inevitable hit to my savings I am left

with a degree of uncertainty that feels like punishment over and above whatever penalty

I will have to eventually absorb.

Can somebody in IPEA tell me if there’s ever a way that an employee’s travel can be

within the guidelines if their employer at the time denies having directed it? Or, if that’s

too vague, perhaps this construction is easier: what would I have to demonstrate to

show that my travel was within the guidelines if I cannot demonstrate that my employing

member directed it explicitly?

If the answer to the first is no, or if the answer to the second is nothing, then at least I

can stop spending so much time on this. Hopefully IPEA can too. Maybe we can all just

skip to the end.

Cameron Amos

18 December 2024
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