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Foreword 

The Working Holiday Maker (WHM) Program is a vital migration program for 

Australia.  

In recent years the program has attracted more than 200,000 young tourists 

annually from 44 different countries to travel and work in Australia. Australia 

remains the number one destination for working holiday makers globally. 

For 45 years the WHM program has enabled people to gain a deeper 

understanding and a more diverse experience of our country and its culture. The 

program also contributes to our international reputation by building advocates for 

Australia around the world.  

In exchange, the program provides similar opportunities for Australians to travel 

the world and bring their experiences and knowledge back to this country. This 

report makes a detailed case for the WHM program. 

WHMs play a critical role in filling skills shortages across Australia, particularly in 

our horticultural and agricultural industries, which continue to face the challenge 

of attracting Australians to fill these jobs. WHMs are uniquely suited to the 

seasonal nature of these jobs because they are a flexible, short term workforce with 

a desire to travel and experience work in our iconic farming regions which often 

struggle with labour shortages. 

The program is also vital to our tourism industry contributing $3.1 billion annually 

to Australia’s economy and creating tourism jobs all over Australia, particularly in 

regional areas.  

In 2020, with the COVID-19 pandemic preventing the global movement of people, 

Australians have recognised just how valuable the WHM program is. 
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In September, the Committee produced an Interim Report dealing with some of the 

challenges that had arisen from the pandemic induced border closures.  The 

Committee heard significant evidence about the urgent need to address the 

substantial labour shortages Australia’s agricultural and horticultural industry is 

facing this harvest season. The Committee’s recommendations addressed these 

shortages, focusing on ways to enable and incentivise Australians, WHMs and 

other visa holders remaining in Australia to head to the regions to pick fruit. 

The Government subsequently made announcements picking up many of the 

recommendations put forward in the Interim Report with the goal of making sure 

as much labour as possible is directed to places where there is a critical need. The 

Government’s measures incentivise Australians and visa holders to fill workforce 

gaps the pandemic has created.  

This report builds on the findings of the interim report and calls for more to be 

done to promote the opportunities available right now in regional and remote 

Australia.  

This report also looks to the future. While the interim report dealt with changes to 

the program to deal with the COVID-19 pandemic this report focuses on longer 

term changes to the visa program and other technical matters such as the need to 

implement the Report of the Migrant Worker Taskforce and to incentivise a 

broader range of visa holders to undertake agricultural and horticultural work at 

this critical time. 

On behalf of the committee I would like to thank all those who made submissions 

and gave evidence to this inquiry. 

I commend the report to the Parliament. 

Mr Julian Leeser  MP 

Chair 
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Terms of Reference 

The Joint Standing Committee on Migration shall inquire into and report on 

the Working Holiday Maker program, with reference to: 

 The purpose of the program including history, size, composition, 

eligibility, and reciprocal access for Australians and recent changes; 

 The value of the program to Australia’s economy, including tourism, 

health care and agriculture sectors; 

 The ongoing impact of COVID-19 nationally and internationally on the 

program; 

 The potential economic impacts on regional economies due to the 

disruption of access to  Working Holiday Makers relied upon especially 

for the agricultural and tourism sectors; and the capacity, if any, for 

Australians made unemployed by COVID-19 to fill the labour shortage; 

 The extent to which existing visa criteria and conditions related to 

Working Holiday Makers are still adequate and appropriate to address 

the purpose of this program, including cultural exchange and creating 

job opportunities for Australians; 

 The extent to which the program can support economic recovery in 

regional Australia; and 

 Any other related matters. 





 

ix 
 

List of Recommendations 

Recommendation 1 

2.101 The Committee recommends that the Government maintains the Working 

Holiday Maker program and notes its value to Australia. 

Recommendation 2 

2.124 The Committee recommends: 

 The Department of Home Affairs remains the lead agency with 

responsibility for the WHM program.  

 An interdepartmental committee (IDC) to provide oversight of the 

WHM visa be established. The IDC would meet at least twice a year and 

comprise senior executive officers from departments and agencies with 

an interest in the WHM to discuss issues arising from the program. The 

IDC should have the flexibility to meet on an ad hoc basis as the need 

arises but especially to deal with agricultural and tourism workforce 

shortages, issues relating to the employment of WHM and the 

negotiation of agreements with additional countries. 

Recommendation 3 

3.37 The Committee recommends that Working Holiday (subclass 417) and Work 

and Holiday (subclass 462) visa holders should be able to work in tourism 

and hospitality in all hard-to-staff rural and remote areas of Australia as part 

of their 88 days or 6 months to qualify for their second- or third- year WHM 

visa. 
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Recommendation 4 

3.57 The Committee recommends the Government review the definition of 

‘regional’ for the purposes of migration with a view to providing a new 

tiered definition that recognises: 

 Smaller state capital cities; 

 Regional cities; 

 peri-urban areas 

 Small towns 

 Remote areas 

and that the experiences and opportunities in each of these different areas 

will be substantially different.  

In considering the new tiered definition of regional, the Government should 

give thought to the effect of any definition of regional for peri-urban areas, 

many of which have the same characteristics as regional areas just a few 

kilometres away. 

Recommendation 5 

3.67 The Committee recommends that the Government continue to seek 

opportunities to increase the WHM upper age limit to 35 where bilateral 

negotiations can yield the same outcome for Australians. 

Recommendation 6 

3.75 The Committee recommends that the Government continue to seek 

opportunities to expand the WHM program through bilateral negotiations 

with new countries. 

Recommendation 7 

3.87 The Committee recommends that the Department of Home Affairs give 

consideration to providing workers who are undertaking work as part of 

their 3 months or 6 months with clearer guidance about what amount of 

work qualifies as a ‘day’. 
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Recommendation 8 

3.103 The Committee recommends that Working Holiday (subclass 417) and Work 

and Holiday (subclass 462) visa holders should be able to work for the same 

employer for more than 6 months in hard-to-staff rural and remote areas of 

Australia without asking permission in the following industries:  

 Tourism or hospitality; 

 Agriculture, forestry and fishing; 

 Mining and construction; 

 Childcare; and 

 Health care, disability care and aged care. 

Recommendation 9 

4.16 The Committee recommends that the Government instigate an advertising 

campaign to promote measures it has taken to encourage Australians and 

visa holders to undertake agricultural work to meet the shortages arising 

from the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Recommendation 10 

4.17 The Committee recommends that the Government undertake a tailored 

marketing campaign to promote the COVID-19 Pandemic event (408 

subclass) visa to temporary visa holders in Australia. 

Recommendation 11 

4.45 The Committee recommends that the Government expedite the 

implementation of the recommendations of the Report of the Migrant 

Workers’ Taskforce. 

Recommendation 12 

4.46 The Committee recommends that an app be developed for WHMs to 

augment the hotline recommended in the Interim Report.  
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Recommendation 13 

4.51 The Committee recommends that the Fair Work Ombudsman develop an 

embassy liaison group to liaise on a regular basis about workplace issues 

raised with embassies by their citizens. 

Recommendation 14 

4.94 The Committee recommends that the Government consider additional 

concessions to SHEV and TPV holders who undertake at least one year of 

agricultural or horticultural work in a regional area, and are prepared to 

settle in a regional areas, such as: 

 Subsidised VET training courses for skilled occupations experiencing 

chronic skills shortages (of at least 10 years); and 

 Other incentives that assist SHEV and TPV holders to meet 

requirements under a range of available visas, including the skilled 

migration scheme. 
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List of Abbreviations 

ACCI  Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry 

AMEP  Adult Migrant English Program 

ANU   Australian National University 

ATEC  Australian Tourism Export Council 

ATIC  Australian Tourism Industry Council 

ATV  Adventure Tourism Victoria 

Austrade Australian Trade and Investment Commission 

BYTAP Backpacker and Youth Tourism Advisory Panel 

CDHC  Central Highlands Development Corporation 

DAWE  Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment 

DESE  Department of Employment, Skills and Education 

DFAT  Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade 

DHA  Department of Home Affairs 

FWO  Fair Work Ombudsman 

MOU  Memorandum of understanding 

MWC  Migrant Worker Centre 

NFF  National Farmers Foundation 

OECD  Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 

RCOA  Refugee Council of Australia 

RSCA  Retail Supply Chain Alliance 
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SHEV  Safe Haven Enterprise Visa 

SWP  Seasonal Workers Programme 

TPV  Temporary Protection Visa 

WCBIA Whitsunday Charter Boat Industry Association 

WHM  Working Holiday Maker 
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1. Introduction 

Conduct of the Inquiry 

1.1 On Thursday 19 June 2020, the Acting Minister for Immigration, Citizenship, 

Migrant Services and Multicultural Affairs, the Hon Alan Tudge MP, asked 

the Joint Standing Committee on Migration to inquire into and report on the 

Working Holiday Maker (WHM) program.  

1.2 The terms of reference for the inquiry were to have particular regard to: 

 The purpose of the program including history, size, composition, 

eligibility, and reciprocal access for Australians and recent changes; 

 The value of the program to Australia's economy, including tourism, 

health care and agriculture sectors; 

 The ongoing impact of COVID-19 nationally and internationally on the 

program; 

 The potential economic impacts on regional economies due to the 

disruptions of access to Working Holiday Makers relied upon especially 

for the agricultural and tourism sectors; and the capacity, if any, for 

Australians made unemployed by COVID-19 to fill the labour shortage; 

 The extent to which existing visa criteria and conditions related to 

Working Holiday Makers are still adequate and appropriate to address 

the purpose of this program, including cultural exchange and creating 

job opportunities for Australians; 

 The extent to which the program can support economic recovery in 

regional Australia; and 

 Any other related matters. 

1.3 The Committee invited an array of stakeholders, groups and individuals to 

submit to the inquiry, including relevant federal government departments, 
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peak bodies, academics and industry groups. The Committee received 89 

submissions during the course of the inquiry. 

1.4 The Committee also received just under 1000 emails from potential and 

current working holiday makers outlining their individual situation to the 

Committee. The Committee chose not to publish these emails as they 

contained personal information about these individuals but would like to 

reassure these individuals that the impact on COVID-19 on their situations 

was considered by the Committee in their deliberations. Recommendations 

dealing with issues raised by the WMHs were made in the Interim Report. 

1.5 The Committee took evidence from a large and diverse range of 

organisations and individuals at twelve public hearings held via 

teleconference and video conference over the course of the inquiry. 

Interim Report  

1.6 The focus of the terms of reference for this inquiry was, in part, on the 

economic impact of the disruption of access to WHMs caused by the 

COVID-19 pandemic. 

1.7 The terms of reference also included a range of other matters relating to the 

WHM program including the value of the program to Australia’s economy 

and the suitability of the existing visa criteria. 

1.8 Given the significant evidence the Committee heard around critical labour 

shortages created by the closed borders, the contribution of the WHM 

program to industries and the fact that the harvest season was imminent, the 

Committee decided to make its preliminary thinking public as it had already 

taken evidence from an extensive range of stakeholders. 

1.9 The Interim Report of the Inquiry into the Working Holiday Maker Program 

(Interim Report) was tabled in the Parliament on 14 September 2020. 

1.10 The Interim Report made the following recommendations: 

 Recommendation 1: the Committee recommends that the Government 

urgently develop and implement a ‘Have a Gap Year at Home 

Campaign’ to attract young Australians, particularly the current cohort 

of Year 12s and university graduates, to undertake regional work. The 

campaign should: 

 Appeal to young Australians’ patriotism and their sense of adventure, 

enabling them to see their own country and earn money; 
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 Appeal to young people who had planned to take a year off to travel 

and work overseas; 

 Provide young people with work and work experience opportunities 

at a time when there are fewer casual jobs available to young people; 

and 

 Give consideration to a HECS/HELP discount for undertaking this 

work. 

 Recommendation 2: the Committee recommends that for the next 12 

months, the Government enable workers to stay on JobSeeker payments 

while undertaking low paid agricultural and horticultural work. 

 Recommendation 3: the Committee recommends that for the next 12 

months the Government establish a one-off payment to help with the 

travel and accommodation costs incurred, to be paid after a certain 

period of time working in regional, rural and remote areas. 

 Recommendation 4: the Committee recommends the following 

amendments be made for the next 12 months to the conditions attached 

to the Working Holiday Maker visa: 

 Enable Working Holiday Makers who have undertaken work in key 

industries in all peri-urban, regional, rural or remote areas, to count 

their work towards qualifying for a second and/or third year visa. 

 Allow Working Holiday Makers who have transitioned onto the 

subclass 408 visa to count essential work undertaken on the 408 visa 

to support any application to qualify for second and/or third year 

Working Holiday Maker visas. 

 Extend the Northern Australia provision, allowing work in 

hospitality, tourism and other industries to apply in all regional, rural 

and remote areas. 

 Enable all Working Holiday Makers to work for the same employer 

for more than six months, if they are in peri-urban, regional, rural and 

remote parts of Australia to provide more certainty for visa holders 

and employers. 

 Recognise the importance for Working Holiday Makers to move 

across state borders, particularly between locations where there are 

high labour force needs and no COVID-19 cases, and facilitate 

appropriate exemptions and permits subject to approval by health 

authorities. 

 Provide further financial and other incentives to encourage Working 

Holiday Makers who have completed their time in agriculture to stay 

and engage in more agricultural work.  
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 Recommendation 5: in regard to temporary amendments to other 

temporary visa categories, the Committee recommends that for the next 

12 months the Government: 

 Incentivise international student graduates to stay in Australia after 

completing their studies, by offering an additional year or two for 

graduates eligible for a subclass 485 Temporary Graduate visa who 

undertake work in critical industries in peri-urban, regional, rural and 

remote parts of Australia. 

 Make available incentive payments or support for transport and 

accommodation costs to international students who undertake work 

in peri-urban, regional, rural and remote parts of Australia during 

non-teaching period. 

 Enable people on other temporary work visas, such as the subclass 

482 Temporary Skill Shortage visa, who have lost their jobs, to work 

in critical industries in the absence of a specific employer sponsor. 

 Consider any work students or subclass 482 Temporary Skill Shortage 

visa holders do in critical industries as counting towards the extension 

of visas, or where applicable as counting towards a pathway to 

permanent residency. 

 Recommendation 6: the Committee recommends that the Government 

review the necessity for the measures in recommendations 2, 3, 4 and 5 

after 12 months. 

 Recommendation 7: in order to facilitate the restarting of the Working 

Holiday Maker program and maintain the reputation of the program 

overseas, the Committee recommends that the Government: 

 Enable current Working Holiday Maker visa holders who have had to 

leave the country, or were unable to enter the country and make use 

of their visas, to reapply for either the 417 or 462 subclass visas, 

paying a nominal fee with priority processing times. 

 Extend age limits for current visa holders, if they have exceeded the 

age limits of 30 or 35 years, while waiting to use their visas. This 

should also be extended to those who were already granted visas so 

they can re-enter the country despite exceeding the age limits. 

 Consider granting visas on a country by country basis as borders start 

to reopen, prioritising countries where there are lower levels of 

COVID-19 infection rates. Alternatively, consider prioritising 

countries where Working Holiday Makers usually undertake work in 

Australia for which there is the greatest need. 

 Consider a sponsorship program requiring peak bodies, businesses or 

governments to help sponsor quarantine arrangements, or 
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alternatively reimburse the costs of quarantine incurred by Working 

Holiday Makers after a certain period working in jobs where 

shortages exist. 

 Recommendation 8: the Committee recommends the establishment of a 

hotline for Working Holiday Makers where they can access all the 

advice they need regarding their work rights, workplace exploitation 

concerns, accommodation and employment options in one place. 

 Recommendation 9: the Committee recommends that Australians, 

Working Holiday Makers, and other temporary visa holders be made 

more aware of the Harvest Trail to enable the service to be better utilised 

and to facilitate the matching of willing workers to the areas where the 

need is greatest. 

 Recommendation 10: the Committee recommends that the Federal 

Government work with State and Territory governments and industry 

peak bodies to recruit additional people under the Seasonal Worker 

Program and Pacific Labour Scheme to fill urgent agricultural shortfalls.1 

1.11 The Committee notes that the Federal Government made the following 

announcements to address the agricultural labour shortages in line with 

recommendations in the Interim Report: 

 The Government announced it is investing $33.7 million to support 

farmers by encouraging and incentivising Australians to take a 

‘domestic gap year’ to work in the agriculture sector this harvest season. 

 The 2020 Budget includes $16.3 million in temporary Youth Allowance 

and ABSTUDY eligibility changes to incentivise people to take up 

seasonal farm work this summer.2 

 The Australian Government also announced $17.4 million in relocation 

support allowances of up to $6,000 for Australians and up to $2,000 for 

visa holders with general work rights is available, from 1 November 

2020, to help people relocate to regional areas undertake short-term 

agricultural work.3  

                                                      
1 Joint Standing Committee on Migration, Interim Report of the Inquiry into the Working Holiday Maker 

Program, September 2020, Parliament of Australia, pp. ix – xii 

2 The Hon David Littleproud MP, Minister for Agriculture, Drought and Emergency Management, 9 

October 2020 Media Release, ‘Vital labour support for Australian farmers’, 

<https://minister.homeaffairs.gov.au/davidlittleproud/Pages/vital-labour-support-for-australian-

farmers.aspx> accessed 17 November 2020 

3 The Hon David Littleproud MP, Minister for Agriculture, Drought and Emergency Management, 9 

October 2020 Media Release, ‘Vital labour support for Australian farmers’, 
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 The National Agricultural Workers’ Code has been developed to 

provide for COVID-safe travel between states – five of eight Australian 

jurisdictions have implemented the code except for Queensland, 

Western Australia and Tasmania.4 

 The Government announced that Working Holiday Maker visa holders 

who have been unable to come to Australia or who had to leave 

Australia early due to COVID-19 will be eligible for a Visa Application 

Charge waiver, when they decide to return to Australia.5 

 The Government announced a further $9 million investment in the 

Seasonal Worker Programme to ensure employers can meet critical 

seasonal labour needs.6 

Structure of the report 

1.12 The final report builds on the Interim Report. The report is structured in the 

following manner. 

1.13 Chapter 2 provides a background on the WHM Program including its 

history, governance, economic and cultural benefits to Australia and the 

impact of COVID-19 pandemic on the program. 

1.14 Chapter 3 examines longer term changes to the WHM program to expand 

the program and ensure that the WHM visa conditions are not preventing 

WHMs filling job vacancies in hard to staff areas. The report also considers 

whether there should be a tiered definition of regional for the purpose of the 

WHM visas. 

                                                                                                                                                    
<https://minister.awe.gov.au/davidlittleproud/Pages/vital-labour-support-for-australian-

farmers.aspx> accessed 17 November 2020 

4 The Hon David Littleproud MP, Minister for Agriculture, Drought and Emergency Management, 4 

September 2020 Media Release, ‘National Agricultural Workers Code’, 

<https://minister.awe.gov.au/littleproud/media-releases/national-agricultural-workers-code> 

accessed 17 November 2020 

5 Senator the Hon Simon Birmingham, Minister for Trade, Tourism and Investment, 12 October 2020 

Media Release, ‘Supporting tourism and agriculture through Visa Application Charge changes’, 

<https://www.trademinister.gov.au/minister/simon-birmingham/media-release/supporting-

tourism-and-agriculture-through-visa-application-charge-changes> accessed 17 November 2020 

6 The Hon David Littleproud MP, Minister for Agriculture, Drought and Emergency Management, 9 

October 2020, Media release, ‘Vital labour support for Australian farmers’, 

<https://minister.awe.gov.au/davidlittleproud/Pages/vital-labour-support-for-australian-

farmers.aspx> accessed 17 November 2020 
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1.15 Chapter 4 considers issues raised by the Interim Report such as the 

implementation of the recommendations of the report, issues of workplace 

exploitation and the use of additional temporary visa holders to do work in 

the agricultural and horticultural industries. 
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2. Background of the Working 

Holiday Maker Program 

Visa types (subclass 417 and subclass 462) and 

conditions 

2.1 The Working Holiday Maker (WHM) program comprises two visa 

subclasses:  

 the Working Holiday (subclass 417) visa; and  

 the Work and Holiday (subclass 462) visa.1  

2.2 The Working Holiday visa is open to applicants between 18 and 30 years old 

(or 35 years for Canada, France and Ireland), who meet financial, health and 

character requirements and are not accompanied by dependent children 

during their stay in Australia.2 

2.3 The Work and Holiday visa requires applicants to meet the above criteria, in 

addition to requiring applicants to have completed two years of post-

secondary study (excluding the United States), possess functional English, 

and in some cases, provide a letter of support from their government.3 

2.4 The Working Holiday visa provides uncapped visas to 19 partner countries 

and regions: Belgium, Canada, Cyprus, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, 

                                                      
1 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 5 

2 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 8 

3 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 10 
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Germany, Hong Kong, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Korea, Malta, Netherlands, 

Norway, Sweden, Taiwan, and the United Kingdom.4 

2.5 The Work and Holiday visa is open to 25 partner countries, but operates 

under annual visa caps (excluding the United States).5 Eligible partner 

countries and their annual visa caps are found in Table 2.1: 

Table 2.1 Partner countries and their annual visa caps (subclass 462) 

Country Annual visa cap  

Argentina 3400  

Austria 200  

Chile 3400  

China 5000  

Czech Republic 500  

Ecuador 100  

Greece 500  

Hungary 200  

Indonesia 1000  

Israel 2500  

Luxembourg 100  

Malaysia 1100  

Peru 1500  

Poland 1500  

Portugal 500  

San Marino 100  

Singapore 2500  

Slovak Republic 200  

Slovenia 200  

                                                      
4 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 8 

5 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, pp. 8-9 
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Spain 3400  

Thailand 2000  

Turkey 100  

Uruguay 200  

United States Uncapped  

Vietnam 1500  

Source:  www.immi.homeaffairs/what-we-do/whm-program/status-of-country-caps  

2.6 Both the Working Holiday and Work and Holiday visas are 12-month visas. 

Whilst WHMs are not required to work, they may work for the entirety of 

their stay in Australia. Generally, WHMs may work for a single employer 

for no more than six months; however, they may work for an employer for 

longer than this if the work is: 

 In different locations and work in any one location does not exceed 6 

months; 

 In plant and animal cultivation anywhere in Australia; 

 In certain industries in northern Australia: 

 Aged Care and Disability Services 

 Fishing and pearling 

 Tree farming and felling 

 Construction 

 Mining 

 Tourism and Hospitality; 

 Assisting bushfire recovery efforts from 17 February 2020; or 

 In critical sectors during the COVID-19 pandemic from 4 April 2020 

(including agriculture, food processing, health, aged and disability care, 

and childcare).6 

2.7 Allowing WHMs undertaking certain work in northern Australia to extend 

their employment beyond the typical six month limit allows for greater 

employee continuity and supports businesses and industries in northern 

Australia.  

2.8 In 2005 and 2016 respectively, the Working Holiday and Work and Holiday 

visas were altered to allow WHMs to apply for a second-year visa if they 

                                                      
6 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 10; Department of Home Affairs, Working Holiday 

Maker visa program report 2019, p. 3 
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completed three months of specified work in specified locations. As of 1 July 

2019, second-year WHM visa-holders (of both subclasses) who undertake six 

months of specified work in a specified region are eligible to extend their 

visa for a third year.7 

2.9 Specified work includes plant and animal cultivation, fishing and pearling, 

tree farming and felling, mining and construction.  

2.10 Working Holiday (417) visa holders are able to undertake specified work 

anywhere in regional Australia to qualify for their second- or third-year 

visa.8 

2.11 Work and Holiday (462) visa holders are required to undertake specified 

work in northern Australia only, excepting plant and animal cultivation and 

construction, which can be undertaken in specified areas of regional 

Australia.9 

2.12 In addition Work and Holiday visa holders can work in tourism and 

hospitality in northern Australia only to qualify for a second- or third-year 

visa.10 

2.13 The targeting of regional areas, northern Australia, and major agricultural, 

construction and mining hubs provides support to these industries to meet 

labour market needs.11 

2.14 Following the 2019-20 summer bushfire season the criteria for specified 

work for both WHM visa subclasses was expanded to include bushfire 

recovery work undertaken after 31 July 2019, in bushfire-affected areas.12 

2.15 Additionally as the COVID-19 pandemic unfolded work in the healthcare or 

medical sectors anywhere in Australia, undertaken after 31 January 2020, 

                                                      
7 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 10 

8 Department of Home Affairs, ‘Working Holiday Maker (WHM) program – Specified subclass 417 

work’ < https://immi.homeaffairs.gov.au/what-we-do/whm-program/specified-work-

conditions/specified-work-417> viewed 24 September 2020 

9 Department of Home Affairs, ‘Working Holiday Maker (WHM) program – Specified subclass 462 

work’ < https://immi.homeaffairs.gov.au/what-we-do/whm-program/specified-work-

conditions/specified-work-462> viewed 24 September 2020 

10 Department of Home Affairs, ‘Working Holiday Maker (WHM) program – Specified subclass 462 

work’ < https://immi.homeaffairs.gov.au/what-we-do/whm-program/specified-work-

conditions/specified-work-462> viewed 24 September 2020 

11 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 10 

12 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 10 
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can also be counted towards the specified work for a second- or third-year 

WHM visa.13 The same conditions around specified work and regional areas 

apply to both second- and third-year visa eligibility.14 

2.16 WHM visas are unusual in that they are not exclusively for either travel or 

work, unlike most other visas granted to non-citizens entering Australia.15 

This provides WHMs with significant flexibility in how they spend their 

time in Australia, as the visa is not contingent on maintaining employment 

or refraining from work. However, most WHMs (84 per cent) combine the 

travel opportunities with some work.16 

History of the program 

2.17 The WHM program was established on 1 January 1975 as: 

…a cultural exchange program to enhance Australia’s international standing 

and bilateral links with partner countries and regions. The program was 

created to provide opportunities for young people to travel and undertake 

short-term work or study to supplement their holiday experience.17 

2.18 WHM arrangements enable Australians to access similar opportunities to 

work, travel, and participate in cultural exchange overseas.18 

2.19 Since the 1970s Australia has operated under a universal visa system, which 

requires all non-citizens to hold a valid visa to enter Australia.19 

2.20 Following the introduction of the universal visa system, the WHM program 

commenced with the Working Holiday visa initially available to eligible 

individuals from Canada, Ireland and the United Kingdom. In 1980, a WHM 

visa arrangement was reached with Japan, and in 1995 and 1996 citizens of 

                                                      
13 Department of Home Affairs, ‘Working Holiday Maker (WHM) program – Specified subclass 417 

work’ < https://immi.homeaffairs.gov.au/what-we-do/whm-program/specified-work-

conditions/specified-work-417> viewed 24 September 2020; Department of Home Affairs, 

‘Working Holiday Maker (WHM) program – Specified subclass 462 work’ < 

https://immi.homeaffairs.gov.au/what-we-do/whm-program/specified-work-

conditions/specified-work-462> viewed 24 September 2020 

14 Department of Home Affairs, Working Holiday Maker visa program report 2019, p. 3 

15 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 6 

16 Australian Chamber – Tourism, Submission 77, p. 7 

17 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 4 

18 Department of Home Affairs, Working Holiday Maker visa program report 2019, p. 3 

19 Department of Home Affairs, The Administration of the Immigration and Citizenship Program: Fourth 

edition, February 2020, pp. 3; 20 
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Korea and Malta, respectively, were made eligible for the Working Holiday 

visa. In 2006, the Netherlands became the nineteenth and final country to be 

added to the Working Holiday visa arrangements.20 

2.21 In 2005, the Work and Holiday visa was introduced along with additional 

eligibility requirements and annual visa caps. Thailand was the first country 

to join the Work and Holiday visa scheme, which now has reciprocal 

arrangements with 25 diverse partner countries and regions.21 Any new 

WHM arrangements are negotiated under the Work and Holiday visa 

subclass.22 

2.22 The WHM program places a strong emphasis on cultural exchange. 

However, WHMs have also become a crucial part of the seasonal labour 

force. For example, the National Farmer’s Federation (NFF) told the 

Committee that WHMs are crucial to ensuring produce is harvested on 

time.23 

Longer term trends 

2.23 Since the commencement of the WHM program trends have emerged 

surrounding the number of WHMs travelling to Australia, their country or 

region of origin, and the ratio of first-year visas to subsequent visa 

extensions.  

2.24 The highest number of WHM visas issued across both subclasses was in 

2012-13, with 258,248 visas granted.24 The number of WHM visas issued has 

decreased steadily since then. Since 2012-13, WHM visa grants fell by 

approximately 3.4 per cent per year, to approximately 210,000 in 2018-19.25 

2.25 In 2019-20, a total of 149,249 WHM visas were issued across both the 

Working Holiday and Work and Holiday subclasses. Of this total, 112,127 

were first-year visas, 34,444 were second-year visas, and 2,678 were third-

year visas.26 

                                                      
20 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 8 

21 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 9 

22 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 9 

23 National Farmers’ Federation, Submission 31, p. 13 

24 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 6 

25 Mr Michael Willard, Department of Home Affairs, Committee Hansard, 3 August 2020, p. 1 

26 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 6 
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2.26 The Australian National University (ANU) Development Policy Centre 

provided some additional analysis on this trend: 

…the number of WHMs travelling to Australia, on the first-year WHM visa, 

fell for six years in a row between 2012-13 and 2018-19, by a total of 24 per 

cent. The top five WHM first-year visa holding countries – United Kingdom, 

France, Germany, South Korea and Taiwan – accounted for 34 per cent (nearly 

50,000 less visas) of this drop in visas granted.27 

2.27 The second-year WHM visa has observed a slightly different trend than the 

aggregate of all WHM visas. Between 2005-06, when the Working Holiday 

visa was extended to a second year, and 2012-13, the number of second-year 

WHM visas issued followed the same overall upward trend as the first-year 

visa, peaking in 2012-13, before decreasing.28 

2.28 However, in 2016-17, when the Work and Holiday visa was also extended 

for a second year, second-year visa numbers began to increase again, whilst 

first-year visas continued to decline.29 

2.29 The ANU Development Policy Centre told the Committee in their 

submission that this trend: 

…shows a direct response to the availability of second-year visas to a broader 

range of partner countries via the [Work and Holiday] 462 visa subclass and a 

greater willingness of citizens of these partner countries to work in regional 

Australia and on farms.30 

2.30 Additionally the ANU Development Policy Centre also recognised that in 

2019-20, applications for second-year WHM visas remained relatively high: 

the ratio of second-year to first-year visas in 2019-20 was 31 per cent 

(exceeding 2018-19 where the ratio was 26 per cent), and the second-to-first-

year ratio is growing consistently.31 

2.31 Moreover statistics show that the newer Work and Holiday visa (introduced 

in 2005, 30 years after the Working Holiday visa), is growing and in 2019-20 

represented 22 per cent of all WHM visas.32 

                                                      
27 ANU Development Policy Centre, Submission 68, p. 2 

28 ANU Development Policy Centre, Submission 68, p. 3 

29 ANU Development Policy Centre, Submission 68, p. 3 

30 ANU Development Policy Centre, Submission 68, p. 3 

31 ANU Development Policy Centre, Submission 68, pp. 3-4 

32 ANU Development Policy Centre, Submission 68, p. 5 
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2.32 In addition to the consistent decline in the total number of WHM visas 

issued, the advent of the COVID-19 pandemic saw a significant impact on 

the total number of WHMs in Australia.33 

Impact of COVID-19 on Working Holiday Makers 

2.33 In response to the international spread of COVID-19 on 20 March 2020, the 

Australian international border was closed to all non-citizens and non-

residents, effectively stopping those with WHM visas from entering 

Australia.34 

2.34 Shortly after this on 22 March 2020, major sources of employment for many 

WHMs also started to close. This included many hospitality industry 

venues, such as pubs, clubs, cafes and restaurants.35 

2.35 Around this time domestic travel restrictions began to tighten with Western 

Australia, South Australia and the Northern Territory being the first to close 

their internal borders, quickly followed by Queensland, Tasmania, Victoria 

and the Australian Capital Territory. 

2.36 Whilst recognising the importance of WHMs to the agricultural workforce, 

on 3 April 2020, the Prime Minister, the Hon Scott Morrison MP, outlined a 

range of measures that would need to be in place to help stop the spread of 

COVID-19 in rural and regional areas.36 

2.37 The Prime Minister outlined the travel restrictions that would need to be 

applied to WHMs who travel to agricultural regions to pursue work: 

They will be required to self isolate and to go on to Australia.gov.au and 

register for self-isolation and do that where they are now for a period of 14 

days before they transfer to another part of the country out in a rural or 

                                                      
33 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 18; Mr Michael Willard, Department of Home 

Affairs, Committee Hansard, 30 October 2020, p. 1 

34 Prime Minister of Australia, the Hon Scott Morrison MP, ‘Border Restrictions’, Media Release, 19 

March 2020, <https://www.pm.gov.au/media/border-restrictions>, accessed 5 November 2020 

35 Ms Esther Yew, Submission 18, p. 4 

36 Prime Minister of Australia, the Hon Scott Morrison MP, ‘Press conference – Australian Parliament 

House, ACT’, <https://www.pm.gov.au/media/press-conference-australian-parliament-house-

act-030420> accessed 5 November 2020 
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regional area. At that time, their employer will be looking to see that they have 

conducted that self-isolation before they would be employed in that work.37 

2.38 The Prime Minister also urged those in Australia on temporary visitor visas, 

including WHMs, to consider their position, and that: 

If they’re not in a position to be able to support themselves, then there is the 

alternative for them to return to their home countries.38 

2.39 The COVID-19 pandemic caused a significant reduction in the number of 

WHM in Australia. The Committee received evidence on the number of 

WHMs leaving Australia through the pandemic event. According to the 

Department of Home Affairs (Home Affairs) on 30 June 2019 there were 

135,236 WHMs in Australia. As at 30 June 2020, this had reduced to 85,691 

WHMs in Australia.39 

2.40 Beyond June, the Committee was told that the number of WHMs in 

Australia was continuing to fall. Home Affairs provided further updates on 

WHMs in Australia, noting that as at 31 August 2020, 71,883 WHMs 

remained in Australia. By 25 October 2020, the number had declined to just 

over 60,000.40 

2.41 On 2 August 2020, there were 24,592 persons outside Australia who had 

been granted WHM visas (including paying the AUD$485 visa fee), but had 

not activated the visa by entering Australia.41 

2.42 The highest number of WHMs in Australia during 2019-20 was in November 

2019, when 145,411 WHMs were onshore.42 

2.43 During this peak in November 2019, the partner countries and regions with 

the most WHMs in Australia were the United Kingdom (with 24,828 WHMs 

in Australia), France (16,066), South Korea (14,463), Taiwan (13,869) and 

                                                      
37 Prime Minister of Australia, the Hon Scott Morrison MP, ‘Press conference – Australian Parliament 

House, ACT’, <https://www.pm.gov.au/media/press-conference-australian-parliament-house-

act-030420> accessed 5 November 2020 

38 Prime Minister of Australia, the Hon Scott Morrison MP, ‘Press conference – Australian Parliament 

House, ACT’, <https://www.pm.gov.au/media/press-conference-australian-parliament-house-

act-030420> accessed 5 November 2020 

39 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 11 

40 Mr Michael Willard, Department of Home Affairs, Committee Hansard, 30 October 2020, p. 1 

41 Department of Home Affairs, Answers to Questions on Notice, 3 August 2020 

42 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 18 



18 
 

 

Germany (13,482). Over 95 per cent of WHMs in Australia come from the 

top 20 source countries and regions who have WHM arrangements with 

Australia.43 Of the top five visa-holding countries, all have arrangements 

with Australia through the original Working Holiday (subclass 417) visa.44 

2.44 Of the top 20 partner countries and regions with the most WHMs residing in 

Australia, 17 saw a decrease in the number of WHMs in Australia during 

2019-20. The exceptions were Spain, Argentina and Indonesia, which saw 

the number of WHMs in Australia increase by 35.8 per cent, 19.8 per cent 

and 6.7 per cent respectively.45 

2.45 However, the number of South Korean WHMs in Australia fell by 58.3 per 

cent, Japanese WHMs by 55.8 per cent, and Taiwanese WHMs by 45.5 per 

cent during 2019-20. The total number of WHMs onshore in Australia from 

all 44 partner countries and regions during 2019-20 fell by 33.4 per cent.46 

2.46 In terms of future trends, Home Affairs stated that: 

It is very difficult to predict with the range of variabilities there. But if you 

look over the past four or five months we’ve been seeing 6,000 to 8,000 a 

month—that sort of number—departing. That’s an indication of where we 

might go. It is hard to tell, of course, at what point we hit the group who’s 

really committed regardless, and we might be getting towards that point.47 

2.47 Clearly, the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic and the necessary steps taken 

to prevent it becoming widespread in Australia has drastically reduced the 

number of WHMs in Australia. This in turn has affected the labour force in 

some industries, as some sectors of the Australian economy had become—to 

varying degrees—reliant on WHMs as a source of temporary labour.  

2.48 The following table shows the number of WHM visa holders in Australia by 

visa expiry from October 2020 to June 2021 as at 31 October 2020. 

                                                      
43 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 18 

44 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 8 

45 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 18 

46 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 18 

47 Mr Michael Willard, Department of Home Affairs, Committee Hansard, 30 October 2020, p. 1 
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Table 2.2 Number of WHM in Australia by visa expiry 

Entry expiry date – month WHM in Australia as at 31 Oct 2020 

October 2020 272 

November 2020 6 953 

December 2020 6 350 

January 2021 7 956 

February 2021 9 178 

March 2021 7 087 

April 2021 2 200 

May 2021 2 386 

June 2021 2 377 

Total 44 759 

Source: Department of Home Affairs, Answers to Questions on Notice 12, 30 October 2020 p. 1-2 

2.49 When asked whether a blanket extension to WHM visas would help to slow 

the departures from Australia, Home Affairs stated: 

At the moment, if someone on a working holiday-maker visa really wants to 

stay in Australia, the options are there for them to do so, particularly with the 

introduction of the pandemic event visa. What we're seeing is a natural result 

of the global crisis that we're facing and the inclination of, to a large extent, 

young people to want to travel back to be with family.48 

The contribution of Working Holiday Makers to 

Australia 

Economic contribution 

2.50 The WHM program benefits Australia’s economy through tourism revenue, 

work undertaken by visa-holders, and associated job creation.49 Austrade 

                                                      
48 Mr Michael Willard, Department of Home Affairs, Committee Hansard, 30 October 2020, p. 3 

49 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 6 



20 
 

 

figures suggest the program is worth about $3.1 billion annually to the 

Australian economy.50 

2.51 Home Affairs informed the Committee that, ‘Working Holiday Makers tend 

to stay longer, spend more money and undertake more travel in regional 

areas than most international visitors to Australia.’51 

2.52 According to Austrade, the International Visitor Survey data shows that 

WHMs: 

 Stay an average 148 nights; 

 Spend 34 per cent of the time in regional areas; and 

 Over 50 per cent were on a repeat visit to Australia.52 

2.53 Adventure Queensland noted the significant contribution that visitor 

spending makes to job creation in Queensland: 

Tourism is a huge job creator here in Queensland. In my area alone, it creates 

250,000 jobs on Fraser Island and the Sunshine Coast. That ranges from tour 

guides, who are actually facilitating these adventure activities, right through 

to mechanics, who are maintaining fleets of vehicles, and everything in 

between. It really filters right through the community, especially in regional 

Queensland.53 

2.54 The average stay of WHMs in Australia is approximately eight months.54 

However, many WHMs do choose to stay longer than this, as evidenced by 

the uptake of the second- and third-year visas. The eligibility requirements 

for WHM visa extensions also suggest that WHMs who stay longer than 12 

months spend a sizeable proportion of their extended stay in Australia 

working and spending money in non-metropolitan areas. 

2.55 The Backpacker and Youth Tourism Advisory Panel (BYTAP) stated that: 

WHMs can undertake temporary work, which funds their travels. As a visa 

requirement, each one has to show evidence of a minimum of $5,000 in funds 

                                                      
50 Austrade, Submission 69, p. 4 

51 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 7 

52 Austrade, Submission 69, p. 4 

53 Ms Hana Robinson, Adventure Queensland, Committee Hansard, 9 September 2020, p. 1 

54 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 7 
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to support themselves during the initial stages of their stay in Australia. In 

reality, each one spends double that – a total of $10,400…55 

2.56 By contrast, according to Home Affairs, those travelling to Australia strictly 

to holiday spend an average of $4,000 during their stay.56 This demonstrates 

the value of WHMs to the tourism economy.  

2.57 In addition to generating tourism revenue, BYTAP highlighted that WHMs 

assist in addressing labour shortages in agricultural and regional tourism 

sectors.57 In doing so WHMs spend their income in regional communities, 

with the majority of spending by WHMs going towards hostels, restaurants, 

cafes, and supermarkets. 58 This contributes to local economies and creates 

jobs through increasing demand for goods and services, such as 

accommodation.59 

2.58 Mr Casey Brown, a spokesperson from Agri Labour, told the Committee 

about the importance of WHMs to regional communities: 

The working holiday makers stimulate those regional communities. They live, 

they rent and they spend a large portion of their earnings in those regional 

communities.60 

2.59 The Australian Chamber – Tourism stated that: 

According to the National Institute of Labour Studies at Flinders University 

[published in 2009], WHM created 23,000 jobs in the Australian economy, and 

spent two and a half times more than they earned.61 

2.60 WHMs also contribute to the education sector, ‘contributing around 4.4 per 

cent of total international student visas and enrolments’ and also engaging 

with the vocational and language education sector through ascertaining 

qualifications such as the Responsible Service of Alcohol, construction 

induction (white/green card) and English language certifications.62 

                                                      
55 Backpacker & Youth Tourism Advisory Panel, Submission 29, p. 7 

56 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 7 

57 Backpacker & Youth Tourism Advisory Panel, Submission 29, p. 9 

58 Backpacker & Youth Tourism Advisory Panel, Submission 29, p. 7 

59 Backpacker & Youth Tourism Advisory Panel, Submission 29, p. 8 

60 Mr Casey Brown, Agri Labour, Committee Hansard, 13 August 2020, p. 26 

61 Australian Chamber-Tourism, Submission 77, p. 7 

62 Backpacker & Youth Tourism Advisory Panel, Submission 29, p. 8 
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2.61 WHMs contribute to the workforce across a broad range of sectors, 

undertaking work in agriculture, hospitality and tourism, childcare, 

healthcare, and assisting with other critical work such as bushfire recovery 

efforts. 

Effects in regional areas 

2.62 The Committee heard from stakeholders who reflected the importance of 

WHMs to their regional communities. Particularly the Committee heard that 

WHMs fill critical labour shortages, and contribute significantly to regional 

economies. 

2.63 BYTAP stated that WHMs play a key role in taking up work roles in regional 

areas, dispersing ‘widely and with short notice into regional areas for short 

term and seasonal work.’63 

2.64 The Australian Tourism Industry Council (ATIC) confirmed that: 

Backpackers within the WHM Program have long-demonstrated their 

propensity to travel extensively throughout Australia, integrate well and take 

up hard-to-fill roles across key regional industries namely in agriculture and 

horticulture, hospitality, retail and, of course, tourism.64 

2.65 The Member for Grey, Mr Rowan Ramsay MP, noted WHMs are willing to 

fill jobs in rural and remote parts of Australia that Australians are not:   

Unfortunately being committed to employing Australians, offering life-

changing opportunities and being frustrated that unemployed Australians 

cannot be enticed into the “Outback” does not keep the doors of these 

businesses open. We simply cannot get enough unemployed workers to even 

show any interest. 

Not-with-standing the Covid 19 pandemic, backpackers are prepared to do so, 

especially where it provides an opportunity to extend their visa.65 

2.66 Professor Richard Holden, noted that the reliance on WHMs and other 

temporary visa holders for agricultural and other industries is not 

something to be embarrassed about: 

                                                      
63 Backpacker & Youth Tourism Advisory Panel, Submission 29, p. 9 

64 Australian Tourism Industry Council, Submission 83, p. 2 

65 Mr Rowan Ramsay MP, Submission 5, p. 1 
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The work is hard and it's based in areas where people might find it somewhat 

less appealing to live for the long term, notwithstanding the many positive 

attributes that those regional communities have.  

… coming here on a working holiday, being legally allowed to work and then 

spend time travelling around the country is really appealing for a lot of people 

from other countries. We're essentially selling that right; we're essentially 

selling visas and the agriculture and horticulture sectors are the beneficiaries 

of that. The lifestyle dividend of Australia is that we can monetise our lifestyle 

by giving people access to it for a particular period of time and these various 

short-term visa programs allow that lifestyle dividend to be channelled into 

specific sectors. I don't think we should be embarrassed or chagrined about 

that. I think that it's one of the great pluses of Australia and we're finding a 

way to monetise that for the benefit of the Australian community. The 

ultimate beneficiaries of this are Australian consumers who can buy great 

produce at comparatively low prices. That's a benefit that's spread around the 

Australian community. It's not captured by one specific area or specific 

locality. The side benefit of that is: it happens to help rural and regional 

Australia and producers who are battling many other things, including 

drought and climate change. It's entirely appropriate that we rely on that.66 

2.67 Additionally, the Australian Chamber-Tourism gave evidence on the unique 

role that WHMs play compared to Australian workers: 

The flexibility and value of WHM to the seasonal labour needs of businesses, 

especially in regional Australia is substantial … This seasonal work is often 

not attractive or suitable for young unemployed Australians who are generally 

looking for longer-term employment outcomes closer to home.67 

2.68 As well as filling critical roles in regional areas, WHMs play an important 

role in stimulating local economies through time spent working and 

spending money in these regions.  

2.69 The Australian Tourism Export Council (ATEC) informed the Committee 

that of the average of 148 nights that WHMs spend in Australia, 

approximately one-third (34 per cent) are spent in dispersed regions.68 Joint 

evidence provided by the Australian Hotels Association and Tourism 

Accommodation Australia noted that 42 per cent of WHMs visit between 

                                                      
66 Professor Richard Holden, Committee Hansard, 29 September 2020, p. 19 

67 Australian Chamber-Tourism, Submission 77, p. 7 

68 Australian Tourism Export Council, Submission 47, p. 6  
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three and seven locations, and 22 per cent visit more than eight locations 

during their time in Australia.69 

2.70 The eligibility requirements for second- and third-year WHM visas continue 

to incentivise WHMs to travel to regional communities to undertake work to 

extend their stay in Australia.  

Working Holiday Makers and Australia’s International Reputation 

2.71 The WHM program allows for reciprocal arrangements between Australia 

and its partner countries and regions. These arrangements support young 

Australians to access similar work and travel opportunities overseas.70 It also 

provides another avenue for tourists to visit and experience Australia, and 

enhances bilateral links between Australia and other nations. 

2.72 The Department of Foreign Affairs (DFAT) and Austrade noted the 

importance of the program to Australia’s international relations, particularly 

in light of the cultural exchange elements, with many Australians also 

travelling overseas to ‘spend time working in other markets and other 

countries’.71 According to DFAT and Austrade, this forms ‘a strong part of 

our bilateral relationship and bilateral agreements’.72 

2.73 WHM arrangements are to the mutual benefit of both Australia and the 

respective partner country or region. For example, the WHM arrangements 

between Australia and Sweden: 

…[provide] wider opportunities for citizens, particularly the youth of Sweden 

and Australia, to appreciate the culture and general way of life of the other for 

the purpose of promoting mutual understanding between the respective 

countries…73 

2.74 WHMs from Sweden entering Australia (or Australians visiting Sweden on a 

Working holiday visa for young people, the Swedish equivalent on the 

WHM program visa) are not required to take out comprehensive health 

                                                      
69 Australian Hotels Association and Tourism Accommodation Australia, Submission 67, p. 7 

70 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 5 

71 Ms Kelly Ralston, Austrade, Committee Hansard, 3 August 2020, p. 12 

72 Ms Kelly Ralston, Austrade, Committee Hansard, 3 August 2020, p. 12 

73 Memorandum of Understanding between the Government of the Kingdom of Sweden and the Government of 

Australia relating to Working Holiday Makers, signed 17 January 2001 (entered into force 1 July 

2001) 
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insurance.74 This is due to Australia and Sweden’s Reciprocal Health Care 

Agreement which provides coverage for some healthcare costs under the 

public health systems of the respective country.75 

2.75 Sweden is a partner country of Australia under the Working Holiday 

(subclass 417) visa, with WHM arrangements established in 2001, and no 

annual visa cap. 76 The nature of Swedish-Australian WHM arrangements 

align with, and contribute to, the established bilateral relationship and 

existing agreements (such as the Reciprocal Health Care Agreement) that the 

two countries share. 

2.76 Additionally, DFAT notes that France and Australia’s WHM arrangements 

have strengthened the bilateral relationship between the two nations, 

‘enhancing cross-cultural exchange and interpersonal links’.77 

2.77 Home Affairs noted the specific factors which contribute to establishing 

WHM arrangements with other countries: 

When we look at questions about new arrangements or, indeed, visa cap 

increases, we look at a range of factors. They go broadly to the strength of the 

bilateral relationship—cultural and economic ties. We look at the partner 

countries' population size. We give consideration to immigration risks that 

might be presented by particular cohorts. We look at the ability of the partner 

country to provide reciprocity for Australians. We also look at their capacity to 

conclude negotiations in a timely manner. Because we're talking about 

bilateral negotiations, there are always other factors that come up in the 

context of those bilateral negotiations.78 

2.78 Home Affairs also indicated that it is currently negotiating new Work and 

Holiday arrangements with Andorra, Brazil, Croatia, Fiji, India, Latvia, 

Lithuania, Mexico, Monaco, Mongolia, Philippines, Solomon Islands, and 

                                                      
74 Migrationsverket (Swedish Migration Agency), ‘Working holiday visa for young people’ 

<https://www.migrationsverket.se/English/Private-individuals/Working-in-

Sweden/Employed/Special-rules-for-certain-occupations-and-citizens-of-certain-

countries/Working-holiday-visa-for-young-people.html> viewed 23 September 2020 

75 Services Australia, ‘Visiting Sweden’ 

<https://www.servicesaustralia.gov.au/individuals/services/medicare/reciprocal-health-care-

agreements/when-australians-go-overseas/about-reciprocal-health-care-agreements/visiting-

sweden> viewed 23 September 2020 

76 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 8 

77 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, ‘France’ < 

https://www.dfat.gov.au/geo/france/Pages/france-country-brief> viewed 24 September 2020 

78 Mr Michael Willard, Department of Home Affairs, Committee Hansard, 3 August 2020, p. 2 
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Switzerland.79 These arrangements, once finalised, would extend the range 

of opportunities for young Australians to travel and work, whilst offering 

reciprocal benefits to passport holders from those countries to enter 

Australia. 

2.79 Whilst individual bilateral arrangements are negotiated separately, 

Australia’s WHM program as a whole is not dissimilar to those of other 

nations. Other countries with similar programs include Canada (through the 

International Experience Canada program), New Zealand80, and the United 

Kingdom (under the Tier 5 Youth Mobility Scheme visa).81 

2.80 The ANU Development Policy Centre noted the findings of an OECD 2019 

Report, which highlighted that Australia is the most popular destination for 

WHMs, compared to other OECD countries with similar programs. Overall, 

Australia receives 44 per cent of all WHMs across 10 OECD countries.82 

2.81 The WHM visa contributes to Australia’s international reputation and its 

attractiveness as a destination to visit and live. Word of mouth played an 

important role in the decision of Miss Vanessa Klaus, a WHM from 

Germany, to travel to Australia. She told the Committee that: 

I actually have older friends who’d been in Australia before for a working 

holiday visa, and they told me the best about it. They were like ‘Australia is 

amazing. You always have the chance for work anywhere you want to’, [up 

to] the six months that is the rule [for staying with a single employer] here.83 

2.82 Ms Esther Yew, a WHM from Malaysia also noted that colleagues at her 

work had recommended a working holiday in Australia. In terms of 

feedback from friends and acquaintances in Malaysia more generally, Ms 

Yew stated: 

Overall, it has been a pretty positive experience, and with feedback about 

Australia, especially in terms of backpacking. There were a couple of news 

articles online, back in Malaysia, promoting it and saying: ‘If you would like to 

experience regional Australia, please do so with this working holiday visa’, 

                                                      
79 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 5 

80 Immigration New Zealand, ‘Working Holiday Visas’ <https://www.immigration.govt.nz/new-

zealand-visas/options/work/thinking-about-coming-to-new-zealand-to-work/working-holiday-

visa> viewed 24 September 2020 

81 UK Government, ‘Youth Mobility Scheme visa (Tier 5)’ <https://www.gov.uk/tier-5-youth-

mobility/eligibility> viewed 24 September 2020 

82 ANU Development Policy Centre, Submission 68, p. 2 

83 Miss Vanessa Klaus, Private capacity, Committee Hansard, 11 September 2020, pp. 2-3 
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and there’s a bit of an advertisement going on as well back home in Kuala 

Lumpur.84 

2.83 The experience WHMs have in Australia will not only influence the 

likelihood of WHMs recommending Australia to friends thinking about 

working and travelling in another country but the ongoing reputation of 

Australia overseas. 

2.84 In addition to attracting a significant number of WHMs, Australia has a 

diverse WHM program, with 44 partner countries. Only New Zealand has 

more with 45;85 Canada has specific working holiday arrangements with 35 

countries,86 and the UK with 8.87 This demonstrates the breadth of 

Australia’s bilateral engagements.  

Cultural exchange 

2.85 Cultural exchange is a core component of the WHM program. Whilst WHMs 

are important in meeting labour demands in a number of industries, cultural 

exchange is at the heart of the program’s policy functions, and is an 

invaluable part of the program. 

2.86 Home Affairs stated that: 

…the cultural exchange component remains a very important part of the 

Working Holiday Maker program … Since 2005, with the introduction of the 

second visa and the possibility of qualifying for a second visa through work in 

regional Australia, there's been a slight shift in focus, but, at its heart, it 

remains a cultural exchange visa. I say that because it is open to young people 

regardless of their occupational qualification.88 

2.87 Mr Alex Hill, of Adventure Tourism Victoria, told the Committee that 

WHMs who stay longer in Australia often assimilate into communities, 
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85 Immigration New Zealand, ‘Working Holiday Visas’ <https://www.immigration.govt.nz/new-
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86 Moving 2 Canada, ‘International Experience Canada: Participating Countries List’ 
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undertaking activities ‘like [joining] local sports clubs or local groups, which 

just increases further that cultural exchange’.89 

2.88 Mr Paul McGrath from YHA Australia discussed the cultural exchange 

which the WHM program is founded upon: 

Here in Australia when working holiday-makers stay in our hostels our main 

aim and mission is to bring different communities together … In a hostel the 

main purpose is actually to meet and connect with people from other 

countries. Within all of our 70 hostels around Australia that's the culture. We 

assist and enable people to mix and mingle. I truly mean that when one of our 

hostels is full it is like the United Nations, because you have a complete blend 

and mix of different nationalities conversing and interacting with each other. 

We run in-hostel events to help those types of things and provide local tours 

and guides to share with them their knowledge of Australia.  

Overseas the culture of the youth hostels—in the UK it is under the brand of 

YHA—is very much the same about getting into local communities and 

mixing with local experiences. As part of Hostelling International we all have 

the same philosophy about providing accommodation and a safe environment 

for youth who are travelling around those countries. It's at a very grass roots 

level, and it's very localized about the cultural exchange that the travellers 

have.90 

2.89 DFAT and Austrade provided the Committee with details of research 

conducted by Tourism Australia on the experiences of WHMs in Australia.  

This research, focused on France, Italy, Germany and the United Kingdom, 

showed that: 

Participants enjoyed the laidback Australian lifestyle, the chance to make 

Australian friends, and the opportunity to experience unique and diverse 

destinations. Many also reported the program provided an opportunity to take 

a “gap year” after finishing school and before starting university, allowing 

them to gain life skills, independence and improve their English language 

ability. Australia was also seen as a remote and secure escape.91 

2.90 The Uniting Church in Australia, Synod of Victoria and Tasmania and the 

Salvation Army Australia expressed a view that the perception of the WHM 

program is that it is ‘a labour program on which key industries and regional 

                                                      
89 Mr Alex Hill, Adventure Tourism Victoria, Committee Hansard, 9 September 2020, p. 7 

90 Mr Paul McGrath, YHA Australia, Committee Hansard, 26 August 2020, pp. 2-3 

91 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade and Austrade, Answers to Questions on Notice, 3 August 

2020, p. 5 
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communities rely’, rather than serving simply as a cultural exchange 

program.92 

2.91 However WHMs who appeared before the Committee clearly emphasised 

the value of the cultural exchange aspects of their time in Australia. For 

instance, Ms Jacqsyn Dieziger, from the state of Montana in the United 

States, told the Committee that during her time in Australia ‘it has been an 

amazing experience, getting to know Australian culture and living with a 

family’.93 

2.92 Ms Dieziger has spent her time in Australia working as an au pair for a 

Victorian family. In terms of her motivation to undertake this, Ms Dieziger 

said: 

I came here as a gap year. I graduated high school in June 2019, and I was 

looking for something to do over my gap year. I’ve always wanted to come to 

Australia and I love experiencing different cultures, so I thought it was the 

perfect opportunity to get out and see all that Australia has to offer.94 

2.93 Ms Esther Yew, a Malaysian WHM and lawyer, told the Committee about 

how she chose to take a working holiday in Australia in order to gain work 

experience, see Australia and experience life in regional Australia.95 

2.94 Ms Yew’s experience differed to that of Ms Dieziger, in that she arrived in 

Melbourne and undertook some casual legal work ‘to see what it’s like 

working in a law firm internationally’. This work provided Ms Yew with the 

opportunity to earn some money and fulfil her ‘dream to travel around 

Australia, because there are so many beautiful things that Australia has to 

offer’.96 

2.95 Miss Vanessa Klaus, from Germany came to Australia to improve her 

English and undertake casual work to pay for her travel.97 Miss Klaus 

explained: 

                                                      
92 The Uniting Church in Australia, Synod of Victoria and Tasmania and The Salvation Army 

Australia, Submission 66, p. 6 

93 Ms Jacqsyn Dieziger, Private capacity, Committee Hansard, 11 September 2020, p. 2 

94 Ms Jacqsyn Dieziger, Private capacity, Committee Hansard, 11 September 2020, p. 2 

95 Ms Esther Yew, Private capacity, Committee Hansard, 11 September 2020, p. 1 

96 Ms Esther Yew, Private capacity, Committee Hansard, 11 September 2020, p. 1 

97 Miss Vanessa Klaus, Private capacity, Committee Hansard, 11 September 2020, p. 2 
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We used our chance that we were on the working holiday visa, so we did six 

months of casual work in Sydney. I worked in a café, as a waitress there. It 

was an amazing chance to meet new people, to improve my English skills and 

to work as well.98 

2.96 The broad range of the experiences of WHMs says something about the 

breadth of opportunities available through having such a flexible program. 

Committee comment 

2.97 The Committee believes the WHM program has provided Australia with 

significant economic benefits. The value of WHMs as tourists alone 

represents $3.1 billion each year to the Australian economy. The work that 

WHMs undertake in critical industries like agriculture, horticulture and 

tourism has made them a vital labour source for the Australian economy. 

For regional Australia, which often struggles to attract tourists and workers, 

the WHM program provides a lifeline for these communities enabling them 

to survive economically. 

2.98 The cultural exchange opportunities that result from the program are vital, 

giving young foreign nationals a deeper experience of Australia and its 

people. Because of the breadth of experiences and travel WHMs undertake, 

and because of the length of time they spend in Australia, they are likely to 

get a deeper understanding of Australia and its people than most visitors to 

our country.  

2.99 The program with its opportunity for reciprocity for young Australians to 

travel to other countries provides our own people with the chance to 

experience other cultures as well. 

2.100 The Committee believes that the WHM visa is an important part of our 

migration program and endorses a continuing role for this visa. 

Recommendation 1 

2.101 The Committee recommends that the Government maintains the Working 

Holiday Maker program and notes its value to Australia. 

                                                      
98 Miss Vanessa Klaus, Private capacity, Committee Hansard, 11 September 2020, p. 2 
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Governance of the Working Holiday Maker Program 

2.102 The terms of reference for this inquiry involve matters relating to several 

portfolio agencies within government.  

2.103 The WHM program is administered by Home Affairs. Home Affairs is 

responsible for both leading negotiations for bilateral WHM agreements and 

the processing of the two WHM visa classes.99 

2.104 Home Affairs discussed the means through which WHM arrangements are 

agreed noting it is largely through a bilateral memorandum of 

understanding, and for some of the earlier agreements through treaties.100 

2.105 Given that WHMs work rights in Australia are subject to their visa 

conditions, Home Affairs also provides information to WHMs on Australian 

workplaces: 

We have a very detailed set of information that includes links to the Fair Work 

Ombudsman and other relevant entities that we provide when they're granted 

their visa. We also have a push notification that goes out to working holiday 

makers two weeks after they've arrived in Australia and then again six months 

after their arrival in Australia. […] So we do our best to make sure that 

working holiday makers are aware of who they can contact if they run into 

issues in the workplace and also what their rights are.101 

2.106 Following their arrival in Australia, Home Affairs also plays a role in 

ensuring that WHMs are treated fairly in Australian workplaces, and in 

accordance with Australian workplace laws: 

We work very closely with the Fair Work Ombudsman and have been doing 

so since June 2016 and before. […] We've also developed an assurance protocol 

with the Fair Work Ombudsman which allows them to guarantee to visa 

holders that Home Affairs won't be cancelling their visa if they raise concerns 

about mistreatment at work.102 

2.107 DFAT and Austrade described their roles in policy development: 

Austrade's role in the Australian tourism industry is to develop policy, attract 

investment and provide research to grow Australia's tourism market share. As 

                                                      
99 Mr Michael Willard, Department of Home Affairs, Committee Hansard, 3 August 2020, p. 3 

100 Mr Michael Willard, Department of Home Affairs, Committee Hansard, 3 August 2020, p. 2 
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102 Mr Michael Willard, Department of Home Affairs, Committee Hansard, 3 August 2020, p. 5 



32 
 

 

part of the Foreign Affairs and Trade portfolio more broadly, of course, we 

work very closely with our colleagues in the Department of Foreign Affairs 

and Trade and with Tourism Australia to support this critical sector.103 

2.108 Tourism Australia is also involved in the program, particularly in relation to 

marketing. According to Austrade: 

Tourism Australia do a lot of work on social media and a lot of campaign 

activity involving working holiday makers sharing their stories. There's also 

the australia.com website, a site which Tourism Australia use to promote 

Australian experiences.104 

2.109 Tourism Australia’s role also extends to research activity to support the 

marketing function. Austrade told the Committee about Tourism Australia’s 

research supporting a regional focus for marketing campaigns by identifying 

the appeal to WHMs of ‘seeing our nature experiences and experiencing our 

food and wine offerings’. According to Austrade, this research highlights the 

‘factors that we understand are important to that particular cohort’.105 

2.110 The role of the Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment 

(DAWE) has recently increased, due to industry concerns relating to the lack 

of an available workforce and the Department therefore having a growing 

interest in the labour supply provided by the WHM program.106 The exact 

extent of WHM participation in the agricultural workforce is difficult to 

quantify, as there is no requirement for WHMs to provide details on their 

employment. 107 

2.111 DAWE is responsible for examining emerging agricultural workforce 

challenges through the establishment of the National Agricultural Labour 

Advisory Committee and the development a National Agricultural 

Workforce Strategy, which has not yet been released. According to DAWE: 

The strategy will consider the workforce challenges facing the sector and 

recommend actions to attract, retain and upskill the domestic workforce - as 

well as identify where access to a migrant workforce will be necessary to meet 

industry needs. Working Holiday Makers will continue to be a critical cohort 

going forward. The National Agricultural Labour Advisory Committee is 
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leading the development of the strategy, and will report to government by 31 

October 2020.108 

2.112 The Department of Employment, Skills and Education (DESE) delivers 

programs ‘to assist the agricultural industry to meet its workforce needs’.109 

2.113 DESE is responsible for the jobactive network, Harvest Trail Services and the 

Seasonal Worker Programme. Part of its role in administering these 

programs is to ‘work closely with DAWE on broader agricultural workforce 

issues’.110 

2.114 The level of cooperation between the various agencies with responsibility for 

aspects of Australia’s WHM program was scrutinised in greater detail by the 

Committee.   

2.115 DFAT noted that while Home Affairs takes the lead in ‘bilateral negotiations 

with potential new partner countries… DFAT works with Home Affairs and 

other relevant agencies’ on these arrangements’.111 

2.116 Home Affairs also noted that in negotiating new agreements, there is a 

‘whole-of-government consultation process’ that is used to inform any 

arrangements. Home Affairs works ‘very closely with DFAT to get a sense of 

the bilateral relationship and cultural and economic ties’. It looks ‘at 

questions of labour market conditions in Australia and the partner 

country’.112 

2.117 Furthermore the wider DFAT portfolio maintains regular input into the 

overall WHM program: 

Home Affairs conducts an annual review of the program, inviting input from 

a range of Government agencies, including DFAT, Austrade and Tourism 

Australia. This review considers opportunities to expand the program to new 

countries and increase caps and age limits for existing agreements. The 

Foreign Affairs and Trade portfolio contributes economic and strategic 
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insights to these deliberations, drawing on bilateral, international and tourism 

sector knowledge.113 

2.118 In terms of the annual review Home Affairs told the Committee that while it 

chairs the Working Holiday Maker Interdepartmental Committee, the 

following agencies are represented: 

 Tourism Australia; 

 Austrade; 

 Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment; 

 Department of Education, Skills and Employment; 

 Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet; and 

 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade.114  

2.119 At a broad level Home Affairs noted that there are ‘frequent discussions’ 

between Home Affairs, DAWE, DFAT and DESE on ‘questions of workforce 

shortage [and] questions of responses to the COVID pandemic’.115 However, 

at present there is no formal interdepartmental committee or mechanism 

that meets more frequently than the annual review or on an ad hoc basis.116 

2.120 In regard to the workplace experience of WHMs, DFAT and Austrade told 

the Committee that they fall outside the interdepartmental cooperation, even 

via the diplomatic network. Specifically, DFAT told the Committee that it 

has ‘not received any diplomatic representations from foreign missions on 

worker exploitation concerns’, but if it did, ‘these would have been referred 

to the Fair Work Ombudsman’.117 

Committee Comment 

2.121 The Committee believes that greater interdepartmental cooperation is 

required to provide governance and input to respond to challenges faced by 

the WHM program. The Committee experienced some frustrations in trying 

to establish responsibility for broader interagency planning and cooperation 

around the WHM program. The Committee found it difficult to determine 
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who was responsible for what and how agencies had an input into the 

development of the program. 

2.122 In particular the lack of formal mechanisms to provide cross-portfolio input 

into all of the issues for this inquiry has, in the Committee’s view, led to a 

less timely response to workforce planning issues in the context of 

international border closures than should have been the case. Increasing the 

frequency of interdepartmental efforts, as well as providing for ad hoc 

meetings, should assist in providing the responsiveness required under the 

current circumstances. 

2.123 The Committee sees value in the establishment of a high level 

interdepartmental committee with the capacity to both meet more regularly 

than once a year, and on an ad hoc basis as required. The challenges of the 

COVID-19 pandemic have clearly demonstrated the need for this type of 

inter-portfolio cooperation and collaboration. 

Recommendation 2 

2.124 The Committee recommends: 

 The Department of Home Affairs remains the lead agency with 

responsibility for the WHM program.  

 An interdepartmental committee (IDC) to provide oversight of the 

WHM visa be established. The IDC would meet at least twice a year 

and comprise senior executive officers from departments and agencies 

with an interest in the WHM to discuss issues arising from the 

program. The IDC should have the flexibility to meet on an ad hoc 

basis as the need arises but especially to deal with agricultural and 

tourism workforce shortages, issues relating to the employment of 

WHM and the negotiation of agreements with additional countries. 
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3. Changes to the Working Holiday 

Maker Program 

3.1 During this inquiry, issues relating to the particular conditions that apply to 

the two Working Holiday Maker (WHM) visa classes were raised, and 

changes to some of those conditions were suggested.   

3.2 Some suggestions were made regarding temporary adjustments to deal with 

the challenges of the COVID-19 pandemic and many of these were explored 

in the Interim Report. Some temporary changes were enacted while this 

Inquiry was taking place. Other suggestions were made about changes that 

are needed on a more permanent basis. This chapter makes note of the 

changes that have been implemented in response to the COVID-19 

pandemic then makes recommendations on longer term reforms to WHM 

visas. 

COVID-19 visa changes 

3.3 In response to the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, the Department of 

Home Affairs (Home Affairs) made an adjustment to the visa conditions 

attached to both the 417 and 462 subclasses. 

3.4 As noted in Chapter 2, specified work for both WHM visa subclasses was 

extended to include critical COVID-19 work in the healthcare and medical 

sectors anywhere in Australia, undertaken after 31 January 2020.   

3.5 The Federal Government also established the COVID-19 Pandemic Event 

visa (subclass 408) to enable visa holders to remain in Australia for up to 12 

months to continue their work in critical sectors including agriculture, food 

processing, health care, aged care, disability care and child care during the 

COVID-19 pandemic. The purpose of this was to enable visa holders 
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contributing to critical sectors to continue to work in those sectors to assist 

Australia through the crisis. 

3.6 From 14 November 2020, former WHMs who transitioned to a COVID-19 

Pandemic event visa can count this work as specified work towards 

eligibility for a second- or third-year WHM visa. These new arrangements 

recognise the contribution of WHMs doing critical COVID-19 work in the 

healthcare and medical sectors and ensure they can still access subsequent 

WHM visa options.1 

3.7 The Federal Government has also announced that WHM visa holders who 

have been unable to come to Australia or who had to leave Australia early 

due to COVID-19 will be eligible for a Visa Application Charge waiver when 

they decide to return to Australia. If WHMs are not eligible to lodge a 

further application because they have passed the age limit for a WHM visa, 

they will be able to receive a refund instead.2 

Longer term reforms 

Supporting tourism and hospitality in rural and remote areas of 

Australia 

3.8 WHMs fill labour shortages in regional areas where the ‘peaks and troughs 

of seasonal labour needs are in motion’, with WHMs’ mobility enabling 

them to undertake short-term work where there is a demand for workers, 

and travel elsewhere when the work is complete.3 

3.9 Yet the Committee was told that visa extension options designed to 

encourage labour into tourism and hospitality in northern Australia can 

inadvertently make it more difficult to fill roles outside northern Australia in 

situations where employers find it just as difficult to find employees. Many 

argued that the same provisions that apply to northern Australia should 

apply to other areas with significant labour shortages. 

                                                      
1 Department of Home Affairs, ‘WHM Program - Latest News’ < 

https://www.immi.homeaffairs.gov.au/what-we-do/whm-program/latest-news> accessed 23 
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<https://www.trademinister.gov.au/minister/simon-birmingham/media-release/supporting-

tourism-and-agriculture-through-visa-application-charge-changes> accessed 23 November 2020 
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3.10 Mr Rowan Ramsey MP, Member for Grey, noted concerns from his 

constituents about filling employment vacancies in some sectors: 

I have become increasingly aware of businesses in the more remote areas of 

my electorate who are finding it extremely difficult to attract staff, particularly 

in the hospitality and tourism sectors. Unfortunately positions in these sectors 

in Southern Australia do not qualify workers for the visa extension.4 

3.11 As noted by Mr Ramsey, a large proportion of his electorate is classified as 

either Remote or Very Remote, and employers in the electorate are 

frustrated that ‘while WHM visas assist other remote industries to find a 

workforce, hospitality and tourism do not attract the same concession’.5 

3.12 According to Mr Ramsey: 

Operating businesses in these remote parts of Australia is difficult at the best 

of times, but it is essential for all Australians that conditions exist in which the 

operators can profitably run their businesses.  It is a great frustration to them, 

as it is to me personally, that we cannot convince young unemployed 

Australians into the ‘Outback’ to take vacant positions, the pathways offers a 

life-changing opportunity for individuals to break the unemployment cycle.6 

3.13 Mr Ramsey noted that other Members of Parliament with ‘outback’ 

electorates, including the Members for Durack, O’Connor and Parkes, are 

‘strongly supportive of the rules applicable to WHM visas in northern 

Australia being extended to the remote areas of central Australia.7 

3.14 The Hon David Littleproud MP, Member for Maranoa, noted increasing 

concerns for his constituents who are struggling to attract staff: 

Critically, one of the main factors presently threatening the existence of the 

beloved Australian outback pub is lack of staff. As brought to my attention 

from Maranoa hotel owners and managers in towns such as Roma, Mitchell, 

Charleville, Toobeah and Mungindi, sourcing staff has become near 

impossible. As one hotel owner highlighted recently, despite advertising 

extensively locally and in publications as far afield as Brisbane, and offering 

above award wages and other incentives, they managed to attract only three 

applicants for a bar staff position. All three applicants then failed to attend 

their interviews. Contrastingly, backpackers on Working Holiday Maker 

Program visas regularly contact them asking if positions are available, 

                                                      
4 Mr Rowan Ramsey MP, Submission 5, p. 1 
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expressing that they would love to visit rural Australia and work in an 

outback pub. However, the backpackers often lose interest in positions when it 

is revealed hospitality work is not eligible under the Working Holiday Maker 

Program in that area.8 

3.15 Mr Simon Aniere from the Auski Inland Motel in Meekatharra, 

approximately 800 kilometres north of Perth reflected the challenges of 

attracting reliable Australians to work in his motel: 

When we took over this business, we tried Australian chefs but found they 

didn’t really want to be here so far from the city, were unmotivated, and were 

unreliable. We also tried to be patriotic and employ local cleaning staff, but 

this left us highly stressed as they were just as unreliable and would not show 

up for work. We found that when they reached their required 15 hours a week 

(to qualify for the “dole”), we wouldn’t see them until the next week. This left 

us with no option than to change our business model to save our business and 

sanity.9 

3.16 Mr Aniere also made comment on the failure of previous programs to 

incentivise Australians to work in more remote areas of Australia where 

there are jobs:  

I also remember past government programs where unemployed were 

encouraged to move to where the jobs were with financial incentives but the 

uptake was minimal, so an abject failure. 

…I can nominate 3 hotels, a caravan park, a supermarket, and 2 service 

stations as well as us, in this town, that heavily rely on backpackers to come 

here to keep their businesses afloat.10 

3.17 The Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry (ACCI) reflected on the 

barriers to recruiting Australians for seasonal work and the reasons 

Australia relies on the WHM visa to fill workforce gaps in tourism both 

during the COVID-19 pandemic and beyond: 

For the labour market, the working holiday-maker visa and its conditions 

overcome some of the barriers to seeking labour from Australians for seasonal 

work. The barriers include that work often doesn't lead to a career. It is short 

term, so a person is less likely to travel to do it, it is often remote from most 

population centres and far away from family and friends, and it requires 
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resources to get there and stay there, which are often not available to 

unemployed Australians.11 

3.18 According to ACCI, WHMs are ideally placed to supplement the lack of 

available domestic labour for the tourism sector: 

Their willingness to travel at their own expense, up to these short-term jobs, 

and their keenness to do work mean that the profile of the working holiday 

maker is really important as well.  Many of them are graduates or would-be 

graduates.  They might be just short of doing university of have just done 

university degrees.  They’ve got an enthusiasm and a willingness to work, and 

our members tell us that’s a really important component of the type of attitude 

and enthusiasm they bring to the work, yet they’re not having an expectation 

that there’s a long-term career for them in that.12 

3.19 The Whitsunday Charter Boat Industry Association (WCBIA) provided a 

niche industry perspective on the importance of WHMs to the tourism 

workforce.  According to the WCBIA: 

The Whitsundays has always struggled with a very limited crew pool for 

marine tourism operators and the hospitality sector to recruit from. The 

transient nature of the industry means operators are constantly cycling crew. 

One of the Whitsundays’ major marine operators has a staff turnover for the 

year of close to 25%. Another turns over an annual average of 16 staff to look 

after just one vessel. Others report cycling through similar numbers and 

looking for new crew approximately every two to three months.13 

3.20 WCBIA noted that, as few Australian applicants to these jobs are available, 

the impact of COVID-19 has exacerbated an already difficult situation: 

Crew positions such as ‘deckhands’ and ‘hosts/hostesses’ are considered non-

skilled and have traditionally been affected by seasonality and perceptions 

around the type of work and pay.  The requirement to spend time at sea, away 

from homes and families, particularly on multi-day tours, contributes to these 

types of jobs being unpopular with Australians.14 
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3.21 WHMs are likely to undertake this work in a way that combines earning 

with holiday making. According the WCBIA: 

Conversely, they are very attractive positions for Working Holiday Makers, 

who can enjoy time on the water in a beautiful part of the world in a unique 

hospitality and tourism role.  This fundamental difference in attitudes is 

another factor that manifests itself clearly in terms of customer service.15 

3.22 However, WHMs also contribute to the tourism industry more generally 

through their own travels. The Australian Tourism Industry Council (ATIC) 

noted that the loss of WHMs due to COVID-19 was having an impact on 

communities and tourism centres that ordinarily received ‘strong volumes of 

these high-valued tourists.’16 

3.23 Adventure Queensland told the Committee in their submission about the 

immense value of WHMs to both the state and national tourism industry: 

[WHMs] leave our shores as Australian Tourism promoters driving ongoing 

benefits to the Australian economy for many years after they return home. 

Specifically, for Queensland, the international youth and adventure market 

provides in excess of $849m in revenues to the economy of which 65% is spent 

in regional centres.17 

3.24 Mrs Hana Robinson, of Adventure Queensland, stated that it was imperative 

that the tourism industry assisted WHMs to have a positive experience, 

because previous WHMs contribute to spreading the reputation of the 

program. She told the committee: 

The tourism industry … is really making sure that we are recommending 

reputable employers … It is absolutely fundamental to our reputation. They 

all leave us as ambassadors for Australia. So it’s very important that whatever 

interaction they have whilst they are here is a good one.18 

3.25 Miss Vanessa Klaus, a recent participant in the program, affirmed that 

recommendations from friends who had previously come to Australia as 

WHMs influenced her desire to travel here. Ms Klaus said that:  

                                                      
15 Whitsunday Charter Boat Industry Association, Submission 9, p. 3 

16 Australian Tourism Industry Council, Submission 83, p. 2-3 
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I actually have friends … who’d been in Australia before for a working 

holiday visa, and they told me the best about it. They were like, ‘Australia is 

amazing’ … They were really optimistic about Australia.19 

3.26 The positive experiences of WHMs and the spread of this reputation to 

family and friends appears to be a driving factor in promoting Australia as a 

desirable tourism destination for WHMs.  

3.27 The Australian Hotels Association and Tourism Accommodation Australia 

discussed the importance of WHMs to economic recovery in their sector, 

noting: 

If we are to build a pipeline of local workers to fill skills shortages in the wake 

of COVID-19 recovery, we require skilled workers today to help train and 

mentor Australian apprentices and trainees. For example, if a business cannot 

source a reliable, skilled and full time chef to service their needs, they 

effectively cannot reopen in many cases. This jeopardises the jobs of other 

workers who are employed at the business.20 

3.28 In this regard AHA and TAA recommended that WHMs ‘should be able to 

transition to the skilled migration pathway’ through either the employer 

sponsored or independent streams.21  In this way ‘businesses who have 

employed and trained WHMs’ will be able to ‘retain the employee during 

COVID-19 recovery, ensuring stability and continuity in these uncertain 

times’.22 

3.29 In its Interim Report the Committee recommended that the northern 

Australia provision be extended, to allow work in hospitality, tourism and 

other industries to apply in all regional, rural and remote areas.23 

3.30 Home Affairs pointed out that implementation of this recommendation 

would result in a ‘big increase in the supply of potential labour into those 

areas and into those sectors’ once international travel arrangements returned 

to pre-COVID-19 levels.24 
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Committee Comment 

3.31 Businesses in rural and remote areas face significant challenges employing 

staff, a challenge particularly evident in the tourism and hospitality 

industry. These labour shortages existed prior to COVID-19 and have been 

exacerbated by international border closures. 

3.32 The tourism and hospitality industry has been one of the hardest hit 

industries during the pandemic. It was one of the first to close due to health 

restrictions and it will be one of the last to recover. 

3.33 Whilst tourism and hospitality play an important role in sustaining 

Australia’s regional and remote communities and the industries they 

support such as agriculture and mining, attracting Australians to take up 

these jobs in remote parts of Australia has been difficult.  

3.34 Working Holiday Makers, comparatively, have greater flexibility, a desire to 

visit regional Australia and are happy to undertake this short term work so 

they can fund further travels. 

3.35 Northern Australia has the benefit of Work and Holiday (462) visa holders 

being able to count their work in tourism and hospitality in northern 

Australia towards their second- and third-year visas. Other rural and remote 

areas face similar challenges and therefore should have similar provisions in 

place to enable them to attract WHMs to fill their workforce shortages. 

3.36 The Committee recommends the Government enable Working Holiday 

Maker visa holders to count their work in tourism and hospitality in hard-

to-staff areas of Australia towards their second- and third-year visas. 

Recommendation 3 

3.37 The Committee recommends that Working Holiday (subclass 417) and 

Work and Holiday (subclass 462) visa holders should be able to work in 

tourism and hospitality in all hard-to-staff rural and remote areas of 

Australia as part of their 88 days or 6 months to qualify for their second- 

or third- year WHM visa. 
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Adjusting geographic classifications 

3.38 Throughout the inquiry, submitters and witnesses raised issues regarding 

the regional classifications of the businesses seeking to employ WHMs 

across a range of industries.  

3.39 The ability of WHMs qualifying for second- and third-year visas to stay in a 

job for more than six months is determined on the basis of regional 

classifications set by Home Affairs. These classifications are reasonably 

consistent across different visa classes with variation of the inclusion of 

major cities in the definition of regional, such as Perth or the Gold Coast. 

3.40 The Committee heard evidence that a blanket application of ‘regional’ to 

classify any area outside a major capital city does not sufficiently reflect the 

address the unique challenges different areas of Australia experience. 

3.41 Mr Ramsey noted that he had previously advocated that the provisions 

extended to northern Australia, allowing WHMs to claim time working for 

tourism and hospitality employers would be appropriate in rural and 

remote areas of Australia, such as in his own electorate, given the similarity 

in the challenges faced. He noted that the following geographical 

classifications should be applied to his areas in relation to WHM visas: 

We have previously collectively requested the conditions applying to the 

WHM visa applicable above the Tropic Of Capricorn be extended to the 

Remote and Very Remote regions of Australia as per the ABS Australian 

Statistical Geography Standard Remoteness Structure.25 

3.42 The Hon David Littleproud suggested a similar change to the geographical 

definitions that apply to the WHM visa for more remote areas of Australia. 

A suggested method for consideration in implementing this concept is for the 

provisions available under the Working Holiday Maker Program above the 

Tropic of Capricorn to be extended to the “Outer Regional’, ‘Remote’ and 

‘Very Remote’ regions of Australia as per the Australian Statistical Geography 

Standard Remoteness Structure.26 

3.43 The agricultural and tourism sectors in particular have unique challenges 

accessing the workforces they need, further reinforcing the problems caused 

by applying the definition of ‘regional’ to any geographic location outside of 

Australia’s major capital cities without further nuance. 

                                                      
25 Mr Rowan Ramsey MP, Submission 5, p. 1 

26 The Hon David Littleproud MP, Submission 82, p. 2 
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3.44 The Committee also heard evidence that boundaries drawn regarding a 

regional area can create inequity for agricultural employers who may be 

only a few kilometres from another producer who has a different geographic 

classification. 

3.45 Growcom noted that agricultural producers in peri-urban areas are 

challenged by the definition of regional that is applied to WHM visas: 

…its affects significant growing regions, particularly here in Queensland just 

outside the Brisbane and Ipswich metropolitan areas in the Lockyer Valley, 

Fassifern Valley and Scenic Rim region. They are ineligible, yet they are a 

really important growing region. The eligible postcodes cut a swathe through 

this particular growing region and therefore create an amount of inequity 

between employers competing essentially for the same pool of labour.27 

3.46 Growcom elaborated on this point: 

Growers with operations immediately outside eligible postcodes will be trying 

to recruit backpackers from the same pool of labour and are at a significant 

disadvantage because they cannot confirm and assure those backpackers that 

they will have their time on their farm recognised as part of their 88-day 

commitment. It makes it really unfair and it's really quite difficult. These 

growers, who are somewhat closer to Ipswich, for example, than their 

neighbours, are at no advantage when it comes to recruiting people from those 

metropolitan centres to work on the farms.28 

3.47 The Central Highlands Development Corporation (CHDC) noted the 

problems employers in their region face due to the regional classifications 

based on postcodes: 

For employers wishing to access this workforce, using the regional postcode as 

part of the eligibility criteria has posed significant problems in the Central 

Highlands region. Postcode 4702 encompasses more than 80 Central 

Queensland localities spanning some 400 kilometres distance from East to 

West.29 

3.48 CHDC also detailed the complexities around the way regions are currently 

classified as regional and the challenges it poses to agriculture in their region 

competing for staff with areas that by nature are the same as those who are 

classified as regional or are in northern Australia. 

                                                      
27 Mr Richard Shannon, Growcom, Committee Hansard, 6 August 2020, p. 23 

28 Mr Richard Shannon, Growcom, Committee Hansard, 6 August 2020, p. 23 

29 Central Highlands Development Corporation, Submission 10, p. 3 
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[Postcode] 4702 covers many Central Highlands townships including 

Rubyvale (regional Sapphire-Gemfields town) and Carnarvon Gorge (prime 

tourism region with over 60,000 visitors per year). Both the Sapphire 

Gemfields and Carnarvon Gorge rely heavily on a seasonal tourism workforce 

but have reported experiencing postcode ‘discrimination’ because of sharing 

the same postcode as coastal localities such as Gracemere. 4702 also covers 

significant agricultural producing areas such as Gindie, Comet, Rolleston, 

Anakie and Dingo. The 4702 postcode also encompasses a mix of locations that 

are within the Australian Government mapping of Northern Australia, as well 

as those that are not.30 

3.49 Similar to the northern Australia provision, in the Interim Report the 

Committee recommended that WHMs be allowed to count work in key 

industries undertaken in all peri-urban and regional areas towards their 

application to extend their visas.31 

3.50 Home Affairs noted that this recommendation is still under consideration: 

I think the contrast between peri-urban horticultural work, or regional work 

on the edge of a city, and very remote work is significant. We certainly get 

feedback from a range of areas about what they see as a disadvantage in terms 

of being very remote when compared to an area that is regional but is perhaps 

more accessible and closer to some of the attractions that backpackers like to 

be involved with.32 

Committee Comment 

3.51 The Committee has heard extensive evidence both as part of this inquiry as 

well as its previous Inquiry into Migration in Regional Australia that 

suggests the application of a single definition of ‘regional’ inhibits 

employers in more remote parts of Australia accessing the workforces they 

need as they are competing with locations like the Gold Coast and Adelaide 

for WHMs. 

3.52 For the tourism and hospitality sector, the workforce employers have to 

draw from in Bundaberg, for example, is much larger than the workforce in 

Bourke and yet they both fall equally under the category of regional. For 

instance if WHMs had the option of working in Bundaberg or Bourke to 

meet the criteria for a second- or third-year visa, the proximity of Bundaberg 

                                                      
30 Central Highlands Development Corporation, Submission 10, p. 4 

31 Joint Standing Committee on Migration, Interim Report of the Inquiry into the Working Holiday Maker 

Program, Parliament of Australia, September 2020, p. 14 

32 Mr Michael Willard, Department of Home Affairs, Committee Hansard, 30 October 2020, p. 2 
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to the beach and to other major cities, make Bundaberg a much more 

attractive option. 

3.53 The unique nature of agricultural work means that even if farmers are 

positioned close to more densely populated areas, they are often still 

drawing from the same pool of workers as more remote farmers because 

Australians are unwilling to take up jobs such as fruit picking.  

3.54 At the same time, many  employers in peri-urban areas, whose work sites 

are not classified as regional, are just a couple of kilometres away from 

farmers whose work and business is identical to their own and who are 

positioned in a ‘regional’ location. 

3.55 This means that WHMs looking to undertake work in horticulture or 

agriculture are unlikely to choose to work for employers in peri-urban areas 

as it does not count towards their second- or third-year visa. 

3.56 As such, the Committee recommends that the definition ‘regional’ for the 

purposes of migration be expanded to include tiers, to enable the conditions 

of visas with regional provisions to reflect the unique needs of employers in 

different parts of Australia. 
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Recommendation 4 

3.57 The Committee recommends the Government review the definition of 

‘regional’ for the purposes of migration with a view to providing a new 

tiered definition that recognises: 

 Smaller state capital cities; 

 Regional cities; 

 peri-urban areas 

 Small towns 

 Remote areas 

and that the experiences and opportunities in each of these different areas 

will be substantially different.  

In considering the new tiered definition of regional, the Government 

should give thought to the effect of any definition of regional for peri-

urban areas, many of which have the same characteristics as regional areas 

just a few kilometres away. 

Further reforms to the WHM Program 

3.58 There are several other issues relating to the Working Holiday Maker visas 

raised by submitters that the Committee would like to address. 

Increasing the upper age-limit 

3.59 The Backpacker and Youth Tourism Advisory Panel (BYTAP) proposed that 

one useful change to the WHM visas is increasing the age limit to 35.  

According to BYTAP: 

By raising the age limit to 35 for all source countries, the WHM program 

would capitalise on youth trends to delay ‘adulting’ or major life decisions 

such as marriage, parenthood and home ownership, in lieu of travel and 

overseas work experiences to further their careers and aspirations. For 
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example, in the UK, the largest WHM source market, the average age for 

marriage is currently 35.5 years for women and 37.9 for men.33 

3.60 In addition to capitalising on wider demographic trends in major source 

countries, BYTAP stated that this would increase the revenue to Australian 

businesses: 

Older travellers are also more likely to be financially able to afford long-haul 

travel, unburdened of the student debt, and free to take off on a ‘grown up 

gap year’.  Monash University researcher Dr Jeff Jarvis has found, too, that 

older WHMs spend significantly more per visit than those under 25.34 

3.61 According to BYTAP, the age limit increase would capture new segments of 

the international tourism market: 

Taking a gap year before tertiary education is now being augmented with 

sabbaticals from early to mid-career in many of the WHM source countries.  

Many WHMs are also location-independent, country-hopping ‘digital 

nomads’ who follow the seasons or take advantage of WHM programs to ‘live 

locally’ in different countries.  A longer age bracket extends options to these 

travellers to return and explore Australia further.35 

3.62 BYTAP provided a summary of recent research on the effect that this 

proposed age limit increase would have: 

Initial extrapolation based on research from Tourism Research Australia and 

the Australian Bureau of Statistics predict that raising the age limit from 30 to 

35 for more WHMs would capture a larger share of visitors for Australia, 

without impacting existing visitor numbers from this cohort.  Initial estimates 

predict that such an age increase would generate an extra 82,000 visitors and 

$817 million for the Australian economy from the United Kingdom, Germany 

and Italy alone.36 

Committee Comment 

3.63 The Committee received compelling evidence in support of increasing the 

upper age limit for WHM visa applicants to 35 years.   

3.64 In the Committee’s view, given the higher average spending per individual 

tourist that is achieved by the WHM program, it will play a key role in the 

                                                      
33 Backpacker & Youth Tourism Advisory Panel, Submission 29, p. 17 

34 Backpacker & Youth Tourism Advisory Panel, Submission 29, p. 18 

35 Backpacker & Youth Tourism Advisory Panel, Submission 29, p. 18 

36 Backpacker & Youth Tourism Advisory Panel, Submission 29, p. 17 
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recovery of the tourism industry once international travel becomes possible 

again.  Acting to ensure that as many tourists as possible enter Australia as 

soon as possible will assist in providing the boost that many tourist 

businesses and operators will need to achieve long term viability, and 

reduce reliance on Federal Government assistance programs like JobKeeper. 

3.65 Furthermore the evidence received on the changing demographics of youth 

tourism shows that limiting the youth travel market up to 30 years old 

means that Australian tourism businesses are missing out on the recent 

extension of that demographic.  The Committee believes that it is important 

for the Federal Government to capture as much of this market as possible. 

3.66 This is especially the case given that many of the potential tourists in the 30-

35 year age bracket will be taking career breaks.  Not only do these tourists 

offer higher spending potential, as they have already worked for a longer 

period than their younger counterparts, they also are more likely to bring 

important skills with them.  This will further help to boost the skilled 

workers available to employers, and in some cases may lead to WHMs 

transitioning to other visas which in turn increase the pool of available 

skilled workers in Australia. 

Recommendation 5 

3.67 The Committee recommends that the Government continue to seek 

opportunities to increase the WHM upper age limit to 35 where bilateral 

negotiations can yield the same outcome for Australians. 

Increasing partner countries 

3.68 A number of submitters advocated for an expansion of the program, and the 

negotiation of new WHM agreements.  BYTAP stated that the government 

should: 

Continue bilateral negotiations targeting new countries to incorporate into the 

WHM program, prioritising those which will deliver most value to the 

tourism industry, including Switzerland, Brazil and Mexico.37 

3.69 The Australian Chamber–Tourism noted the benefit further partner country 

agreements would be to Australia: 

In the post pandemic environment, Australia will benefit greatly if new WHM 

agreements are negotiated with prospective partner countries, especially if the 

                                                      
37 Backpacker & Youth Tourism Advisory Panel, Submission 29, p. 21 
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countries are deemed to be in the safe zone, facilitating international travel 

and strengthening people to people links.38 

3.70 The Australian Tourism Export Council also recommended that the WHM 

Program expand to establish agreements with more countries, specifically 

the 462 visa. 

Continue to expand the 462 program to more countries, particularly where 

demand is identified (e.g. South American nations). Working with Tourism 

Australia to prioritise key target markets for new 462 bilaterals will also be 

important.39  

Committee Comment 

3.71 In the Committee’s view it is imperative that the Government seek to 

negotiate new WHM agreements, in order to increase the pipeline of 

potential WHMs entering Australia. 

3.72 In much the same way as negotiating increases in the upper age limit for 

WHM visa applicants, negotiating additional WHM agreements with new 

countries will act to increase the pool of available WHMs, in turn increasing 

the flow of tourists into Australia once international travel can recommence 

safely. 

3.73 The Committee also recognises the potential reciprocal value that can be 

gained for young Australians travelling to these new countries. 

3.74 The Committee notes that Home Affairs, in its most recent report on the 

WHM program, has identified a list of countries which are currently subject 

to WHM agreement negotiations.  The Committee is supportive of these 

efforts, and encourages Government to seek out new opportunities 

wherever possible. 

Recommendation 6 

3.75 The Committee recommends that the Government continue to seek 

opportunities to expand the WHM program through bilateral negotiations 

with new countries. 

                                                      
38 Australian Chamber – Tourism, Submission 77, p. 9 

39 Australian Tourism Export Council, Submission 47, p. 7 
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Greater clarity about days worked for second and third year visa 

applicants 

3.76 In terms of applying for a second and third year visas, ATV noted that what 

constitutes the correct amount of specified work is often unclear.  This is 

because the three months of specified work (and six months for a third year 

visa) is set according to ‘the normal number of hours per day or shift that is 

considered standard practice in the industry and role in which you are 

employed’.40 

3.77 BYTAP agreed, stating that: 

There is also significant confusion and lack of clear information about the 

definition of a standard day of work for each industry, which can result in 

discrepancies in second and third year visa grants between travellers with the 

same number of standard work days. Similarly the calculation of a ‘standard 

day’, also causes discrepancies and inequality in the number of hours worked 

for many WHMs for the same visa extension.41 

3.78 Adventure Tourism Australia (ATV) stated that ‘the visa covers such a 

plethora of industries with a multitude of practices and standard working 

hours’, and that ‘full-time in one industry could be classed as part-time in 

another’ or even ‘over-time in another’.  According to ATV, this definition is 

‘too broad to have a one size fits all approach’, and leads to confusion for 

applicants, employers and those processing visas.42 

3.79 In a survey ATV found that nearly 58 per cent of those surveyed did not find 

these rules easy to understand.43  ATV provided an example: 

We had a situation where a group of our travellers worked five six hour shifts 

in rural Victoria.  This was standard full-time in this company, no one worked 

more than this.  The travellers asked whether this counted as five days, or 

seven days.  I was unsure as while it’s standard at that company, it doesn’t 

mean it is for the industry, but there was no way of seeing what is standard for 

the industry.  We thought the only thing to do was to contact the 

government.44 

                                                      
40 Adventure Tourism Victoria, Submission 17, p. 8. 

41 Backpacker & Youth Tourism Advisory Panel, Submission 29, p. 19. 

42 Adventure Tourism Victoria, Submission 17, pp. 8-9. 

43 Adventure Tourism Victoria, Submission 17, p. 9. 

44 Adventure Tourism Victoria, Submission 17, pp. 9-10 
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3.80 ATV continued: 

Myself and two of the travellers in question[s] called [the Department of 

Home Affairs] to ask if this would be classed as full time and if they could 

count these five days as seven days.  The government representatives gave 

three different answers of yes, no and unsure.  This is an issue and makes it 

extremely difficult for travellers and employers to have faith in the system at 

present.45 

3.81 As a response to this uncertainty, ATV noted that some WHMs are working 

additional hours to ensure they completed their 88 days of specified work to 

qualify for a second year visa.  ATV provided survey results indicating that 

58.2 per cent of respondents took more than four months to complete their 

three months of specified work, or were unable to complete the work.46 

3.82 In suggesting a simplified process for completing the three months specified 

work required to qualify for a second year visa, ATV proposed counting 

hours instead of days.  Specifically, ATV argued for a standardised 

threshold of 500 hours, equivalent to 13 weeks of work at approximately 38 

hours per week.47 

3.83 According to ATV simplifying this would increase the retention rate of 

WHMs who apply for a second year visa, thus increasing the benefits 

accrued from their time in Australia.  Additionally, ATV argued that this 

would create ambassadors for Australia’s WHM program.48 

Committee Comment 

3.84 The Committee received clear feedback from organisations with in depth 

knowledge of the youth tourism sector about the confusion caused by the 

lack of clarity around what constitutes the amount of work required to 

qualify for second- and third-year WHM visas. 

3.85 At present, it appears that this confusion could be driving down retention 

rates. 

3.86 In the Committee’s view, this issue can be simply solved by changes to the 

definition of 88 days of regional work.  The evidence to this inquiry 

                                                      
45 Adventure Tourism Victoria, Submission 17, p. 10 

46 Adventure Tourism Victoria, Submission 17, p. 11 

47 Adventure Tourism Victoria, Submission 17, p. 12 

48 Adventure Tourism Victoria, Submission 17, p. 11 and 13 
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proposes methods of achieving greater clarity around these definitions and 

the Committee encourages the Government to consider these changes to 

provide WHMs with a clear and consistent means of measuring the specified 

work required to qualify for second and third year visas. 

Recommendation 7 

3.87 The Committee recommends that the Department of Home Affairs give 

consideration to providing workers who are undertaking work as part of 

their 3 months or 6 months with clearer guidance about what amount of 

work qualifies as a ‘day’. 

Restrictions on WHM retention by employers 

3.88 As noted earlier in the report, a condition of the WHM visas states that 

WHMs cannot stay with a single employer for more than six months.  While 

this issue was partly dealt with in the Interim Report on this inquiry, as 

circumstances are changing quickly, the matter requires elaboration and 

update. 

3.89 There are exceptions to the six month limitation. WHMs can work for the 

same employer in Australia for more than 6 months without 

asking permission if the work is: 

 in different locations and work in any one location does not exceed 6 

months 

 in plant and animal cultivation anywhere in Australia 

 in certain industries in northern Australia only 

 from 17 February 2020, assisting bushfire recovery efforts 

 from 4 April 2020, in critical sectors during the COVID-19 pandemic 

including agriculture, food processing, health, aged and disability care 

and childcare 

 and if you want to work longer than six months with one employer in 

any other circumstance you need to request permission.49 

3.90 The six-month limitation was raised as an issue by a number of submitters to 

the inquiry.  According to BYTAP, the restriction on time spent with a single 

employer required adjustment to: 

                                                      
49 Department of Home Affairs, Working Holiday Maker (WHM) program – 6 month work limitation, 

https://immi.homeaffairs.gov.au/visas/getting-a-visa/visa-listing/work-holiday-462/6-month-

work-limitation accessed 23 November 2020 
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Enable WHMs to work an additional six months with one employer if they 

work in the following high demand and critical sectors in any part of regional 

Australia (ie extending beyond Northern Australia), which are unable to be 

filled by Australians: 

 Agriculture, forestry and fishing 

 Tourism and hospitality 

 Mining and construction 

 Childcare/au pair 

 Health care, disability care and aged care (similar to the current relaxation of 

work hours for international students).50 

3.91 The ANU Development Policy Centre raised concerns about this move, 

when it is coupled with earlier reforms to allow for second- and third-year 

WHM visas.  According to the ANU Development Policy Centre, this creates 

a situation where WHMs can ‘come to Australia and work for three years on 

one farm with no labour market testing and no approval required’.51 

3.92 According to the ANU Development Policy Centre, this measure, along with 

others, mean that ‘at some point we have to face the issue of whether we 

have gone too far in converting these visas from holiday visas into 

agricultural visas’.52 

3.93 ACCI noted that the six month restriction on staying with a single employer 

provided benefits to the tourism industry: 

There are limitations on how long [WHMs] can stay with employers, but 

there’s a lot of flexibility in the working holiday maker visa for them to move 

from job to job and even job type.53 

3.94 This in turn spreads both the economic and workforce benefits WHMs bring 

to Australia.  According to ACCI: 

Many working holiday stay in one or two locations, but a large number move 

frequently.  They stay in a whole range of accommodation.  As I say, they 

spend more money than they earn.  They contribute to the local economies 

and regions they visit.  They can spread the benefit of their expenditure over a 

                                                      
50 Backpacker & Youth Tourism Advisory Panel, Submission 29, p. 21 

51 Professor Stephen Howes, Development Policy Centre, Committee Hansard, 10 September 2020, p. 1 

52 Professor Stephen Howes, Development Policy Centre, Committee Hansard, 10 September 2020, p. 5 

53 Mr Jenny Lambert, Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry, Committee Hansard, 10 

September 2020, pp. 7-8 
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wide range of regions.  Their mobility is critically important for tourism… 

They’re really an important part of the tourism mix in Australia.54 

3.95 The Migrant Workers Centre (MWC) noted that this requirement places 

WHMs at greater risk of unfair working conditions: 

This also means that WHMs are always excluded from seeking any remedy 

when they are dismissed from their job in a harsh, unjust or unreasonable 

manner. Employees have to be employed for at least 6 months before they can 

lodge an application for unfair dismissal to the Fair Work Commission. 

Temporary migrant workers are discouraged from raising issues about 

occupational health and safety or wage theft because they are not protected 

against unfair dismissal when their employer takes adverse action against 

them.55 

3.96 In response to the COVID-19 pandemic, Home Affairs noted that some 

changes had been made to this restriction: 

To ensure continuing access to essential goods and services, the Government 

introduced changes to allow temporary visa holders, including WHMs, to 

remain working in critical sectors including health and aged care, disability 

services, agriculture, food processing and childcare during the COVID-19 

pandemic.  WHMs employed in these critical sectors are exempt from the 

usual six month work limitation with one employer.56 

3.97 The Committee supported this change in its Interim Report, but took the view 

that these changes did not go far enough.  As a result, it recommended that 

the lifting of this restriction be extended, for a 12 month period and subject 

to review, to allow WHMs:  

…to work for the same employer for more than six months, if they in peri-

urban, regional, rural and remote parts of Australia to provide more certainty 

for visa holders and employers.57 

                                                      
54 Mr Jenny Lambert, Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry, Committee Hansard, 10 

September 2020, p. 8 

55 Migrant Workers Centre, Submission 39, p. 3 

56 Department of Home Affairs, Submission 42, p. 11 

57 Joint Standing Committee on Migration, Interim Report of the Inquiry into the Working Holiday Maker 

Program, Parliament of Australia, September 2020, p. 14 
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Committee Comment 

3.98 The Committee accepts the thinking behind limiting the time that WHMs 

can spend with any single employer.  This encourages WHMs to move 

around the country, and to both boost the available workforce and spend 

their money in a range of different areas.  The Committee notes that this is 

particularly valuable to regional areas. 

3.99 However, in the Committee’s view the adjustments put in place by 

Government in response to the COVID-19 pandemic are warranted. 

3.100 The Committee also notes the evidence received that this limitation has the 

potential to be detrimental for WHMs.  In the Committee’s view it is 

possible to strike a balance between providing employers who struggle to 

find staff with ensuring that the original policy goals of the limitation are 

met. 

3.101 By refining the provisions allowing WHMs to work for a single employer for 

more than six months in certain industries, and then limiting this to 

geographic areas where employers are finding it hard to engage suitable 

staff, the Committee believes this balance can be struck.  It is possible that 

such a balance will also drive more tourists into the rural and remote regions 

of Australia, thus improving the position of businesses in these areas both in 

terms of access to suitable staff and in terms of the tourism spending these 

businesses attract. 

3.102 This move will also help to address the concerns raised by some submitters 

that the WHM program is becoming perceived as a de facto agricultural 

labour program.  By expanding the scope of industries that can engage 

WHMs for longer than six months, the cultural exchange elements of the 

program will be further emphasised, as more WHMs spend more time in 

rural and remote areas, deepening their experience of Australian life and 

culture. 
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Recommendation 8 

3.103 The Committee recommends that Working Holiday (subclass 417) and 

Work and Holiday (subclass 462) visa holders should be able to work for 

the same employer for more than 6 months in hard-to-staff rural and 

remote areas of Australia without asking permission in the following 

industries:  

 Tourism or hospitality; 

 Agriculture, forestry and fishing; 

 Mining and construction; 

 Childcare; and 

 Health care, disability care and aged care. 
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4. Additional issues raised in the 

Interim Report 

 

Agriculture 

4.1 The Committee received evidence from numerous stakeholders in the 

agricultural sector about the importance of Working Holiday Makers 

(WHM) to the industry. The impact of the WHM shortage on the 

agricultural and horticultural industry was well covered in the Interim Report 

and was the reason for that report. Some points are worth amplifying given 

the positive response the Interim Report received. 

4.2 WHMs have a unique role in supporting the agricultural sector. The 

Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment (DAWE) referred to 

the 2018 ABARES Farm Survey, which indicated that: 

On vegetable and fruit and nut farms, backpackers accounted for around 20 

per cent of all workers at the peak of seasonal employment. WHMs are also 

employed in other parts of the agriculture sector, but they play a particularly 

key role in horticulture.1 

4.3 Mr Craig Pressler, of 2PH Farms, explained that WHMs ‘[account] for the 

majority, approximately 80%, of the fresh produce industry’s harvest labour 

workforce.’2 

4.4 In many instances, WHMs undertake critical work which is typically not 

undertaken by Australians. The National Farmers’ Federation (NFF) 

                                                      
1 Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment, Submission 58, p. 1 

2 2PH Farms, Submission 13, p. 1 
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confirmed ‘it is remarkably difficult to attract Australian workers to jobs in 

picking, packing and processing of produce’3 and told the Committee that: 

The reality is that displaced Aussie workers may be reluctant to leave their 

homes and support networks in the cities and suburbs to relocate to rural and 

regional Australia to perform physically demanding work from early in the 

morning until late in the evening and, perhaps, to spend their nights sleeping 

in caravan parks or tents.4 

4.5 The sudden decrease of WHMs in Australia since the beginning of the 

COVID-19 pandemic has had a further impact on workforce availability. 

4.6 Regarding anticipated labour shortages during the summer 2020-21 harvest 

season, Mr Casey Brown of Agri Labour stated: 

We’re seeing now that, as a result of COVID, agriculture businesses who 

generally would be employing working holiday makers to fill their roles are 

not getting enough applications to take up the roles. I think we will see 

produce commodities being unharvested.5 

4.7 The Committee also received evidence which showed the link between 

WHMs undertaking agricultural work and their desire to receive a second or 

third year visa. The Australian Fresh Produce Alliance told the Committee 

that many WHMs: 

…are only working in fresh produce due to the requirement to undertake this 

work to secure a second WHM visa and remain in Australia for another 12 

months.6 

4.8 The ANU Development Policy Centre also acknowledged the significant 

contribution of WHMs to the agricultural sector, but echoed statements that 

the WHM program is not designed exclusively to provide a seasonal labour 

supply, and lacks the regulation of an agricultural program like the Seasonal 

Worker Programme.7 

                                                      
3 National Farmers’ Federation, Submission 31, p. 13 

4 Mr Ben Rogers, National Farmers’ Federation, Committee Hansard, 3 August 2020, p. 28 

5 Mr Casey Brown, Agri Labour, Committee Hansard, 13 August 2020, p. 26 

6 Australian Fresh Produce Alliance, Submission 32, p. 3 

7 ANU Development Policy Centre, Submission 68, p. 7 
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Committee comment 

4.9 The Committee acknowledges the response of the Federal Government to 

the Interim Report and the actions already taken. 

4.10 The Committee also acknowledges that despite that response, workforce 

shortages remain in the agricultural and horticultural industries. For 

instance Mr Andrew Metcalfe AO, Secretary of DAWE told a recent Senate 

Estimates Hearing that  

We're yet to see the full impact of these measures, but, despite the 

unknowns,…the gap is significant. As a result, the department will continue to 

closely work with industry, states and territories, and across the Australian 

government to develop and implement initiatives to assist industry to address 

this likely labour shortage in the agriculture sector.8 

4.11 Despite the Federal Government’s announcements to encourage and 

incentivise Australians and visa holders to go to out to regional areas and 

pick fruit, people remain unaware of these opportunities. 

4.12 The missing piece is a marketing campaign to encourage people to take up 

these opportunities. There must be a concerted effort by the Government to 

make people aware of the changes that have been made and the incentives 

that have been put in place to make it easier for Australians and visa holders 

to take up this work.  

4.13 The changes made in response to the Interim report were part of a broader 

response to labour shortages induced by the COVID-19 Pandemic. As part of 

its response to the pandemic the Government established the COVID-19 

Pandemic Event visa (subclass 408) to enable visa holders - including some 

former WHMs - to remain in Australia for up to 12 months to continue their 

work in critical sectors including agriculture, food processing, health care, 

aged care, disability care and child care during the COVID-19 pandemic. 

This measure has enabled visa holders contributing to critical sectors to 

continue to work in those sectors to assist Australia through the pandemic. 

4.14 Like the Federal Government’s changes made in response to the WHM 

shortages the 408 visa is relatively unknown, even though it also provides 

flexibilities for temporary visa holders to stay in Australia and undertake 

work in critical sectors such as agriculture.  

                                                      
8 See for example Evidence from Mr Andrew Metcalfe AO, Secretary, Department of Agriculture 

Water and the Environment to the Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation 

Committee Estimates, Committee Hansard, 21 October 2020 p 76 
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4.15 The Committee has a view that there needs to be a targeted marketing 

campaign to make the temporary visa holders aware of the opportunities 

available to them under the 408 visa and so that it can have a greater take up 

than it presently does. 

Recommendation 9 

4.16 The Committee recommends that the Government instigate an advertising 

campaign to promote measures it has taken to encourage Australians and 

visa holders to undertake agricultural work to meet the shortages arising 

from the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Recommendation 10 

4.17 The Committee recommends that the Government undertake a tailored 

marketing campaign to promote the COVID-19 Pandemic event (408 

subclass) visa to temporary visa holders in Australia. 

Workplace issues facing WHM visa holders 

4.18 At the time the Interim Report was presented, the Committee had not 

finished hearing evidence on workplace practices in the agricultural and 

horticultural sectors. However the Committee made a recommendation for a 

hotline for WHMs to be established where, amongst other things, they can 

access information on their work rights, workplace exploitation concerns, 

accommodation and employment options in one place.9 

4.19 The Committee subsequently heard evidence from TripTech about a 

potential ‘one stop shop’ mobile application for information on transport, 

accommodation and work opportunities for WHMs.10 

4.20 TripTech advised the Committee that it has developed an app, currently in 

use in New Zealand. While not endorsing any particular app, an app of this 

sort could help augment such a hotline given the range of ways WHMs 

access information. 

                                                      
9 Joint Standing Committee on Migration, Interim Report of the Inquiry into the Working Holiday Maker 

Program, Parliament of Australia, September 2020, p. 22 

10 TripTech, Submission 86, p. 1 
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Unlawful employment arrangements 

4.21 The committee received evidence about the role of unlawful employment 

practices in the agricultural sector. 

4.22 In 2015 Professor Allan Fels and Dr David Cousins, were commissioned by 

the Government to undertake the Report of the Migrant Worker’s Taskforce. 

Prof Fels and Dr Cousins gave evidence to this Committee about academic 

research which surveyed 1440 WMHs and: 

found that 32 per cent of WHMs earned $12 per hour or less and 46 percent 

earned $15 or less in their lowest paid job. Almost three quarters of WHMs 

indicated that they worked 21 hours or more per week. At the time of the 

survey the standard hourly rate for a casual worker under the Horticulture 

Award was $22.13. Only 9 per cent of underpaid WHMs had taken action to 

recover their unpaid wages and only 4 per cent had contacted the Fair Work 

Ombudsman (FWO) about it.11 

4.23 The Fair Work Ombudsman (FWO) provided evidence that six per cent of all 

formal disputes during the year 2019-20 involved allegations in relation to 

working holiday-makers.12 

4.24 In 2019-20 the top five industries for completed FWO formal disputes 

involving working holiday-makers were: accommodation and food services, 

29 per cent; administrative and support services, 14 per cent; construction, 

12 per cent; agriculture, 12 per cent; and retail trade, eight per cent.13 

4.25 In 2018 FWO investigated 638 harvest trail businesses and found that 70 per 

cent of the employers who employed temporary workers – most of them 

WHMs – had breached Australia’s workplace laws.14 

4.26 The Committee also received feedback from industry bodies on this issue. 

For example, Adventure Tourism Victoria (ATV) conducted a survey of 

WHMs in which found that 20 per cent of respondents were paid under $10 

an hour.15 

                                                      
11 Professor Allan Fels AO and Dr David Cousins AM, Submission 87, p. 1 

12 Fair Work Ombudsman, Answers to Questions on Notice, 9 September 2020, p. 1 

13 Fair Work Ombudsman, Answers to Questions on Notice, 9 September 2020, p. 2-3 

14 Fair Work Ombudsman, Harvest Trail Inquiry: A report on workplace arrangements along the Harvest 

Trail, Melbourne, 2018, p. 26  

15 Mr Alex Hill, Adventure Tourism Victoria, Committee Hansard, 9 September 2020, p. 9 
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4.27 According to ATV the need to work in specified locations inn specified 

industries in order to qualify for a second or third year visa drives 

workplace exploitation: 

We had wage brackets, essentially, and the average wage of our respondents 

was $16.97. The minimum wage in Australia is $19.84. JobKeeper is currently 

$1,500 and JobSeeker is currently $1,200, so it's vastly below what you would 

expect. It's because of that second year visa. We're dangling that carrot, and 

exploitation, in some instances, is put up with [it].16 

4.28 In some cases, the underpayment of WHMs leads to the denial of a further 

visa. For example, the Migrant Worker Centre (MWC) noted that: 

Visa extension is denied when WHMs were not “remunerated for the 

[specified regional] work in accordance with relevant Australian legislation 

and awards” even though they have completed the specified regional work. 

According to the records of the Administrative Appeals Tribunal, there were 

at least three WHMs in 2017 who were denied visa extension and appealed the 

decision. The Tribunal acknowledged that the appeal applicants performed 

the required work and yet confirmed they did not meet the visa extension 

condition because they had been paid below relevant award rates.17 

4.29 The MWC noted the damage that exploitation does to the reputation of the 

program, with some rural towns being given nicknames such as ‘Horror 

Hill’ or ‘Helltown’ amongst WHMs. The MWC provided an example of the 

exploitation a WHM was subjected to in these two locations: 

Michael (pseudonym) needed to work in rural areas for at least 88 days if he 

wanted to extend his Working Holiday visa to a second year. He met a labour-

hire provider in “Horror Hill” and got a strawberry-picking job. To work at 

the farm, Michael had to rent a bed from the labour-hire provider. He paid the 

labour-hire provider $120 per week to stay with 15 others in a four-bedroom 

house. He paid him an extra $5 per day for transportation. 

Michael was paid at a rate of $2 per tray and barely earned what he owed to 

his labour-hire provider/landlord. He left “Horror Hill” to fill the remainder of 

his 88 days with a better paying job. He got a job at an abattoir in “Helltown” 

from another labour-hire provider, who also charged him $120 for a bed. At 

the abattoir, Michael was paid his award rate but still earned little money: his 

                                                      
16 Mr Alex Hill, Adventure Tourism Victoria, Committee Hansard, 9 September 2020, p. 9 

17 Migrant Worker Centre, Submission 39, p. 7 
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payslip would list all kinds of deductions such as employment commission to 

the labour-hire provider, training, and Q-fever vaccination.18 

4.30 Further, the exploitation of WHMs goes beyond the financial aspects of their 

treatment. The Retail Supply Chain Alliance (RSCA) raised an example of 

the sexual exploitation of WHMs: 

in March 2020 it was reported that a Queensland farmer was sexually 

exploiting several working migrants on the Working Holiday Maker program. 

Devastatingly, cases of rape and other sexual exploitations are not uncommon 

across the country, having recently also been exposed in Victoria. Last year, a 

case of aggravated kidnapping, rape, and indecent assault was also revealed in 

South Australia.19 

4.31 Several suggestions for providing better regulation of WHMs in Australian 

workplaces were raised during the course of this inquiry. 

4.32 For example, ATV noted that the introduction of a database or similar tool 

where employers had to be demonstrating adherence to workplace 

standards would significantly allay concerns about workplace exploitation 

held by WHMs.20 

4.33 Additionally, ATV argued for an approved employer list, similar to that 

used in relation to the Seasonal Workers Programme. This would, according 

to ATV, keep ‘the employer accountable, make it easy for the government to 

manage and given the worker some guarantee about who they’re working 

for’.21 

4.34 The role of labour hire firms and their lack of regulation was an issue for the 

Migrant Worker Taskforce.22 The RSCA argued that: 

No serious progress will be made in terms of addressing compliance levels in 

the horticulture industry unless a national approach to the regulation of 

labour hire contractors is established.23 

4.35 According to the RSCA, this approach has been successful in relation to 

other workers, including the Seasonal Worker Programme (SWP): 

                                                      
18 Migrant Worker Centre, Submission 39, p. 7 

19 Retail Supply Chain Alliance, Submission 78, p. 12 

20 Adventure Tourism Victoria, Submission 17, p. 15 

21 Adventure Tourism Victoria, Submission 17, p. 15 

22 Retail Supply Chain Alliance, Submission 78, p. 32 

23 Retail Supply Chain Alliance, Submission 78, p. 32 
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…the regulation of labour hire contractors that partake in the SWP 

significantly reduced scope for non-compliant contractors. The introduction of 

state-based labour hire licensing schemes in Victoria and Queensland have 

also successfully reduced incidences of non-compliance by labour hire 

contractors, and created a level playing field amongst businesses in the 

industry.24 

4.36 Professor Fels and Dr Cousins noted the important work undertaken by the 

Migrant Workers Taskforce in relation to this issue: 

The Task Force provided a comprehensive package of recommendations to 

deal with these problems including strengthening the legislative protections 

for these [WHMs] and other migrant workers; enhancing their awareness of 

employment rights and how to access remedies; making it easier to access 

remedies; strengthening the enforcement of employment laws; and 

introducing a national labour hire scheme targeted at problem industries, 

including horticulture.25 

4.37 Professor Fels noted the Government’s support for the recommendations of 

the Report of the Migrant Workers’ Taskforce and suggested that while he 

understands the time it takes to implement the recommendations, it’s 

important the Government implements the recommendations. 

…the government has accepted our recommendations. It is working on them. I 

think some of the key ones have gone off to that industrial relations group that 

has been set up pursuant to dealing with COVID, and after, but all the funds 

are with government, which continues to support the core recommendations. 

I'm not critical of the government or the COVID related labour stuff. The 

whole thing has actually taken quite a lot of time, since the announcement in 

2015 that we would be doing something about this, and so we need to keep 

pressing on with the whole thing.26 

Committee Comment 

4.38 This inquiry was not an inquiry into worker exploitation. However, the issue 

of WHM exploitation was raised in this inquiry, and were of serious concern 

to the Committee.  

4.39 The same industrial laws that apply to all Australians apply to WHM visa 

holders whether they work in the city or the country. If an employer has 

                                                      
24 Retail Supply Chain Alliance, Submission 78, p. 33 

25 Professor Allan Fels AO and Dr David Cousins AM, Submission 87, p. 2. 

26 Professor Allan Fels AO, Committee Hansard, 10 October 2020, p. 22  
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done the wrong thing, he or she should feel the full force of the law. 

Concerns raised about worker exploitation need to be taken seriously. 

4.40 While the extent of the exploitation of WHMs in parts of the Australian 

workforce is not quantifiably known, no incident is acceptable. It is also 

clearly an issue that is impacting on the reputation of Australia.  

4.41 If the number of media reports concerning the exploitation WMH increase, 

those reports may affect the decision of WHMs to choose Australia over 

time.  

4.42 Any steps that can be taken to reduce workplace exploitation in key 

industries should be taken and will ultimately be beneficial to the future of 

the WHM program. 

4.43 The Committee notes that the Government already has a clear, evidence-

based pathway towards addressing the issue in the recommendations of the 

Migrant Workers’ Taskforce. In the Committee’s view, the implementation 

of these recommendations should be given a much higher priority by 

Government. 

4.44 In its Interim Report the Committee recommended a hotline be developed to 

provide WHMs with information on workplace rights and other 

opportunities while they are in Australia (eg. accommodation tours etc.). 

The Committee sees merit in augmenting such a hotline with the 

development of an app which will help provide WHMs with an additional 

relevant and accessible source of information. 

Recommendation 11 

4.45 The Committee recommends that the Government expedite the 

implementation of the recommendations of the Report of the Migrant 

Workers’ Taskforce. 

Recommendation 12 

4.46 The Committee recommends that an app be developed for WHMs to 

augment the hotline recommended in the Interim Report.  

4.47 During the course of the inquiry it came to the attention of the Committee 

that whilst the FWO receives complaints directly from WHMs about 

workplace issues, there isn’t an established feedback mechanism between 

the FWO or government agencies and embassies of the countries with whom 

Australia has WHM agreements. 



70 
 

 

4.48 FWO does a lot of work to disseminate information about WHMs work 

rights, engaging with ‘groups like community organisations, consulates, 

embassies, education providers, migrant resource centres’,27 however there 

is no regular avenue through which to engage embassies about complaints 

that don’t come directly to FWO.  

4.49 Austrade and DFAT confirmed they don’t receive any communication from 

embassies regarding worker exploitation complaints.  

4.50 The Committee recommends that, because of the importance of dealing with 

unfair work practices, and the importance of Australia remaining a 

reputable place for WHMs to visit, FWO should regularly engage with 

embassies to ensure issues being raised by WHMs with embassies are being 

addressed. 

Recommendation 13 

4.51 The Committee recommends that the Fair Work Ombudsman develop an 

embassy liaison group to liaise on a regular basis about workplace issues 

raised with embassies by their citizens. 

Other temporary migration programs 

4.52 Given the labour shortages resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic, this 

Committee has sought to encourage all available people in Australia to 

undertake work in agriculture and horticulture for the reasons outlined in 

the Interim Report. 

4.53 As the Interim Report foreshadowed, the Refugee Council of Australia 

(RCOA) made a submission to the Committee that proposes putting in place 

special arrangements to encourage those. Temporary Protection Visa (TPV) 

and Safe Haven Enterprise Visa (SHEV) holders, to undertake work in 

agriculture and horticulture. 

Temporary Protection Visas and Safe Haven Enterprise Visas 

4.54 The Committee made inquiries into SHEV and TPV holders and any barriers 

that might exist for them to undertake work in critical industries facing 

shortages in regional areas of Australia.  

                                                      
27 Fair Work Ombudsman, Committee Hansard, 9 September 2020, p. 14 
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4.55 The Department of Home Affairs (Home Affairs) noted that there are no 

legislative barriers to SHEV holders from doing some of the agricultural, 

horticultural or tourism work in remote regional areas: 

There's no legislative barrier. The barriers might go to issues of language 

skills. As we know, many of the people who've arrived had no or very limited 

English language. Depending on what they've done to improve their English 

language skills, that would be an impediment. As would be a lack of any skills 

or work history that they have from their home countries that they bring to the 

table. But, in terms of their ability to access that labour market, no, there are no 

restrictions.28 

4.56 Home Affairs provided information on the numbers of SHEV and TPV 

holders currently in Australia: 

In terms of the numbers, as at 22 October, there were 12,165 holders of the 

SHEV, of which 82.2 per cent were male, and there were 5,313 of the 

temporary protection visas, of which 85 per cent are adult males.29 

4.57 Home Affairs explained the distinctions between the two visas and their 

purposes: 

The difference between the two visas, in short, is that the SHEV is available for 

those who have an intention to work and study in regional Australia, whereas 

the temporary protection visas do not have that. The SHEV is for five years 

and the TPV is for three years. I think there is an important distinction to make 

around the intention. The grant of the visa at the time of granting is based on 

you having the intention [to work and study in regional Australia].30 

4.58 While people who arrived in Australia by boat have the option of the two 

visas, the SHEV was specifically intended ‘as an incentive for people to 

move to regional areas by offering the possibility that, at the end of your 

period on a SHEV, if you have met certain preconditions, you would be able 

to apply for a range of permanent visas’.31 

4.59 Home Affairs further explained the purpose of the SHEV visa:  

… was not to supplement our skilled program; it was to provide a pathway 

and incentive to people who had arrived here illegally, who Australia had 

determined were owed protection. It has given them temporary protection 

                                                      
28 Department of Home Affairs, Committee Hansard, 30 October 2020, p. 5-6 

29 Department of Home Affairs, Committee Hansard, 30 October 2020, p. 4 

30 Department of Home Affairs, Committee Hansard, 30 October 2020, p. 4 

31 Department of Home Affairs, Committee Hansard, 30 October 2020, p. 5 
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and their visa will be reassessed at the appropriate time. If they are no longer 

owed protection, then there is an expectation that they would return home. 

However, we have given people an avenue to get to permanent residency, but 

it is not a concessional pathway; it is a similar pathway to those who would 

get the same visa. So in that respect we have expectations around the 

evidence: if they're going into a skilled occupation, they will need to show the 

evidence that they can perform that skilled occupation.32 

4.60 Home Affairs provided the Committee with an approximation on the 

number of SHEV holders who had relocated to regional areas: 

In terms of the location, of the 12,165 SHEV holders, there are currently 8,000 

in metropolitan areas and there are 4,127 in regional areas. To give a short 

breakdown: the majority, obviously, are in Victoria and New South Wales.  

In terms of the definitions [of regional], it is similar to the working holiday-

maker visa but not completely aligned. For the SHEV pathways, all states and 

territories had opt-in arrangements when the visa was created. Again, we used 

specified postcodes to designate the regional areas. All postcodes in the ACT, 

Northern Territory, South Australia and Tasmania are contained within the 

current definition, and in New South Wales it is anything outside Sydney, 

Newcastle, Central Coast and Illawarra. In Victoria it is anything outside 

Melbourne, Geelong, Bendigo, Ballarat or Shepparton. In Queensland it is 

locations outside Brisbane and the Gold Coast. In Western Australia it is 

locations outside Perth. So, at the moment, just under 33 per cent of SHEV 

holders live in any of those designated regional areas, based on the data that 

we do hold.33 

4.61 To meet the pathway requirements to be eligible for a permanent visa, SHEV 

holders, for a total of 42 months, need to have been: 

 Employed in a SHEV regional area and not received certain social security 

benefits (Special Benefit payments), or 

 Enrolled and physically attending full-time study in a SHEV regional area, 

or 

 A combination of the above.34 

4.62 In addition to meeting the above requirements, SHEV holders are also 

required to meet the requirements of the specific permanent visa they are 

applying for. For most skilled visas, eligibility requirements include: 

                                                      
32 Department of Home Affairs, Committee Hansard, 30 October 2020, p. 5 

33 Department of Home Affairs, Committee Hansard, 30 October 2020, p. 4-5 

34 Department of Home Affairs, Answers to Questions on Notice, 30 October 2020 p. 6-7 
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 English language requirements; while some visas require ‘functional 

English’ (an average band score of at least 4.5 on the 4 components of the 

International English Language Testing (IELTS)), many require ‘competent 

English’ (at least 6 for each of the 4 components of the IELTS).  

 evidence of a skilled occupation, including:  

 having an eligible occupation on the relevant list of eligible skilled 

occupations.  

 skilled assessments issued by a relevant skills assessing authorities.  

 evidence of work experience in their skilled occupation, up to three 

years may be required.  

 age requirements, often requiring applicant to be under 45.35 

4.63 The Government recently announced it is providing unlimited free English 

classes under the Adult Migrant English Program (AMEP), making it easier 

for SHEV holders to meet the English language requirements of permanent 

visas.36 

4.64 Home Affairs provided more information on the AMEP and the recent 

changes: 

The AMEP is delivered in 58 regions across Australia, including a number of 

remote and regional locations. In locations with no AMEP site, a distance 

learning option is available. Distance learning provides learning materials 

supported by regular contact with a qualified teacher for clients unable to 

attend face-to-face tuition or living at least 50 km from an AMEP site.  

On 28 August 2020, the Australian Government announced major reforms that 

will be implemented to the AMEP. This includes legislative changes to remove 

the 510 hour cap to provide unlimited hours of tuition and raise the AMEP 

eligibility threshold and exit point from functional English to vocational 

English. Time limits on enrolling, commencing and completing AMEP tuition 

will also be removed for those already in Australia as at 1 October 2020.37 

4.65 Home Affairs noted that the first SHEV holders are only just completing 

their five years on the SHEV and are eligible to apply for permanent visas. 

                                                      
35 Department of Home Affairs, Answers to Questions on Notice, 30 October 2020 p. 6-7 

36 Department of Home Affairs, ‘Changes to the Adult Migrant English Program’ < 

https://immi.homeaffairs.gov.au/settling-in-australia/amep/about-the-program/background> 

accessed 23 November 2020 

37 Department of Home Affairs, Answers to Questions on Notice, 30 October 2020 p. 10 
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There's a small number where, if they commenced in 2015, they have to do 3½ 

years working, and so, if they moved to a regional area and have worked for 

that period, they would have only become eligible last year even to apply.38 

4.66 At present, the pathway to permanency is primarily via skilled, family and 

student visa classes, and may be an option to SHEV holders if they, or a 

member of their family, completes 42 months of study or work in a regional 

area during the five year period of the SHEV, and are able to meet the 

requirement of relevant visa classes.39 

4.67 Home Affairs elaborated on the pathways to permanency available to visa 

holders: 

It may be difficult, but if someone comes here and their qualification from 

offshore is not recognised, they do have the ability to do a bridging course or 

seek recertification that shows they reached that skill level. They are also 

required, obviously, to meet the English language level that would be required 

normally. So there are viable pathways there, but the reality is the government 

has chosen to be quite generous in the breadth of visas which they can apply 

for…. There are a range of pathway options. However, there have been no 

specific concessions that would say: because you're on a SHEV you get, if you 

like, an advantage over a visa applicant for any of those visas.40 

4.68 Home Affairs provided the list of permanent visas SHEV holders could 

apply for once they have met the SHEV pathway requirements and if they 

meet the criteria of the visa: 

 Skilled visas  

 Subclass 132 (Business Talent)  

 Subclass 188 (Business Innovation and Investment (Provisional) 

 Subclass 189 (Skilled—Independent)  

 Subclass 190 (Skilled—Nominated)  

 Subclass 476 (Skilled—Recognised Graduate)  

 Subclass 491 (Skilled Work Regional (Provisional) 

 Subclass 858 (Distinguished Talent)  

 Employer-sponsored visas  

 Subclass 186 (Employer Nomination Scheme)  

 Subclass 482 (Temporary Skill Shortage visa)  

 Subclass 494 (Skilled Employer Sponsored Regional (Provisional)).  

                                                      
38 Department of Home Affairs, Committee Hansard, 30 October 2020, p. 10 

39 Refugee Council of Australia, Submission 49, p. 3 

40 Mr Michael Willard, Department of Home Affairs, Committee Hansard, 30 October 2020, p. 6 
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 Student visas  

 Subclass 407 (Training)  

 Subclass 500 (Student)  

 Subclass 590 (Student Guardian).  

 Family visas  

 Subclass 143 (Contributory Parent)  

 Subclass 445 (Dependent Child)  

 Subclass 801 (Partner)  

 Subclass 802 (Child)  

 Subclass 804 (Aged Parent)  

 Subclass 820 (Partner)  

 Subclass 835 (Remaining Relative)  

 Subclass 836 (Carer)  

 Subclass 837 (Orphan Relative)  

 Subclass 838 (Aged Dependent Relative)  

 Subclass 864 (Contributory Aged Parent)  

 Subclass 884 (Contributory Aged Parent (Temporary)). 

 Other visas  

 Subclass 010 (Bridging A)  

 Subclass 030 (Bridging C).41 

4.69 The Committee heard evidence, however, that SHEV and TPV holders face 

significant practical barriers in meeting the requirements of the available 

permanent visas and hence were unlikely to take up opportunities in 

regional areas, particularly in agriculture and horticulture, without further 

incentives. RCOA told the Committee this is due to the lack of a ‘realistic 

pathway to permanency’.42 

4.70 RCOA told the Committee that many of the skilled, family or student visas 

are ‘out of reach for refugees on the SHEV’: 

The criteria of these other visas are incredibly onerous and prohibitive for 

most people. This is especially true because people on a SHEV are not able to 

access any federal government education support which would support them 

to attain the skills and education required for many of these visas. As such, the 

SHEV has failed to provide a realistic incentive for people to move to regional 

                                                      
41 Department of Home Affairs, ‘Safe Haven Enterprise visa pathway’, 

<https://immi.homeaffairs.gov.au/visas/getting-a-visa/visa-listing/safe-haven-enterprise-

790/safe-haven-enterprise-visa-pathway> accessed 23 November 2020 

42 Refugee Council of Australia, Submission 49, p. 3 
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areas, and therefore failed in its policy intention in encouraging regional 

resettlement.43 

4.71 The pathways to attainment of educational or skills qualification was 

another difficulty faced by SHEV holders, and was discussed by the Hazara 

Coordination Group: 

TPVs have generally prevented people from even attending tertiary or other 

educational institutions in Australia. That prevention is not that these TPV 

holders have not had the right to attend higher education; the problem is that, 

if they attend higher education, they have to pay an international fee for 

attending either TAFE or university in Australia.44 

4.72 The Hazara Coordination Group added that, as many TPV holders are ‘the 

breadwinners of their families’, it is: 

… very difficult to ask someone who looks after family members overseas, for 

someone who has already suffered mentally and emotionally, to engage in 

really substantial learning. Our own experience shows that for the first 

generations of our families to come here on TPVs, until they were on TPVs 

and were not able to bring their families here, it was very difficult for them to 

engage in any meaningful language learning program, including the adult 

migration program.45 

4.73 Further, while many TPV holders have been able to learn basic English, find 

employment and in some cases establish businesses, this ‘doesn’t result in 

any meaningful qualification', the Hazara Coordination Group told the 

Committee.46 

4.74 The Committee heard from Home Affairs that TPV and SHEV holders are 

classified as overseas students, and therefore have to pay full fee if they are 

to engage in VET or tertiary training: 

Temporary Protection visa (TPV) and Safe Haven Enterprise visa (SHEV) 

holders do not have access to government funded higher education. Students 

who are in Australia on a temporary visa, including those on a SHEV or TPV, 

                                                      
43 Refugee Council of Australia, Submission 49, p. 4 

44 Mr Ali Reza Yunespour, Hazara Coordination Group, Committee Hansard, 30 October 2020, p. 26 

45 Mr Ali Reza Yunespour, Hazara Coordination Group, Committee Hansard, 30 October 2020, p. 27 

46 Mr Ali Reza Yunespour, Hazara Coordination Group, Committee Hansard, 30 October 2020, p. 27 
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are considered to be overseas students under the Higher Education Support 

Act 2003.47 

4.75 The Hazara Coordination Group told the Committee that many SHEV 

holders do not consider the current pathway to permanency realistic as there 

is ‘an uncertainty at the end of the process’. The Hazara Coordination Group 

elaborated on this view: 

At the moment, if you work in a construction centre in Sydney and if you 

work in the agriculture sector in Shepparton—of course the level of income 

that you could get is completely different from those two—the problem is that 

the TPV holders are calculating and saying, 'If we spend 3½ years in regional 

areas, and, after 3½ years, there is no prospect for me to get a permanent 

residency through the SHEV, the best thing for me is to spend that time in a 

metropolitan area.'48 

4.76 RCOA suggested that the COVID-19 pandemic has made these pathways 

even more difficult for SHEV holders to access: 

Many holders of the SHEV have worked diligently to meet the work criteria of 

the SHEV pathway requirements, doing paid and lawful work in regional 

Australia to count towards the 3.5 years (42 months) they need to demonstrate 

they have not been reliant on income support via Special Benefit. However, 

like millions of others in Australia, these regional workers have been 

unexpectedly and severely impacted by the pandemic-related job losses. As 

such, the amount of time someone has to work to meet the pathway 

requirement should be reduced to one year in recognition of the impact of 

COVID-19 and to provide a realistic incentive for people to work in affected 

areas and industries.49 

4.77 Concessions have been provided by the Government to SHEV holders 

during COVID-19 to account for the difficulties they may have meeting the 

locational requirements of the visa to achieve permanency during this time: 

All SHEV holders (both current and former) seeking to meet the SHEV 

pathway requirements can count periods of time towards the pathway 

requirement if during a ‘concession period’ and while holding a SHEV, they:  

 access Special Benefit payments, or  

 are unemployed, or  

                                                      
47 Department of Home Affairs, Answers to Questions on Notice 7, 30 October 2020 p. 1 

48 Mr Ali Reza Yunespour, Hazara Coordination Group, Committee Hansard, 30 October 2020, p. 25 

49 Refugee Council of Australia, Submission 49, p. 4 
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 work outside a SHEV regional area in an essential service.50  

4.78 These concessions enable SHEV holders to claim this time toward their 

pathway requirements even if they are not currently residing in regional 

area. 

4.79 Home Affairs elaborated on these provisions: 

These were part of a package of COVID concessions that went through as 

amendments to the migration regulations in September, I think. They picked 

up SHEV visa holders and also a number of other visa holders whose 

requirements on their visa to qualify for another visa involved them being in 

particular locations at particular points of time. What the amendments have 

done is introduce the COVID concession period which will allow time during 

the COVID period to not be counted against the visa holder where, because of 

COVID, they weren't able to meet some of those locational requirements. That 

applies to SHEV and it also applies to some other visas as well.51 

4.80 According to Home Affairs, the COVID-19 concessions benefit both SHEV 

holders who are genuinely pursuing the pathways to permanency by 

working in regional Australia, and visa holders who have chosen not to 

work or study in regional areas. 

Depending on what people's individual pathways are some will benefit 

without necessarily having availed themselves of the existing opportunities. 

For others it may be the difference between getting a permanent visa—because 

they lost employment for a period of time during COVID and that in itself 

could've knocked them out, if you like, of qualifying, and this may give them 

the opportunity to qualify.52 

4.81 The RCOA conducted research which found that TPV and SHEV holders 

could constitute a valuable resource to fill workforce gaps that have 

emerged as a result of COVID-19: 

Our research shows that if refugees on a SHEV or TPV are offered a more 

realistic pathway to permanency and family reunion there will be much 

greater take up of work in regional areas and other impacted industries. We've 

recently conducted a survey of SHEV holders, asking them about their 

response to working in a regional area due to the COVID pandemic, and over 

80 per cent—81 per cent—of people indicated that they would move to a 

regional area a promise of a permanent visa after one year of work. We 

                                                      
50 Department of Home Affairs, Answers to Questions on Notice, 30 October 2020 p. 7 

51 Mr Michael Willard, Department of Home Affairs, Committee Hansard, 30 October 2020, p. 6 

52 Mr Michael Willard, Department of Home Affairs, Committee Hansard, 30 October 2020, p. 7 
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estimate that approximately 14,000 people on a SHEV or TPV would move to a 

regional area for work if given the right incentive.53 

4.82 At a public hearing, RCOA summarised these incentives: 

In order to encourage refugees on a SHEV or TPV to help fill these labour 

shortages, there needs to be proper incentives and supports in place. People 

need security that they are able to remain in Australia and continue 

contributing to their local communities. They need to be able to settle with 

their families by their side and they need local communities who are willing 

and able to support them.54 

4.83 Home Affairs noted that both the SHEV and TPV holders had been 

successful in securing employment outcomes: 

We do have very good employment outcomes for both TPV and SHEV 

holders. This year it obviously has turned around, but, as of the end of last 

year, only 13.6 per cent of SHEV holders were accessing benefits. In other 

words, another 87 percent were working. But they will go to where the work 

is.55 

4.84 Home Affairs noted the importance of employment opportunities being 

available, and the role of support services and access to networks in 

accessing employment: 

…they will go to where the work is. In the event that the work is in 

metropolitan areas, often they do use access through community groups to get 

work, and those groups are particularly strong in metropolitan areas. So I 

think the number who’ve applied for the visa and the disconnect between that 

and those who we believe are located in the regions is largely driven by the 

ability to go and work in that region and also the support services available, 

the connection to community, language etc.56 

Committee Comment 

4.85 The Committee acknowledges that there is no legislative barrier to SHEV 

and TPV holders working in regional industries facing labour shortages. The 

Committee also acknowledges the concessions provided to assist visa 

holders who are unable to meet their locational requirements during 

                                                      
53 Mr Asher Hirsch, Refugee Council of Australia, Committee Hansard, 10 September 2020, p. 16 

54 Mr Asher Hirsch, Refugee Council of Australia, Committee Hansard, 10 September 2020, p. 16 

55 Mr David Wilden, Department of Home Affairs, Committee Hansard, 30 October 2020, p. 5 

56 Mr David Wilden, Department of Home Affairs, Committee Hansard, 30 October 2020, p. 5 
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COVID-19. The Committee also welcomes the recent announcement of 

unlimited free English classes under the Adult Migrant English Program. 

4.86 However, the Committee heard evidence that SHEV and TPV holders were 

unlikely to take up opportunities in regional areas, particularly in 

agriculture and horticulture, without further incentives due to perceived 

uncertainty at the end of the process and the many practical barriers, 

including access to training and education. 

4.87 The Committee acknowledges the views of the RCOA about difficulties 

SHEV holders face in accessing the existing pathways to permanency, 

particularly due to the expense involved in tertiary study. The Committee 

notes that advocates for SHEV and TPV holders suggest that people are not 

going to go to regional areas without some guarantee of permanency.  

4.88 The Committee acknowledges that many of the concerns raised by advocates 

for SHEV and TPV holders are grounded in their real life experiences and 

genuinely held. Many of these issues, however, are outside the scope of this 

inquiry and require separate consideration by government. 

4.89 The Committee notes the horticultural and agricultural labour shortage 

gripping the industry as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic and the need to 

maximise the number of people in Australia to fill the critical regional labour 

shortages, including Australian citizens, permanent residents and temporary 

migrants. The Committee also notes the wide range of skilled jobs in 

regional Australia that have not been filled because of the skills shortage.  

4.90 The Committee therefore sees merit in the Government addressing the 

identified barriers and providing stronger incentives for SHEV and TPV 

holders to fill critical regional labour shortages. 

4.91 Home Affairs provided evidence on some of the elements and pathway 

requirements for permanent visa applicants, including matters such as 

definitions of skills requirements, the length of time required in relevant 

work or study, English language requirements, age limits, and evidence and 

recognition of overseas qualifications and of overseas and local skills and 

work experience.57 

4.92 The Committee believes that one incentive could be to allow SHEV and TPV 

holders who have undertaken one year of work in regional industries facing 

critical labour shortages being eligible for government-subsidised VET 

                                                      
57 Department of Home Affairs, Answers to Questions on Notice, 30 October 2020, pp. 6-7. 



81 
 

 

training courses. These VET courses should be for occupations experiencing 

chronic shortages for at least a decade. 

4.93 The Government should also provide greater certainty in the migration 

pathway to attract more SHEV and TPV holders to settle in regional 

Australia and help to fill critical labour shortages. The Committee did not 

receive sufficient evidence to make detailed recommendations regarding the 

adjustments that could be made to visa pathways to provide sufficient 

incentive while maintaining the integrity of the migration program, but the 

permanent visa requirement concessions discussed above should be 

carefully and seriously considered. 

Recommendation 14 

4.94 The Committee recommends that the Government consider additional 

concessions to SHEV and TPV holders who undertake at least one year of 

agricultural or horticultural work in a regional area, and are prepared to 

settle in a regional areas, such as: 

 Subsidised VET training courses for skilled occupations experiencing 

chronic skills shortages (of at least 10 years); and 

 Other incentives that assist SHEV and TPV holders to meet 

requirements under a range of available visas, including the skilled 

migration scheme. 

 

 

Mr Julian Leeser  MP 

Chair 
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1 Mr Simon Aniere 

2 HealthWISE 
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4 Name Withheld 
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7 NT Department of Tourism, Sport and Culture 

8 Backpacker Job Board 
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11 Costa Group 

12 Dried Fruits Australia 

13 2PH Farms 

14 Howe Farming Enterprises Pty Ltd 

15 Australian Table Grape Association 

16 Cultural Au Pair Association of Australia (CAPAA) 
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20 Australian Banana Growers Council 
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22 AUSVEG SA 

23 Growcom 

24 MacKays Marketing 
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28 Howe Farming Enterprises Pty Ltd 
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30 Berries Australia 

31 National Farmers' Federation 
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34 Adventure Queensland 
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36 Whitsunday Regional Council 

37 Miss Erin Evans 

38 Fruit Growers Victoria 
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42 Department of Home Affairs 

43 YHA Australia 
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45 Town of Port Hedland 

46 AUSVEG 



85 
 

 

47 Australian Tourism Export Council 

48 South Australian Tourism Commission 
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53 Citrus Australia Ltd 
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60 Sri Ernawati 
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63 Ms Inés Carol 
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65 Ashleigh Kydd 

66 The Uniting Church in Australia, Synod of Victoria and Tasmania and The 
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67 Australian Hotels Association and Tourism Accommodation Australia 

68 ANU Development Policy Centre 

69 Australian Trade and Investment Commission (Austrade) and the 

Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade and Tourism Australia 

70 MADEC Australia Pty Ltd 

71 Ventnor Grove Pty Ltd 

72 Migration Institute of Australia 

73 Avocados Australia Limited 
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74 Mr Richard Lomman 

75 Associate Professors Bassina Farbenblum and Laurie Berg 

 Attachment 1 

 Attachment 2 

76 Law Institute of Victoria 

77 Australian Chamber - Tourism 

78 Retail Supply Chain Alliance  

79 Settlement Services International 

80 Minister for Primary Industries and Water, Tasmania 

 Attachment 1 

81 Department of Education, Skills and Employment 

82 Hon Mr David Littleproud MP 

83 Australian Tourism Industry Council (ATIC) 

84 Prof. Richard Holden 

85 Mr Steven de Vroom 

86 Triptech 

87 Professor Allan Fels AO & Dr David Cousins AM 

88 Vivienne O’Sullivan 

 Attachment 1 
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B. List of public hearings and 

witnesses 

Monday, 20 July 2020 - via teleconference 

RDA Tropical North 

Mr Joe Moro, Board Member 

Cairns Chamber of Commerce 

Mr Geoff Heath, Migration Manager, Cairns Chamber of Commerce 

Immigration Help 

Ms Natalia Arens 

Queensland Agriculture Workforce Network 

Ms Leanne Kruss, Agricultural Workforce Manager (Far North Queensland 

Region) 

 

Monday, 3 August 2020 - via teleconference 

Department of Home Affairs 

Mrs Peta Dunn, First Assistant Secretary, Immigration Programs Division 

Ms Michelle Pearce, Acting Assistant Secretary, Migration Planning and 

Visa Policy Branch 

Mr Michael Willard, First Assistant Secretary, Immigration and Community 

Protection Policy Division 
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DFAT & Austrade 

Ms Lynne Ashpole, Head, Policy and Coordination Branch, Austrade 

Mr Angus Mackenzie, Assistant Secretary, Competitiveness and Business 

Engagement Branch 

Ms Kelly Ralston, Acting Deputy Chief Executive Officer 

Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment 

Mr Peter Gooday, Assistant Secretary, Australian Bureau of Agricultural and 

Resource Economics 

Ms Cassandra Kennedy, First Assistant Secretary, Agricultural Policy 

Division 

Ms Joanna Stanion, Assistant Secretary, Markets and Competition Branch, 

National Farmers' Federation 

Mr Thomas Cullen, Policy Officer, National Farmers Federation  

Mr Ben Rogers, General Manager, Workplace Relations and Legal Affairs 

South Australian Tourism Commission 

Mr Rodney Harrex, Chief Executive Officer 

NT Department of Tourism, Sport and Culture 

Ms Valerie Smith, General Manager, Destination Development, Tourism NT 

Backpacker & Youth Tourism Advisory Panel (BYTAP) 

Mr Brendan McKenna, Committee member 

Australian Tourism Export Council 

Ms Anna Taylor, National Manager, Membership and Policy  

 

Thursday, 6 August 2020 - via teleconference 

Australian Fresh Produce Alliance 

Miss Claire McClelland, Manager, Communication and Engagement 

Mr Michael Rogers, Chief Executive Officer 

AUSVEG 
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Mr Bill Bulmer, Chairman 

Mr Tyson Cattle, National Public Affairs Manager 

Mr James Whiteside, Chief Executive Officer 

Migration Institute of Australia 

Mr Jonathan Granger, Policy and Advocacy Committee Member 

Mr John Hourigan, National President 

Ms Bronwyn Markey, Professional Services Manager 

Ms Julie Williams, NSW/ACT State President 

Growcom 

Mr Richard Shannon, Manager, Policy and Advocacy 

Cultural Au Pair Association of Australia (CAPAA) 

Ms Wendi Aylward, Spokesperson 

 

Thursday, 13 August 2020 - via teleconference 

Greater Shepparton City Council 

Mr Michael Carrafa, Team Leader, Business and Industry Development 

Miss Sarah Hardwick, Economic Development Project Officer 

Fruit Growers Victoria 

Mr Michael Crisera, Grower Services Manager 

MADEC Australia 

Mr Peter Angel, State Manager, Harvest Trail Information Service 

Mr Robert Hayes, State Manager, Harvest Trail Information Service 

Mr Gavin Krake, National Manager, Harvest Trail Information Service,  

Agri Labour 

Mr Casey Brown, Managing Director 

Department of Education, Skills and Employment 

Ms Benedikte Jensen, First Assistant Secretary, Labour Market Strategy 
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Ms Margaret Kidd, First Assistant Secretary, Delivery and Employer 

Engagement 

Ms Helen McCormack, Assistant Secretary, Seasonal Work Programs, 

Mr David Turvey, First Assistant Secretary, National Skills Commission 

 

Wednesday, 26 August 2020 - via Teleconference 

YHA Australia 

Ms Silke Kerwick, Public Affairs Manager 

Mr Paul McGrath, Chief Executive Officer 

 

Wednesday, 2 September 2020 - via Teleconference 

Tourism & Transport Forum 

Ms Margy Osmond, Chief Executive Officer  

 

Wednesday, 9 September 2020 - via Teleconference 

Adventure Queensland 

Mrs Hana Robertson, Secretary 

Adventure Tourism Victoria 

Mr Alex Hill, Vice President  

Mr Adam Ogle, Committee Member  

Fair Work Ombudsman 

Ms Louise Peters, Executive Director, Engagement  

Mr Steven Ronson, Executive Director, Enforcement 

Mr Mark Scully, Deputy Fair Work Ombudsman  

The Uniting Church in Australia, Synod of Victoria and Tasmania and The Salvation 

Army Australia 

Ms Heather Moore, Policy and Strategic Projects Advisor, Salvation Army 

Dr Mark Zirnsak, Senior Social Justice Advocate, Uniting Church 
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Tourism Accommodation Australia and Australian Hotels Association 

Mr Stephen Ferguson, Chief Executive Officer, AHA 

Mr Michael Johnson, Chief Executive Officer, TAA 

Migrant Workers Centre 

Miss Sherry (Yuhsuan) Huang, Community Organiser 

Dr Hyeseon Jeong, Research and Policy Officer 

Mr Mathew Kunkel, Director  

 

Thursday, 10 September 2020 - via Teleconference 

ANU Development Policy Centre 

Professor Stephen Howes, Director 

Ms Beth Orton, Research Officer 

Australian Chamber – Tourism 

Ms Jenny Lambert, Director 

Settlement Services International 

Mr Jack Archer, Regional Strategy Advisor 

Mrs Violet Roumeliotis, Chief Executive Officer 

Ms Kylie van Luyn, Director Employment Services  

Mrs Agha Yamamah, General Manager Service Delivery Settlement  

Refugee Council of Australia 

Mr Asher Hirsch, Senior Policy Officer 

Professor Allan Fels and Dr David Cousins 

 

Friday, 11 September 2020 - via Teleconference 

Roundtable - Individuals 

Ms Jacqsyn Dieziger 

Miss Vanessa Klaus 



92 
 

 

Ms Esther Yew 

 

Ms Bree Grima, Managing Director 

Mr Craig Pressler, Chief Operation Officer 

Mr Arjan Bloemer, Chief Executive Officer 

Ms Sonya Comiskey, Agtech Community Officer  

 

Tuesday, 29 September 2020 via Teleconference 

National Employment Services Association 

Ms Sally Sinclair, Chief Executive Officer 

Law Institute of Victoria 

Mrs Samantha Fitzsimons, Co-chair and Committee Member, Migration Law 

Committee 

Ms Carina Ford, Member, Migration Law Committee and Co-chair Refugee 

Law Reform Committee 

Mr Jackson Taylor, Member, Migration Law Committee 

Australian Tourism Industry Council 

Mr Simon Westaway, Executive Director 

Professor Richard Holden 

 

Wednesday, 7 October 2020 via Teleconference 

Mr Nick Baker, Chief Executive Officer 

Friday, 30 October 2020 Via Teleconference 

Department of Home Affairs 

Ms Sally Pfeiffer, Assistant Secretary, Humanitarian Program Capability 

Mr David Wilden, First Assistant Secretary, Refugee, Humanitarian and 

Settlement Division 

Mr Michael Willard, First Assistant Secretary, Immigration and Community 

Protection Policy Division 
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Department of Home Affairs, Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Department of 

Agriculture, Water and the Environment, Department of Employment, Skills and 

Education and Austrade 

Ms Lynne Ashpole, Head of Policy and Coordination Branch, Australian 

Trade and Investment Commission  

Ms Elizabeth Bowes, First Assistant Secretary and Chief Negotiator—

Regional Trade Agreements Division, Department of Foreign Affairs and 

Trade.  

Ms Rosemary Deininger, Deputy Secretary, Department of Agriculture, 

Water and the Environment 

Ms Nancy Gordon, Assistant Secretary—North East Asia Branch, 

Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade  

Ms Benedikte Jensen, First Assistant Secretary, Labour Market Strategy 

Division, Department of Education, Skills and Employment  

Ms Margaret Kidd, First Assistant Secretary, Delivery and Employer 

Engagement Division, Department of Education, Skills and Employment  

Ms Joanne Lovejoy, Acting Director— Regional Trade Agreements Division, 

Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade  

Mr Ivan Neville, Assistant Secretary, Labour Market Research and Analysis 

Branch, National Skills Commission, Department of Education, Skills and 

Employment  

Ms Sally Pfeiffer, Assistant Secretary, Humanitarian Program Capability 

Ms Kelly Ralston, Deputy Chief Executive Officer, Australian Trade and 

Investment Commission  

Mr David Wilden, First Assistant Secretary, Refugee, Humanitarian and 

Settlement Division 

Mr Michael Willard, First Assistant Secretary, Immigration and Community 

Protection Policy Division 

Hazara Coordination Group 

Mr Yunus Noori, National Coordinator, Afghan Sports Federation of 

Australia  

Ms Shukufa Tahari, Private capacity 

Mr Ali Reza Yunespour, National Coordinator 
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QITE (Quality Innovation Training & Employment) 

Ms Jillian Trout, General Manager, Mareeba Shire Job Training Association  
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Additional Comments 

Mr Julian Hill MP 

1.1 Additional comment on the issue of SHEV and TPV holders is warranted 

given the evidence received, building on the last part of section 4 of the 

Committee’s report. 

1.2 There are approximately 17,400 SHEV and TPV holders in Australia. The 

majority of these people arrived by boat nearly a decade ago, risking their 

lives on a dangerous and expensive journey, fleeing war and persecution.  

1.3 They have been living in Australia for up to 10 years, some even longer. 

They have been accepted by Australia to be genuine refugees. 

1.4 As the Department of Home Affairs acknowledged during the inquiry their 

employment outcomes are excellent - prior to the pandemic 87 per cent of 

SHEV holders were in paid employment. Contributing to the Australian 

community, paying taxes. 

1.5 Yet as the Committee heard, for the overwhelming majority of these people - 

these genuine refugees - there is no realistic pathway to permanency. The 

false promise offered by the SHEV of a pathway to permanency is, for most 

of these people, illusory. For a decade they have had limited access to the 

Adult Migrant English program, no ability to study and no hope of being 

able to meet the conditions of permanent visas they could theoretically 

apply for. 

1.6 Instead, genuine refugees have been condemned by the policies of the 

Australian government to become members of a permanent, insecure 

underclass of temporary migrants in Australian society.  
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1.7 They are condemned to a life lived in limbo, hopping from temporary visa to 

temporary visa, unable to put down roots and contribute fully to Australia 

with the security that comes from permanent residence status. Thousands of 

these people have been separated from their children for a decade, families 

kept apart and broken with no hope in sight. Thousands of people in my 

community are stuck in this situation. I know them, I hear their stories and 

witness their pain. 

1.8 There is no real prospect in the short or medium term of security improving 

in their homelands so it is safe enough for them to return. They are in effect 

permanently temporary refugees, safe but never secure in our country. 

1.9 The Committee, indeed the Parliament and our nation, must ask at what 

point can these people simply become Australians? Is it after 10 years here? 

15 years? 20 years? When they’ve lived more than half their lives in 

Australia could they then just be Australian? 

1.10 The very notion of permanently temporary refugees is a nonsense. It does 

our nation and Australian society no credit and no good to have a 

permanent underclass living amongst us. 

1.11 Resolution of these issues is a much broader problem and outside the scope 

of this inquiry into the Working Holiday Maker Program, but SHEV and 

TPV holders deserve and demand serious, thoughtful and creative attention 

by the Government, not stale talking points about ‘boat people’. There has 

long been bipartisan support for tough border protection policies and the 

government well knows it. Quite simply, humane resolution of this issue is 

possible without restarting the boats, but to date it has not been politically 

convenient for the government to address. 

1.12 During the inquiry the Refugee Council of Australia put forward a proposal 

to offer permanent residency to SHEV and TPV holders who undertook a 

year of work in a regional area in industries suffering critical labour 

shortages. The Committee received compelling evidence from the Australian 

Hazara community broadly in support. 

1.13 There is a critical workforce shortage right now in regional Australia, 

exacerbated by reduced temporary migration resulting from the COVID-19 

pandemic, and there is no single solution. Australia needs as many people as 

possible - Australian citizens, permanent residents and temporary migrants - 

to help with the harvest and other critical work over the next 12 months and 

beyond. 
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1.14 With the right incentives, it is clear that SHEV and TPV holders could make 

a significant contribution to help fill critical labour shortages in regional 

Australia. I know from my own electorate that people would be prepared to 

move and undertake this work if they were assured of permanent residency 

or had a realistic pathway. 

1.15 To be clear, my personal view is that it is well past time that SHEV and TPV 

holders, as genuine refugees, should simply be granted permanency, subject 

to health and character checks. After a decade here, and multiple 

assessments that they are genuine refugees who cannot safely return home, 

they should not have to abandon their lives and jobs to go and pick fruit to 

be allowed to stay. 

1.16 But resolution of the broader question is outside the scope of this inquiry 

and in any event, I expect government MPs would be politically constrained 

at present from supporting real change. 

1.17 So instead this inquiry threw up the opportunity for a creative bipartisan 

solution and response that would at least help some of these people while 

meeting critical labour shortages in regional Australia. Public comments in 

support of a creative solution were made by Government members during 

the inquiry and in the media however the Committee’s final report falls 

short of a courageous recommendation for change. The Committee’s 

findings and recommendations do at least represent a small step - a baby 

step - in the right direction and I thank the Chair and government members 

of the Committee for listening patiently. 

1.18 Pending a broader resolution of the issues facing SHEV and TPV holders, I 

encourage the government to take up the spirit of the recommendations and 

provide stronger incentives and a more realistic pathway to permanency for 

these genuine refugees, understanding that this could be of immediate 

practical benefit to the agricultural industry and regional Australia. 

1.19 In particular I encourage my Parliamentary colleagues from the National 

Party to find their voice on this issue; to back the farmers and the refugees 

and say in public what they say in private. 

Mr Julian Hill  MP 
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Dissenting Report 

Australian Greens 

1.1 The Australian Greens thank everyone who made a public submission 

and/or public representation to this inquiry. 

1.2 In the Committee’s interim report, it was recommended that: 

The Committee recommends that for the next 12 months, the Government 

enable workers to stay on JobSeeker payments while undertaking low paid 

agricultural and horticultural work (Recommendation 2) 

1.3 The Australian Greens recognise that eligibility rules and mutual obligation 

requirements for JobSeeker can create disincentives for unemployed people 

to do seasonal casual work away from their homes. Unemployed people 

temporarily relocating to regional areas for seasonal work would most likely 

still need to maintain their primary residences and associated living costs 

(rents, mortgages, utilities, etc.) while also paying for accommodation in a 

regional area. 

1.4 An incentive to support unemployed people to do seasonal work away from 

their support networks and homes is worth considering. But such a program 

must not be the first step to a work-for-the-dole program that exploits 

vulnerable people through a form of indentured labour that risks them 

becoming further marginalised. 

1.5 Prior to announcement of the 2020-21 Budget, Mr Littleproud said the 

Government’s objective was: 
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to encourage Australians to "have a crack" at work in the regions … [with] the 

use of incentives rather than penalties for those on the JobSeeker 

unemployment benefit. 

1.6 This is a commitment the Government must meet and be held to, and 

Recommendation 2 of the Chair’s report must reflect and be considered 

within the principle of this commitment. 

Recommendation 1 

1.7 That the Government explicitly rules out the inclusion of obligations or 

penalties in any programs it develops to enable workers to stay on 

JobSeeker payments while undertaking low paid agricultural and 

horticultural work. 

1.8 Also in the Committee’s interim report was a recommendation that the 

“SHEV [Safe Haven Enterprise visa] pathway be modified to provide a 

pathway to a more permanent visa”, which it would consider later, once all 

relevant evidence had been received. The recommendation was that: 

…the SHEV pathway be modified to reduce the amount of time that refugees 

need to work or study down to one year (12 months cumulative). 

1.9 This recommendation was publicly supported by Liberal, National, and 

Labor members of parliament, with the Labor and National members 

arguing one year was too short, and instead proposing two years. 

1.10 A SHEV is a five-year temporary visa for people claiming asylum in 

Australia who arrived by boat without a valid visa. When a person applies 

for a SHEV they must make a declaration that they intend to work and/or 

study in regional Australia while accessing minimal social security benefits. 

Some SHEV holders might later find themselves eligible for skilled, family, 

or permanent visa classes, but most find themselves reapplying for 

subsequent SHEVs or Temporary Protection Visas (TPV), with no pathway 

to permanent residency. 

1.11 Genuine refugees in Australia should be afforded permanent protection. 

1.12 If people are owed protection, it should not be conditional on doing hard 

labour. Telling vulnerable people who are seeking asylum in Australia that 

their protection is dependent on their capacity to work certain jobs in certain 

regions is not only deeply cynical, but contrary to international human 

rights law. 
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1.13 The recommendation finally presented in the Chair’s report however does 

not propose a pathway, expedited or otherwise, to permanent residency for 

SHEV holders. 

1.14 Instead, the Chair’s report recommends:  

that the Government consider additional concessions to SHEV and TPV 

holders who undertake at least one year of agricultural or horticultural work 

in a regional area, and are prepared to settle in a regional areas, such as: 

 Subsidised VET training courses for skilled occupations experiencing 

chronic skills shortages (of at least 10 years); and 

 Other incentives that assist SHEV and TPV holders to meet requirements 

under a range of available visas, including the skilled migration 

scheme.Subsidised VET training courses for skilled occupations 

experiencing chronic skills shortages should be extended to all SHEV 

holders – along with a pathway to permanent residency – to provide them 

with the best opportunities to settle in and contribute to the Australian way 

of life. 

1.15 Subsidised VET training courses for skilled occupations experiencing 

chronic skills shortages should be extended to all SHEV and TPV holders to 

provide them with the best opportunities to settle in and contribute to the 

Australian way of life. 

1.16 Furthermore, all SHEV and TPV holders should be provided with a clear 

pathway to permanent residency. This pathway should be based on whether 

they are owed protection, not on what skills they possess or acquire. As 

such, a pathway through the skilled migration scheme is inappropriate for 

SHEV and TPV holders. 

Recommendation 2 

1.17 That the Government extend subsidised VET training courses for skilled 

occupations experiencing chronic skills shortages to all SHEV and TPV 

holders, regardless of what work they do or the region they do it in. 

Recommendation 3 

1.18 That the Government provide a pathway to permanent residency for all 

SHEV and TPV holders based on protection obligations, not skills criteria. 

1.19 If the Government is serious about addressing the significant labour 

shortages currently being experienced by the agriculture sector, it will seek 

to implement measures that ensured all workers, regardless of their 
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employment history, visa, residency, or citizenship, were adequately paid 

and supported to do this work. 

 

 

Senator Nick McKim 
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