
SUMBISSION:
FRANCHISING TASKFORCE 

ISSUES PAPER

20 SEPTEMBER 2019



CONTENT

Section 1: Foreword 3

Section 2: Draft Principles 4

Section 3: General Questions Relating to the Draft Principles 8

Section 4: Questions re Draft Principle 1 11

Section 5: Questions re Draft Principle 2 13

Section 6: Questions re Draft Principle 3 14

Section 7: Questions re Draft Principle 4 15

Section 8: Questions re Draft Principle 5 16

Section 9: Questions re Draft Principle 6 17

Section 10: Questions re Draft Principle 7 18

Section 11: Conclusion 19

SUBMISSION: FRANCHISING TASKFORCE ISSUES PAPER | 20 SEPTEMBER 20192



Our organisation is committed to an effective 
franchising framework for the long haul and is 
deeply invested in a mutually beneficial future 
with the Manufacturers who are our partners 
in the industry. Our submission reflects the 
discussions we’ve had with our members and 
with the vehicle Manufacturers to whom they 
are franchised.

James Voortman    
Chief Executive Officer

AADA is pleased to make this submission 
to the Franchising Taskforce Issues Paper. 
We welcome the release of this Paper and 
the opportunity to participate in the  
two-phase consultation process. 

While the Issues Paper specifically 
excludes those issues of specific interest 
to the automotive industry and contained 
in Recommendation 17.1 of the 
Parliamentary Inquiry’s Report, we 
consider many of the issues addressed in 
the Draft Principles are of critical 
importance to new car Dealers.

Many Dealers have excellent relationships 
with their Manufacturer partners, but just 
like many other franchisees, Dealers are 
still subject to unfortunate or 
unconscionable behaviours by some 
franchisors. The power imbalance is clear 
as even the biggest Dealer groups in 
Australia are relatively small when 
compared to the offshore multinational car 
Manufacturers, which are typically  
Fortune 100 companies. 

New car dealerships are unique in the 
franchise world. The levels of investment 
for Dealers are higher, the product which is 
sold and serviced is more complex, the 
nature of the business is multi-faceted and 
highly regulated and the size and power of 
franchisors is unparalleled. Despite these 
significant differences there are some 
issues which Dealers share with typical 
franchisees and almost all of the 
discussion paper’s draft principals 
resonate with Dealers in some way.

FOREWORD

Section 1
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DRAFT PRINCIPLES

Section 2

Before addressing the specific questions 
contained in the Issues Paper, we would like 
to make some general comments about the 
Draft Principles.

PRINCIPLE 1: Prospective franchisees 
should be able to make reasonable 
assessments of the value (including costs, 
obligations, benefits and risks) of a 
franchise before entering into a contract 
with a franchisor.

This is a very important principle, particularly 
in the automotive sector where 
Manufacturers often require Dealers to make 
investments that could not possibly be 
recouped over the course of the term of the 
dealership agreement. This places Dealers 
under immense pressure to secure a renewal 
of their term. Some Manufacturers exploit this 
weakness by placing unreasonable 
requirements on Dealers who in turn feel 
compelled to comply or risk non-renewal. 
That is why it is critical that these regulations 
include a linkage between the investments 
required and the tenure granted. 

The type of disclosure required, which should 
be subject to independent verification, would 
see the capital expenditure required by the 
Manufacturer divided by Dealers estimated 
Net Profit After Tax (NPAT), this will indicate 
the period required to recoup the investment. 
For example, if a Dealer with an NPAT of 
$650,000 is asked to invest $10 million, then 
the payback estimate is around 15 years. 

Furthermore, Principle 1 makes sense only as 
long as the conditions are not changed 
unilaterally by the franchisor during the term 

of the agreement. That is why it is so 
important that all franchisees are protected 
against unfair contract terms. Consequently, 
the Code should prohibit unilateral changes 
both to the franchise agreement and to any 
subsidiary documents that materially effect 
the calculations made prior to signature.

PRINCIPLE 2: Franchisees and franchisors 
should have ‘cooling off’ time to consider 
whether the relationship is right for them 
after signing.

The timing of a cooling off period needs close 
consideration and there needs to be 
extremely clear guidance about when the 
clock starts on the cooling off period. Dealers 
often make significant investments in facilities 
within the term of an agreement as a 
condition of renewal of that agreement. The 
commencement of cooling off periods needs 
to address practicalities such as investment 
already undertaken, stock purchased, 
recruitment and training already undertaken. 
Given the power imbalance, it is questionable 
whether a statutory cooling off period should 
apply to both franchisee and franchisor.

PRINCIPLE 3: Each party to a franchise 
agreement should be able to verify the 
other party is meeting its obligations and is 
generating value for both parties.

The discussion paper has framed this 
principal around marketing funds. On the 
wider principal of mutual verification of 
obligations, the reality is that there are very 
few obligations on franchisors in the 
automotive retail industry. 
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Section 2

Conversely, there are significant obligations 
on the franchisee, which you would expect to 
an extent given we have the exclusive rights 
to a brand in a particular area and the owner 
of that brand has a right to set certain 
obligations. However, many of the obligations 
are constantly changing as Manufacturers 
have the right to unilaterally vary agreements. 
We have already discussed clarifying 
disclosure obligations in terms of anticipated 
profit and its relationship to a minimum term. 
Similarly, there should be clear obligations on 
disclosure in relation to changes to prime 
market areas and quarterly sales targets. 
Dealers are left with assurances that these 
changes are data driven, yet such data is 
seldom shared. The franchisee should have 
access to all the research and market studies 
that go into deciding targets and marketing 
areas. Further, they should be able to 
compare their data with that for other 
franchisees to see that they are getting a fair 
deal from the franchisor.

PRINCIPLE 4: A healthy franchising model 
fosters mutually beneficial cooperation 
between the franchisor and the franchisee, 
with shared risk and reward, free from 
exploitation and conflicts of interest.

There are examples of franchise relationships 
within the automotive sector that are 
characterised by mutual cooperation and 
shared reward. Unfortunately, exploitation by 
franchisors is all too real and given that the 
management of the Australian arms of global 
car companies change regularly, there is no 
guarantee that the relationships which are 
good today will remain good in the future. 

The notion of shared risk simply does not 
exist in the automotive franchise world given 
that the overwhelming financial risk is taken 
on by the Dealer. If franchisors require high 
capital expenditures but do not provide 
sufficient term, franchisees are potentially left 
commercially unviable. In automotive 
franchising, it is not uncommon to have 
capital expenditures greater than $10million 
during the term of an agreement. In most 
circumstances there is no real prospect of 
payback of such an investment in a period 
less than five years, yet evidence shows that 
automotive Manufacturers both demand that 
level of capital expenditure and will only offer 
short terms for their contracts, sometimes no 
more than one year. Given the scale of the 
investment made by Dealers, they are 
effectively leveraged into complying with the 
Manufacturers requirements to protect their 
interests and keep their franchise. This does 
not meet the definition of ‘shared risk’, nor is it 
free of exploitation.

Such tensions open Dealers to exploitative 
incentive arrangements. Examples of this can 
be found in the practice of pre-reporting or 
‘cyber cars’, which occurs when a Dealer is 
forced to report as sold, stock for which they 
have no buyers, so that the vehicle 
Manufacturer can artificially inflate the figures 
of vehicles sold that month for marketing 
purposes.

In terms of supplier rebates, Dealers 
obviously have no choice in relation to which 
brand of vehicles they sell. They are also 
compelled to use Manufacturer specified 
servicing tools and genuine parts. 
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Section 2

Of greater concern is some of the prescriptive 
requirements Dealers have to undertake 
when establishing or refurbishing their 
facilities. It is common for there to be a 
specified supplier for the items such as floor 
tiles, cladding and office furniture. Often 
these products are required to be imported, 
presumably due to a relationship the offshore 
Manufacturer has with the supplier. Dealers 
have regularly tried to negotiate with 
Manufacturers about sourcing almost 
identical products locally but are constantly 
denied that right. 

PRINCIPLE 5: Where disagreements turn 
into disputes, there is a resolution process 
that is fair, timely and cost effective for both 
parties.

We note that the questions included in the 
Issues Paper do not address multi-franchisee 
dispute resolution, nor the Collective 
Bargaining provisions being developed by 
the ACCC.

In short, currently there is no resolution 
process that is timely and cost effective for 
both parties. The only means of redress is 
Court action and most Dealers recoil from the 
choice because of the downstream 
implications for their relationship with the 
franchisor and the fact that they cannot hope 
to compete with the financial might of the 
Manufacturer.

We strongly believe that a statutory mediation 
process should be implemented, possibly 
within the office of the Australian Small 
Business and Family Enterprise Ombudsman 
(ASBFEO), that it should make provision for 

compulsory mediation and arbitration 
(including multi-party), and that the scale of 
penalties should recognise the size of 
automotive franchisors and be made 
equivalent to that available under the 
Australian Consumer Law (ACL). 

PRINCIPLE 6: Franchisees and franchisors 
should be able to exit in a way that is 
reasonable to both parties.

The AADA strongly concurs with the concept 
behind this draft principle. 

Dealers often have a long history and track 
record of participation in the community. The 
selling of cars, providing their customers with 
servicing and repair work on those cars, 
conducting safety recall work on vehicles, 
assistance in the provision of finance are all 
crucial services  which result in strong 
customer loyalty and goodwill. This goodwill 
must be considered at end of term.

In the automotive sector a six-month notice 
period is insufficient for a franchisee that: 

• has committed significant capital 
expenditure to a facility that is difficult to 
repurpose; 

• due to requirements of the Dealer 
Agreement is in possession of high value 
stock, parts and equipment;

•  has a range of loyal customers relying on 
that dealership for servicing, maintenance 
and safety recalls support. 

For franchisees that carry high value stock 
which they are required to carry by the 
franchisor, there needs to be a requirement to 
buy back this stock. 
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Section 2

It is unconscionable to require a franchisee to 
maintain a certain level of stockholding and 
then give them the shortest possible notice 
period in the event of non-renewal. 
Unfortunately, such practices are all too 
common in the automotive industry. 

A reasonable exit also needs to include 
provisions to remedy the current practice of 
franchisors dictating who the dealership can 
be sold to. 

This practice often means that the franchise is 
onsold to a party that was not the one that 
offered the highest price for the business.

While we understand the need to ensure that 
a prospective buyer meets probity 
requirements, it is unfair for the franchisor to 
exercise its powers in this fashion, for purely 
internal reasons, and to the disadvantage of 
the selling franchisee, who has most likely 
already endured prolonged financial 
hardship.

PRINCIPLE 7: The framework for industry 
codes should support regulatory 
compliance, enforcement and appropriate 
consistency.

We would support higher fines, particularly 
for offshore firms which have annual 
turnovers of hundreds of billions of dollars, a 
more stringent penalty regime is required. 

We would also support a consideration of 
greater resources for the ACCC to enforce the 
Code, but if the revisions to the Code are 
effective the need for dispute resolution and 
enforcement action should lessen.

Finally, we agree with the Inquiry comments 
around consistency and the need for the 
Codes to be aligned on issues, such as 
penalties. Nevertheless, there is clearly a 
place for separate industry Codes as 
demonstrated by the establishment of several 
such Codes in recent years. The automotive 
industry is clearly unique and it has issues 
within it that are unable to be dealt with by a 
franchising Code developed for typical 
franchises.
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GENERAL QUESTIONS 
RELATING TO THE DRAFT 
PRINCIPLES

Section 3

• How has franchising changed since the 
new Code was introduced in 2015 and 
how have those changes affected your 
business?

In the automotive industry there are 
unique challenges around profitability as 
Manufacturers have shifted to a model 
whereby profit has moved away from the 
sales of new cars to a system whereby 
profit is more driven by achieving sales 
targets. This has had the result of 
significantly lower profit margins for 
Dealers but has also had some perverse 
outcomes in terms of Manufacturers 
trying to artificially boost volumes in 
order to achieve a level of market share 
which they report back to their overseas 
head office. There is often significant 
pressure on Dealers to report vehicles as 
sold when they have not been, a practice 
which leaves Dealers vulnerable, 
particularly if they engage in regular 
pre-reporting of cars.

There has also been a greater degree of 
regulation in the automotive industry. 
Stronger enforcement of Australian 
Consumer Law has led to a situation 
where Dealers are often caught between 
their customers and the Manufacturers to 
whom they are franchised. Consumers 
are often left unable to enforce their 
rights as Manufacturers strongarm 
Dealers into denying that there are 
systemic faults with the product.

Finally, vehicle Manufacturers are 
considering a range of alternative 
distribution models which would still 
make use of their existing Dealer 
network but would likely erode 
profitability. Examples include the switch 
to an agency model whereby Dealers 
would become agents and would no 
longer own the new stock. Another 
example would be the use of vehicle 
subscription models. 

Finally, there has also been a significant 
contraction in the new car market over 
the past 18 months with the sales of 
vehicles significantly down over that 
period.
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Section 3

• What action could the franchising 
sector take to raise standards and 
conduct across the sector and what 
could government do to help?

There needs to be an effective 
organisation which represents the 
interests of franchisees. This will be 
difficult to achieve as there are significant 
fears held by franchisees that joining 
such an organisation will put a target on 
their backs. The Government may well 
have a role to play in establishing and 
resourcing such an organisation in the 
initial stages. 

In terms of the Government, it is clear 
through the number of scandals and 
case studies that have emerged in recent 
times that the franchising sector needs to 
be more strongly regulated. The case is 
clear and strong action is needed. 

• Are the problems identified by the 
Committee widespread or are they 
localised to particular areas of the 
franchising sector?

In the automotive industry the abuse of 
power is widespread. There are good 
franchise relationships, but action is 
needed to address those companies that 
are not behaving appropriately. The 
good relationships are a product of the 
franchisor culture and unfortunately 
culture can change very quickly with a 
change of management.

There are many examples in the 
automotive sector of an up and comer 
being sent from an offshore head office 
to prove himself as the head of a car 
brand in Australia, which is a relatively 
minor market by global standards. In an 
attempt to prove themselves poor 
behaviour often follows, and the Dealers 
often bear the brunt of unnecessary 
facilities upgrades or incredibly 
aggressive sales targets.

In terms of other sectors of the industry, 
the inquiry made it clear that this was not 
isolated to a number of franchisors but is 
relatively widespread.
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Section 3

• Where the Report recommends changes 
to the Code, are the problems identified 
by the Committee significant enough 
that government action is needed or can 
it be dealt with another way (that is, 
without changing the Code)?
The PJC conducted its inquiry and 
concluded that reform was needed, as 
demonstrated by their recommendations. 
The need for change is well established. 
The questions are whether strengthening 
the Code will be sufficient as there will no 
doubt be suggestions that it has been so 
ineffective that primary legislation should 
be considered.

• What factors need to be addressed if a 
recommendation or other proposal is to 
be implemented effectively, so that the 
benefits outweigh potential risks and 
costs?
The overriding factor guiding 
implementation should be fairness.
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QUESTIONS RE DRAFT PRINCIPLE 1:

Prospective franchisees should be able to make 
reasonable assessments of the value (including costs, 
obligations, benefits and risks) of a franchise before 
entering into a contract with a franchisor.

Section 4

1. What information is of most value to 
prospective franchisees?

• How could it be made easier for 
franchisees to get and use this 
information, for example, through the 
disclosure document, a register of 
franchises or a franchising website?

There is a range of information currently 
not provided that would be very valuable 
for Dealers not only when signing their 
first agreement, but equally important 
when renewing agreements.

The most important type of disclosure 
required, which should be subject to 
independent verification, would see the 
capital expenditure required by the 
Manufacturer divided by Dealer’s 
estimated annual Net Profit After Tax 
(NPAT), this will indicate the period 
required to recoup the investment.

Plans for future investment would be 
valuable, particularly likelihood of a 
Corporate Identity upgrade within the 
term on offer. 

Information on likelihood of changes to 
the prime market area would be of 
immense value. In the event of changes 
to the PMA, information underpinning the 
changes should be shared, particularly 
as franchisors may be given the 
opportunity to take on a new franchise 
within the area.

The performance of new car Dealer is 
constantly monitored by their franchisors 
and their remuneration is directly linked 
to a range of measures, but particularly 
on sales volumes. Dealers have no 
problem with sales targets as long as 
they are reasonable and the 
methodology for setting them is 
transparent. To that end, it would be very 
valuable to have past information on 
sales targets, performance against these 
targets, and relativity of targets to the 
brands national target. 

2. How could prospective franchisees 
develop greater awareness of the 
information they need to conduct due 
diligence?

Car Dealers are usually aware of the 
need for due diligence.
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Section 4

3. Do franchisees have a good 
understanding of costs and fees before 
entering into a franchise business? If 
not, why not? 

There is a good understanding of the 
potential costs but capital expenditure 
and CI costs change or are specified with 
a great degree of variation. The same 
applies to minimum levels of 
stockholding, training (e.g. requiring 
technicians to travel overseas for 
training) and equipment costs. A current 
example relates to the requirement to 
install electric vehicle charging stations, 
an investment increasingly being sought 
despite not necessarily being mentioned 
in the Dealer Agreement.

4. When conducting due diligence have 
you been able to find the information 
you sought?

Unlikely, due to the way that the relevant 
data is described as Commercial in 
Confidence.
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QUESTIONS RE DRAFT PRINCIPLE 2:

Franchisees and franchisors should have ‘cooling off’ 
time to consider whether the relationship is right for 
them after signing.

Section 5

5. Are there changes to cooling off periods 
that could support better decision 
making?

Dealers always obtain comprehensive, 
external professional advice prior to 
signing agreements. Decisions made on 
the levels of expenditure that Dealers are 
subject to, are not taken lightly, therefore 
cooling off is seldom enforced.

6. Should franchisors also get the benefit 
of cooling off periods? 

The timing of a cooling off period needs 
close consideration and there needs to 
be extremely clear guidance about when 
the clock starts on the cooling off period. 
Dealers often make significant 
investments in facilities within the term of 
an agreement as a condition of renewal 
of that agreement. The commencement 
of cooling off periods needs to address 
practicalities such as investment already 
undertaken, stock purchased, 
recruitment and training already 
undertaken. Given the power imbalance, 
it is questionable whether a statutory 
cooling off period should apply to both 
franchisee and franchisor. 
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Section 6

QUESTIONS RE DRAFT PRINCIPLE 3:

Each party to a franchise agreement should be able to 
verify the other party is meeting its obligations and is 
generating value for both parties.

7. What information in a marketing fund 
statement do franchisees find helpful to 
understand who contributed to the fund 
and how the money was spent? 

Mandatory reporting about these funds, 
utilising standard and transparent 
accounting principles should occur. 
There should also be information 
provided to Dealers about what happens 
to this money when a Dealer is not 
renewed or the Manufacturer withdraws 
from Australia.

8. Are there examples that show how 
increased frequency of reporting (from 
annually to quarterly) would affect the 
use of marketing and cooperative funds 
by franchisors and the costs of 
administering funds? 

Not to our knowledge.

9. Would franchisors consider not having 
a marketing fund if the Committee’s 
recommendations about accounting 
standards and more regular reporting 
are introduced? 

This question is best posed to 
franchisors.
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QUESTIONS RE DRAFT PRINCIPLE 4:

A healthy franchising model fosters mutually 
beneficial cooperation between the franchisor and 
the franchisee, with shared risk and reward, free from 
exploitation and conflicts of interest.

Section 7

10. What benefits do supplier rebates offer 
that cannot be achieved in other ways? 

Dealers are unaware whether supplier 
rebates are linked to the prescriptive 
requirements Dealers have to undertake 
when establishing or refurbishing their 
facilities. This question is best posed to 
franchisors.

11. What kind of information about supply 
restrictions, rebates, volume supply and 
setting maximum prices would a 
prospective franchisee find helpful prior 
to entering into a franchise agreement?

Without the supply of new vehicles, 
Dealers have no business. Supply is 
totally and exclusively the domain of the 
OEM’s. As an example, recently, as a 
result of new emissions regulations in 
Europe, vehicles on which Dealers are 
dependent, have been temporarily 
withdrawn from the market while they 
gain the necessary approvals. Dealers 
deserve to have some guarantees 
around supply of the brand they have 
invested in. Dealers are contractually 
obliged to meet their performance 
targets, and Manufacturers should 
equally be obliged to guarantee supply. 

12. How easy would it be for franchisors to 
provide the information required by 
recommendations 8.1 and 8.2?

This question is best posed to 
franchisors, but better disclosure of 
supplier rebates should be possible.

13. How is co-investment and the sharing 
of risk and reward managed in your 
franchise system? 

In the automotive franchising space, the 
risk is overwhelmingly on the side of the 
new car Dealer, as the Manufacturer is 
able to unilaterally change the dealership 
agreement and subsidiary documents, as 
well as change or divide the prime 
marketing area that was the basis of the 
original contract.

Further, reward in the form of incentives, 
form a critical part of the Dealers’ break-
even equation. This is used by 
franchisors as a lever to drive particular 
behaviours or by withdrawing incentives 
to punish Dealers that, for example, 
refuse to allow the auto-release of 
inventory by the Manufacturer onto their 
balance sheet.
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Section 8

QUESTIONS RE DRAFT PRINCIPLE 5:

Where disagreements turn into disputes, there is a 
resolution process that is fair, timely and cost effective 
for both parties.

14. What options are available or could be 
introduced to more effectively resolve 
disputes between franchisees and 
franchisors, including the creation of a 
single body to manage dispute 
resolution processes?

•  Are there ways to get a fairer, timely 
and/or more cost-effective outcome from 
mediation? 

• Is there a role for mandatory arbitration 
when mediation does not resolve a 
dispute? 

Given the financial resources of the 
global car Manufacturers, which will 
always dwarf those of even the largest 
Australian Dealers, the courts are not an 
option except as a last resort or in the 
most extreme circumstances. Arbitration 
must be available, mandatory when other 
attempts at resolution have failed and 
the penalties for breaching directions 
must be significant, with respect to the 
size of the parties.

15. Should all dispute resolution services 
be supported by a levy paid by 
franchisors, if one is introduced, or only 
some services?

This seems reasonable given that 
franchisors have significantly more 
financial power than franchisees.
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QUESTIONS RE DRAFT PRINCIPLE 6:

Franchisees and franchisors should be able to exit in a 
way that is reasonable to both parties.

Section 9

16. Does your franchise agreement give you 
a fair way to exit your franchise 
agreement? 

• If not, in what circumstances do you 
consider you should you be able to exit?

The AADA strongly believes that to 
achieve a reasonable exit from a 
franchise agreement, there needs to be 
appropriate notice periods for non-
renewal, reasons for non-renewal should 
be provided, there should be mandated 
buy-back provisions for stock, parts, and 
specialist tools. Franchisors should also 
be prohibited from unreasonably 
interfering in the sale of a franchise.

17. How do your franchise agreements 
provide for goodwill when the 
agreement ends? 

Dealers often have a long history and 
track record of participation in the 
community. Through this, they acquire 
very strong customer loyalty and 
goodwill. This must be considered at end 
of term.

18. If your franchise agreement has a 
restraint of trade clause, would it 
prevent you using skills you have 
developed in the franchise system in a 
new business? 

Not really applicable to new car Dealers.

 

19. What would be the overall effect on a 
franchise system, including other 
franchisees, if franchisees are able to 
leave a system in any of the scenarios 
in recommendation 11.1? 

In the automotive industry, this would 
depend on a number of factors such as 
the health of the brand, the size of the 
network and the state of the market.
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Section 10

QUESTIONS RE DRAFT PRINCIPLE 7:

The framework for industry codes should support 
regulatory compliance, enforcement and appropriate 
consistency.

20. What are the most common reasons for 
non-compliance with the Code? 

The lack of any meaningful penalties 
would be one reason. Franchisors also 
have nothing to fear from the dispute 
resolution processes. The question of 
non-compliance with the Code is not the 
right one. Rather we should ask why the 
Code is ineffective and how franchisees 
could be better protected.

21. What would be the best mix of options 
that would address alleged breaches of 
the Code?

For example, increased fines, more 
enforcement action, giving the ACCC 
power to prevent franchise sales, an 
industry wide ombudsman, more 
effective dispute resolution or any 
alternative ways to enforce the Code, in 
addition to enforcement by the ACCC. 

Better dispute resolution and more 
appropriate fines. More detail would be 
required around a potential industry-wide 
ombudsman. 

22. Do franchisees have sufficient channels 
to represent your interests to 
government? 

In the automotive sector almost the 
overwhelming majority of franchised new 
car Dealers are represented by our 
organisation the Australian Automotive 
Dealer Association (AADA). The same 
cannot be said for more typical 
franchisees. There needs to be an 
effective organisation which represents 
the interests of franchisees. This will be 
difficult to achieve as there are significant 
fears held by franchisees that joining 
such an organisation will put a target on 
their backs.

23. What information is required to monitor 
the effectiveness of franchising 
regulation?

• How easy would it be to provide this 
information, and to ensure it is reliable?

Potentially an Ombudsman could monitor 
the amount of disputes and the number 
of franchisee complaints. 
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CONCLUSION

I commend this submission to you and look 
forward to further supporting your work as it 
progresses. 

I would be happy to meet with you to 
discuss our submission. If you require further 
information or clarification in respect of any 
matters raised, please do not hesitate to 
contact me or a member of the AADA team. 

James Voortman 
Chief Executive Officer 
M: 0452 535 696 
E: jvoortman@aada.asn.au

Brian Savage 
Chief Operations Officer
M: 0418 377 594 
E: bsavage@aada.asn.au

Alexander Tewes 
Policy Manager 
M: 0418 425 820 
E: atewes@aada.asn.au
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CANBERRA OFFICE
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PO Box 4409 Kingston ACT 2604 
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Level 3, Suite 12, 150 Albert Road, 

South Melbourne VIC 3205
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