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A. Procedure 

1. On 31 May 1989 the Commission commenced an enquiry on 

terms of reference attached marked "A". A summons 

(attachment "B") was served on RJI with a letter 

(attachment "C"). 

2 • There was an exchange of letters (attachments tiD", 

"E" and "FtI). 

3. No documents were produced by RJI in response to the 

summons, and there was no appearance by or on behalf of 

RJI at the Commission's meeting on Thursday, 15 June, at 

10 am. 

4. The Commission decided on 15 June to amend the terms of 

reference. On 20 June the Commission wrote to RJI 

(attachment "G"), and ser,,.ed amended terms of reference 

dated 20 June (attachment "H") and a summons dated 20 

June (attachment "I"). The Commission also wrote to Sir 

Robert Jones in identical terms and served a summons 

upon him (attachment IIJII). 
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5. On 21 June the Commission received a letter from 

Phillips Nicholson (attachment "KiI) , to which the 

Chairman replied on 21 June (attachment "L"). On 23 

June the Chairman sent a further letter to Phillips 

Nicholson (attachment "M"). 

6. On 28 June the Commission (quorum Patterson, Anderson, 

McKenzie) met to receive evidence from RJI and Sir 

Robert Jones. A transcript of the proceedings was taken 

and is attached as attachment "N". 

7. On 29 June the Commission instructed the Crown Solicitor 

at Wellington to institute prosecutions under s.32(a) 

Securities Act 1978 against Sir Robert Jones and RJI. 

These proceedings are pending. 

8. The Commission has taken other evidence relevant to the 

terms of reference. For the purposes of this report, 

the nature of that evidence is sufficiently indicated in 

Section B. 

9. The Chairman's draft of Sections A and B of this report 

was sent to Chase and RJI with letters annexed as 

attachments "U1 and U2". 
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B. Evidence 

10. Chase and RJI are each public companies incorporated 

under the Companies Act 1955 that have issued securities 

listed on the New Zealand Stock Exchange. Each is a 

party to a Listing Agreement with the Exchange. Each 

company has many shareholders, and the shares have been 

actively traded. Each company has many subsidiaries. 

11. By an exchange of letters in June 1988, RJI and Chase 

established a common intention that Chase would sell and 

RJI would purchase, after completion, a property known 

as the Price Waterhouse Centre, at the price of $135 

million. Relevant extracts from the exchange of letters 

are attached marked "01" to "011". 

12. A sequence of meetings took place between 

representatives of the parties to settle the details of 

the proposed transaction. In the course of those 

meetings, Sir Robert Jones proposed on behalf of RJI 

that the price should be increased to $145 million, on 

the basis that RJI would pay a "non-refundable deposit" 

of $10 mil~ion in cash in addition to the other 

consideration, and that Chase would in turn pay to RJI 

an "inducement fee" of $10 million. Chase agreed to the 

proposal. 
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13. On or about 27 September 1988, Chase, 66 Wyndham 

Limited ("Wyndham"), a wholly-owned subsidiary of Chase, 

and RJI executed under their respective Common Seals a 

document intituled "Heads of Agreement relating to the 

sale and purchase of land and the construction and 

leasing of a multi-story development", to which was 

annexed a sequence of documents, intended to implement 

the transaction. This long document is not reproduced, 

but we summarise the substance of its terms as follows:-

13.1 Wyndham as owner of the land agreed to sell and RJI 

agreed to purchase the land, and Wyndham agreed to 

complete the buildings on the land for RJI, for the 

"consideration" of $186,722,696, subject to adjustment 

as provided in the Agreement. The document does not 

show how the consideration was derived, except that $38 

million was attributed to the land and $148,722,696 was 

attributed to the completion of the building (clause 

4 • 1) • 

13.2 The consideration of $186,722,696 was agreed to be 

satisfied as follows (clause 5.1):-

(a) By the payment of $10 million "by way of a 

non-refundable deposit on the 30th working day 

after the date on which all the conditions hereof 

(apart from the condition contained in clause 

8.1(h)) ace satisfied ... ". Clause 8.1(h) is 

referred to in 13.5(h) below. 
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By the payment by RJI to Chase of $64 million on 

the possession date less a retention for 

maintenance as described in the agreement. 

(c) By four payments totalling $112,722,696 by RJI to 

Wyndham as follows:-

$34,148,562 3 years after the possession 

date. 

$31,409,375 3 years and 9 months after 

. the possession date. 

$41,096,087 4 years and. 6 months after 

the possession date. 

$6,068,672 3 years and 9 months after 

the "ASB settlement date" as defined in the 

Agreement. 

13.3 RJI agreed that, if called upon by Wyndham, RJI would 

deliver on the possession date "zero coupon valid and 

enforceabl~ freely transferable promissory notes of 

[RJI] supported by letters of credit or guarantees from 

an Approved Bank guaranteeing the payments of those 

promissory notes. The promissory notes shall not bear 

interest and will be simply redeemable at face value on 

the due dates thereof .... " (clause 5.2). 
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13.4 The Heads of Agreement made provision for the purchase 

by Chase from RJI of certain buildings in Brisbane 

(clause 5.3). 

13.5 The Heads of Agreement are expressed to be subject to a 

number of conditions (clause 8.1) which may be 

summarised as fQllows:-

(a) RJI approving certain designated leases and car 

park licences; 

(b) RJI approving the working drawings and 

specifications for the building; 

(c) RJI approving certain guarantees referred to in the 

Agreement; 

(d) The consent of the Commerce Commission being 

obtained to the acquisition of the land; 

(e) The obtaining of any other requisite statutory 

consents; 

(f) The approval by RJI of the title to the land; 

(g) The approval by Chase of the Brisbane buildings; 
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The payment of the "non-refundable deposit of $10 

million on the 30th working day after the date all 

other conditions contained in this Agreement are 

satisfied .... "; 

13.6 The Heads of Agreement include provisions for 

determining the time within which the conditions were to 

be satisfied. We have not enquired into the question 

whether the conditions were satisfied. 

13.7 The Heads of Agreement include the following:-

"9.1 The parties acknowledge that they have 

entered into this Agreement as a binding 

obligation to complete the transactions 

referred to hereunder " 

Each pa,rty undertook to procure the completion of 

"formal documentation" in the terms annexed to the Heads 

of Agreement. The Heads of Agreement include the 

following provision:-

"9.2 Failing agreement between the parties as to 

the form of such formal agreements, such 

forms shall be determined by arbitration in 

accordance with the Arbitration Act 1908 

" 
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14. Also on or about 27 September 1988, Chase, Wyndham and 

RJI entered into a "Deed" prepared by the solicitors for 

RJI, whereby (inter alia) Wyndham agreed to pay to RJI 

the sum of $10 million "in consideration of [RJI] 

agreeing to enter into the Heads of Agreement and to 

purchase the land and contract Wyndham to complete the 

development ... ". A copy of the Deed is annexed as 

attachment "P". 

15. We noted in p'aragraph 13.1 that the terms of the Heads 

of Agreement do not show how the "consideration" of 

$186,722,696 was derived. That document shows only an 

apportionment of that sum between land and building. 

Extrinsic evidence shows that the consideration of 

$186,722,696 was derived as follows:-

Agreed price (paragraph 11) 

Add "non-refundable deposit" 
(paragraphs 12 and 13.2(a» 

Add interest at 13% per annum 
compounded and included in 
the deferred payments 
mentioned in paragraph 
13.2(c) 

$135 million 

$10 million 

$41,722,696 

$186,722,696 

16. On 27 October 1988, RJI made an announcement to the New 

Zealand Stock Exchange in response to a request from the 

Exchange that followed public reports of a function at 

which announcements of property purchases by RJI had 

been made. The text of the announcement to the E::-~change 

is atta.ched as attachment "Q". 
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17. A little later on the same day, Chase made an 

announcement to the Stock Exchange in the terms annexed 

as attachment "R". 

18. The Heads of Agreement were varied by an undated "Deed 

of variation" prepared by RJI's solicitors and executed 

under the seals of the parties to the Heads of Agreement . 
to enable the sale by RJI of one of the Brisbane 

properties to a third party. The Deed includes 

provision that "Save as varied herein the parties hereby 

confirm in full the terms and conditions of [the Heads 

of Agreement)". 

19. On 7 June 1989 RJI made an announcement to the 

New Zealand Stock Exchange in terms annexed as 

attachment "S". 

20. On the same day, Chase made an announcement to the New 

Zealand Stock Exchange in the terms annexed as 

attachment "T". 

C. The Commission's Comments 

21. Section 10 Securities Act 1978 authorises the Securities 

Commission to keep under review practices relating to 

securities and to comment thereon to any appropriate 

body. The scope of this function has been judicially 
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considered by the Court of Appeal in City Realties 

Limited v. Securities Commission [1982] 1 N.Z.L.R. 74 

(CA). Since that decision, the Securities Act has been 

amended by inserting section 28A authorising the 

Commission to publish any report or comment made by the 

Commission in the course of the exercise or intended 

exercise of its functions, except a report to the 

Minister of Justice that contains a recommendation for 

legislation. 

22. The Commission has decided to address this report to:-

The Minister of Justice. 

RJI and Chase. 

The Law Commission 

The New Zealand Law Society 

The New Zealand Stock Exchange. 

The New Zealand Society of Accountants. 

The Institute of Directors. 

The Listed Companies Association Inc. 

The Registrar of Companies 

The Commission has also decided to publish this report. 

23. The Commission comments on four matters, viz:-

(1) The terms of the announcements by RJI and Chase on 

27 October 1988 (attachments "Q" and "R"), with 

particular reference to:-
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(a) the description of the relationship between 

RJI and Chase relating to the Price waterhouse 

Centre; 

(b) the statement of the price for the Price 

waterhouse Centre at $145 million. 

(2) The treatment for accounting purposes, by vendors 

and purchasers, of consideration for a sale and 

purchase of property where:-

(a) payment of all or part of the consideration is 

deferred after title and possession passes; 

(b) an "inducement fee" is payable by the vendor 

to the purchaser. 

24. The relationships stated in the announcements 

24.1 In our opinion, the thrust of the announcements is that 

RJI and Chase had entered into property transactions 

whereby RJI made a large Fermanent investment in New 

Zealand property. Specifically regarding the Price 

waterhouse Centre, the statements in RJI's announcement 

which we regard as important are:-
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"Purchase price - $145 million" 

"N.B. This is a record for a New Zealand 

commercial property transaction" [Our emphasis] 

" currently half constructed and due for 

completion in August 1989 ... " 

" substantially leased long-term " 

"Vendor:- Chase Corporation." 

24.2 Our opinion is that a fair reading of the announcement 

by RJI is that Chase and RJI had entered into binding 

obligations as vendor and purchaser respectively for the 

completion and leasing of the Price Waterhouse Building 

and the sale and purchase of it for the stated fixed 

price. 

24.3 Our concern about this matter became acute because of 

the range of views that have been expressed to us by or 

on behalf of Sir Robert Jones about the legal 

relationship between RJI and Chase. These include - "Ho 

such purchase has occurred or is proposed" (attachment 

"0"); - "No contract exists or has done with Chase 

Corporation in respect of the property you mention" 

(attachment "F"); " no such contract existed - the 

proposed purchase being covered by conditional heads of 

agreement" (attachment "K" p.2); - " ... no such 
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contract's ever totally unconditional" (attachment·"N" 

p.16); - "There wasn't a contract in the way you've put 

it in your summons" (attachment "N" p.16); 

"Question: ' ... was there a binding obligation by [RJI] 

to purchase the Price Waterhouse Centre?' Jones: 

'No. '" (attachment "N" p. 16) ; " [RJI] had the 

right and intention to purchase ... " (attachment "N" 

p.17); - ... the agreement with Chase took the form of 

an option conditional on RJI approving the lease 

agreements and plans and specifications." (attachment 

"S") • 

24.4 Whether those statements can be reconciled with the 

provisions of the Heads of Agreement referr~d to in 

paragraph 13 of this report, the deed referred to in 

paragraph 14 of this report or the deed of variation 

referred to in paragraph 18 of this report is not for us 

to decide. It is sufficient for our purposes to note 

that the absence of a contract, or the existence of a 

mere option or the existence of a mere right of purchase 

are not indicated in RJI's announcement. 

24.5 Similar comments may be made regarding the announcement 

by Chase (attachment "R") which used the phrases 

"record-breaking property deal", and" 

Waterhouse Centre was sold " . .. , and " 

the Price 

the benefits 

of the sale would be fully realised for Chase 

Corporation in·the 1989/90 year ... ". We observe that 

Chase's announcement was made after RJI's. 
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Sir Robert Jones, in his evidence to us, added by way of 

explanation that, " it is customary when one intends 

to do something, to announce it as a fait accompli .. " 

(attachment "N" p11). If Sir Robert Jones' view is 

taken as authority for such a practice, we think it 

should be corrected immediately. Prolepsis has no place 

in announcements to the Stock Exchange. 

24.7 Accordingly, we will ask the Exchange to consider adding 

a provision to its listing requirements to the following 

effect:-

"Announcements of the formation of a contract 

should be made without puffery, and should indicate 

whether or not there are conditions on which the 

performance of the contract may depend. A precise 

statement of the conditions is not required, but 

care should be taken to ensure that a conditional 

contract is not held out as an unconditional or 

completed transaction." 

25. The Announced Price 

25.1 The announcements by RJI and Chase both state the price 

for the Price Waterhouse Centre as $145 million 

(attachments "Q" and "R"). The Heads of Agreement state 

the "consideration" as $186,722,696 (paragraph 13.1). 
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The common intention established by the exchange of 

letters set the price at $135 million (paragraph 11). 

25.2 The statements in the announcements were inaccurate for 

two reasons:-

First, if the consideration stated in the Heads of 

Agreement had contractual effect, that figure, i.e. 

$186,722,696, should have been stated in the 

announcements with an indication of the terms of 

payment. The present value of a sum payable and 

receivable in future depends on the allowance 

regarded as an appropriate deduction from that sum 

for the time value of money. The present value 

might or might not equate $145 million, depending 

on the rate of discount regarded as appropriate. 

In the absence of an agreed rate having contractual 

effect, the appropriate rate is a matter for 

estimation on which opinions might well differ. We 

will say more about this in paragraph 26. 

Secondly, if we assume that the present value as at 

October 1988 of $186,722,696 payable in the manner 

stated in the Heads of Agreement is $145 million, 

the announcements of that figure are nevertheless 

inaccurate because they do not take account of the 

cross-payments of $10 million by way of the 

"non-refuFldable deposit" and the "inducement fee". 
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26. The Accounting Treatment of money receivable or payable 

in future 

26.1 It has become a practice for the parties to large 

property transactions to negotiate the consideration on 

the basis that a substantial part of it will be paid in 

future after settlement. The Heads of Agreement 

described in paragraph 13 illustrate this practice. The 

deferred portion of the consideration is often payable 

by "zero-coupon notes" of the purchaser on which a bank 

is liable as endorser or guarantor (see paragraph 13.3). 

26.2 Contracts in this mode are "credit contracts" within the 

meaning of the Credit Contracts Act 1981, but where the 

total amount of credit exceeds $250,000 (and in certain 

other cases), the contract is not a "controlled credit 

contract", with the consequence that the requirements of 

the Act requiring the statement of the "cash price", the 

"total cost of credit" and the "finance rate" do not 

apply in relation to the contract. 

26.3 The practice mentioned in paragraph 26.1 was induced by 

a complex set of laws and practices developed in and 

under income tax legislation with respect to the 

distinction between capital and income, and with respect 

to the timing, for tax purposes, of taxable receipts and 

allowable deductions. The subject is discussed in the 

Government's "<::onsultative Document on Accrual Tax 

Treatment of Income and Expenditure", October 1986. 
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26.4 So pervasive did the influence of these taxation 

practices become that many practitioners of law and 

accountancy virtually abandoned the "accruals concept" 

of accountancy in favour of the practices recognised for 

taxation purposes. An example from our own experience 

is instructive because of its stark simplicity:-

A finance company was having a difficult year. It 

seemed to the directors that the profit for the 

year would be much less than shareholders and 

depositors would expect. So one of the directors 

sold a parcel of shares to the company for $X 

(which was paid) and the company agreed to sell 

them to the director's wife "for $X + Y payable 3 

years later. $Y, without deduction for time value, 

was included in the profit for the year, showing an 

apparently satisfactory result. This treatment was 

approved by a leading firm of auditors relying on 

lega~ advice. 

26.5 We hope the enactment of the so-called "accrual rules" 

introduced as ss.64B to 64M Income Tax Act 1976 by the 

Income Tax Amendment Act 1987 and the Income Ta:: 

Amendment Act (No.2) 1987 will promote the observance 

of the "accruals concept" for the purposes of financial 

reporting, especially with regard to the distinction 

between capital and income. 
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A statement of the accruals concept that appeals to us 

is contained in the English Companies Act 1985, Schedule 

4 clause 13, as follows:-

"13. All income and charges relating to the 
financial year to which the accounts relate shall 
be taken into account, without regard to the date 
of receipt or payment." 

We have a.proposal for the enactment of a similar rule 

under consideration in our law reform study. 

26.7 The problem presented to an accountant by the practice 

mentioned in paragraph 26.1 is described in an opinion 

of the U.S. Accounting Principles Board in APB Opinion 

No. 21 "Interest on Receivables and Payables", August 

1971, as follows:-

"1. Problem. Business transactions often involve 
the exchange of cash or property, goods, or 
services for a note or similar instrument. The use 
of an interest rate that varies from prevailing 
interest rates warrants evaluation of whether the 
face amount and the stated interest rate of a note 
or obligation provide reliable evidence for 
properly recording the exchange and subsequent 
related interest. This Opinion sets forth the 
Board's views regarding the appropriate accounting 
when the face amount of a note does not reasonably 
represent the present value of the consideration 
given or received in the exchange. This 
circumstance may arise if the note is non-interest 
bearing or has a stated interest rate which is 
different from the rate of interest appropriate for 
the debt at the date of the transaction. Unless 
the note is recorded at its present value in this 
circumstance the sales price and profit to a seller 
in the year of the transaction and the purchase 
price and cost to the buyer are misstated, and 
interest income and interest expense in subsequent 
periods a~e also misstated. The primary objective 
of this Opinion is to refine the manner of applying 
existing accounting principles in this 
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circumstance. Thus, it is not intended to create a 
new accounting principle." 

The opinion was not mentioned in the Consultative 

Document referred to in paragraph 26.3, so we will quote 

the following further extracts, but observe that the 

entire opinion should receive close attention:-

"8. Note received or issued in a non-cash 
transaction. A note exchanged for property, goods, 
or service represents two elements, which mayor 
may not be stipulated in the note: (1) the 
principal amount, equivalent to the bargained 
exchange price of the property, goods, or service 
as established between the supplier and the 
purchaser and (2) an interest factor to compensate 
the supplier over the life of the note for the use 
of funds he would have received in a cash 
transaction at the time of the exchange. Notes so 
exchanged are accordingly valued and accounted for 
at the present value of the consideration exchanged 
between the contracting parties at the date of the 
transaction in a manner similar to that followed 
for a cash transaction. The difference bet~een the 
face amount and the present value upon issuance is 
shown as either discount or premium, which is 
amortized over the life of the note. 

"9. Determining present value. If determinable, 
the established exchange price (which, presumably, 
is the same as the price for a cash sale) of 
property, goods, or service acquired or sold in 
consideration for a note may be used to establish 
the present value of the note. When notes are 
traded in an open market, the market rate of 
interest and market value of the notes provide the 
evidence of the present value. The above methods 
are preferable means of establishing the present 
value of the note. 

"10. If an established exchange price is not 
determinable and if the note has no ready market, 
the problem of determining present value is more 
difficult. To estimate the present value of a note 
under such circumstances, an applicable interest 
rate is approximated which may differ from the 
stated or coupon rate. This process of 
approximation is frequently called imputation, and 
the resulting rate is often called an imputed 
interest rate. Non-recognition of an apparently 
small difference between the stated rate of 
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interest and the applicable current rate may have a 
material effect on the financial statements if the 
face amount of the note is large and its term is 
relatively long." 

26.8 The question whether the announced price of $145 million 

is the present value, as at October 1988, of the 

consideration stated in the Heads of Agreement payable 

in the manner agreed depends upon the rate of discount 

applicable. None is indicated by the Heads of 

Agreement. Extrinsic evidence (attachment "0") 

establishes that the rate of interest at 13 per cent per 

annum compound was agreed by the parties. Whether that 

is appropriate to use as a basis of discount is a 

question we have not explored with RJI or Sir Robert 

Jones. In the circumstances mentioned in paragraph 7, 

we do not propose to do so immediately. The final 

sentence quoted in paragraph 26.7 has given us cause to 

reflect on the point. 

26.9 We will refer this report to the New Zealand Law Society 

and the New Zealand Society of Accountants for advice on 

the questions:-

(a) whether a provision corresponding to the English 

legislation quoted in paragraph 26.6 should be 

enacted in New Zealand; 

(b) whether provision should be made to implement in 

New Zealand the policies discussed in the opinion 



- 21 -

of the U.S. Accounting Principles Board" cited in 

paragraph 26.7. 

27. The accounting treatment of inducement fees 

27.1 We think it is clear that the agreement by Wyndham to 

pay to RJI the inducement fee of $10 million was a term 

of the agreement for the sale and purchase of the Price 

Waterhouse Centre, notwithstanding that words to that 

effect were not incorporated in the Heads of Agreement. 

That term was recorded in the separate deed referred to 

in para. 14. We examined a similar problem in our 

enquiry into dealings in the shares of Emco Group 

Limited on which we reported on 16 December 1985. 

27.2 The problem presented by the documentation adopted by 

the parties is whether it is legitimate to view the 

documents as an integrated whole, or whether it is 

necessary to treat the Deed referred to in paragraph 14 

as a separate or "collateral" contract standing apart 

from the Heads of Agreement. 

27.2.1 On the first view, the "consideration" of 

$186,722,696 should be reduced by the inducement 

fee of $10 million to $176,722,696. On that 

basis, the proceeds of sale to be brought to 

account.by Wyndham would be $176,722,696 
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discounted as discussed in paragraph 26. The 

cost of the property to RJI would be brought to 

account at the same figure. 

27.2.2 On the second view, it might be argued that the 

consideration of $186,722,696 adjusted for the 

time factor as discussed in paragraph 26, could 

be treated as the proceeds of sale in the 

accounts of Wyndham, and the cost of the property 

in the accounts of RJI. On that basis, the $10 

million inducement fee would be treated as an 

expense by Wyndham and an item of income by RJI. 

27.2.3 Perhaps there may be other accounting treatments. 

27.3 Having regard to the circumstances mentioned in 

paragraph 7, we have not obtained the views of RJI on 

the accounting methods the company would prefer to adopt. 

27.4 The law on the point has been very much influenced by a 

dictum of Lord Moulton in Heilbut Symons & Co. v. 

Buckleton [1913] A.C. 30 (H.L. (E.» - "It is evident, 

both on principle and on authority, that there may be a 

contract the consideration for which is the making of 

some other contract." 

27.5 This branch of the law was reviewed by the Contracts and 

Commercial Law Reform Committee in its report, 

"Misrepresentation and Breach of Contract", presented to 
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the Minister of Justice in March 1967 and reprinted with 

a further report and draft Contractual Remedies Bill in 

January 1978. The Contractual Remedies Act 1979 was 

derived from this report. 

27.6 Since the enactment of the Contractual Remedies Act 

1979, the occasions on which exchanges between 

contracting parties relating to a particular subject 

matter should be regarded as more than one contract 

ought to be relatively few. That Act has made it 

possible to view such exchanges as an integrated whole, 

at least where that appears to have been the contractual 

intention. Such cases as Mouat v. Betts Motors Limited 

[1959] N.Z.L.R.15 (P.C.), Campbell Motors Limited v. 

Storey [1966] N.Z.L.R. 584 (C.A.), and Donovan v. 

Northlea Farms Limited [1976] 1 N.Z.L.R. 180 (S.C.) will 

need to be reconsidered in the light of the provisions 

of that Act. 

27.7 In this state of the authorities, we think it is open to 

us to prefer the first view stated in paragraph 27.2.1. 

If necessary, we would consider promoting a reform of 

the law to implement it. Before taking that step, 

however, we think we should seek the views of the New 

Zealand Law Society and the New Zealand Society of 

Accountants, and other interested parties, upon the 

matter. We will refer this report to both Societies. 
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Confidence 

The Commission has amended the orders made under s.19(5) 

Securities Act 1978 to permit publication of the 

documents and evidence cited in this report .. 

For Securities Commission 

Chairman 

Quorum: 

C.l. Patterson (Chairman) 

R.A. Anderson 

R.E. Baker 

S.J. Cushing 

G.C. Edgar 

P.O. McKenzie 

J.M. potter 

D.J. Stock 

J.A. Valentine 

* B.H. Smith 

[H/P/L259] 
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TERMS OF REFERENCE 

FOR AN ENQU!RY RE ROBT. JOh~S !NV~ST.HENTS L!M!TED 

PURSO~~T TO TEE SECUR!T!ES ACT 1978 

The Securities Com."nission has decided to obtain evidence intc· an 
enquiry re Robt. Jones !nvest~ents Limited upon the following 
terms of reference: 

(1) The circumstances of the transaction or transactions uncer 
which Robt. Jones Investments Limited or a related company 
purchased from Chase Corporation Limited or a related 
company the property situated in Wyndham Street Aucklanc 
known as the Price Waterhouse Centre in or about October 
1988; 

(2) The te=ms and conditions of the transaction or transatic:-.s 
referred to in paragraph (1) above including the 
consideration given and received; 

(3) The terms and conditions of any transactions related to ~ne 
transactions referred to in paragraph (1) above includin~ 
any agreements or understandings with any bank or other 
financial institution about the financing of those 
tra~sa~tionsi and 

(4) The manner in which Robt. Jones Investments Limited and 
Chase. Corporation Limited, respectively, have treated or 
propose to treat the transaction or transactions referred 
to in paragraphs (1) and (3) in their financial staternen~s 
iricluding the financial statements to be laid before 
company ~embers in general meeting under and in accordance 
with the Companies Act 1955. 

The COMMON SEAL of the ) 
SECURITIES COMMISSION ) 
was hereunto affixed ) 
this 31st day of May ) 
1989 in the presence of: ) 

Chairman 
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O:.lr ref: 

31 May 1989 

Robt. Jones Investments Limited, 
15th Floor, 
Robt. Jones House, 
Cnr Jervois Quay & Willeston Street, 
WELLINGTON. 

Attention: Mr R.E. Jones 

Pursuant to section 18 of the Sec~rities Act 1978 you are 
hereby su~~oned to appear by your proper officer before 
the Securities Commission to give evidEnce as ~o a matter 
before the Commission, that is to say, an enquiry in~o the 
matters related to Robt. Jones Investments Lirni~ed and 
Chase Corporation Limited mentioned in the te=rns of 
reference for the enquiry, a copy of ~hich is a~tached, 
and to produce to the Co~~ission all documents in your 
possession or control relative to the enquiry. 

You are su~~oned to attend at the offices of the 
Securities Cor.~ission, Level 6, Greenock House, 39 The 
Terrace, Wellington, at 10.00 p.m. on Thursday 15 June 
1989 and to have ~ith you the documents .referred to above. 

The COMMON SEAL of the 
SECORITIES COMMISSION 
was hereUnto affixed 
this 31st day of May 
1989 in the presence of: 

Chairman 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
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O~r ref: 

31 May 1989 

Robt. Jones Investments Limited, 
15t.h Floor, 
Robt. Jones House, 
Cnr Jervois Quay & Willeston Street, 
WEl.LINGTON. 

Attention: Mr R.E. Jones 

Dear Sir, 

ENQUIRY RE ROB,!. JONES I~VESTMEN7S LIMITED 

The Securities Commission has decided to enquire into the 
matters mentioned in the Terms of Re:erence attached. 

The Co~uission has made orders, pursuant to section 19(5) 
Securities Act. 1978, t.hat.: 

(a) the proceedings be heard in private; and 

(b) the publication or co~uunication of the Te=ms of 
Reference, and any information, document or evidEnce 
which is furnished or given or tended to or obtaineo by 
the Co~~ission in connection ~ith ,the enq~iry is 
prohibited, 

in each,case until and subject to further orders of the 
Co:n.uission. 

In the fi,rst place, the Co;;;;nission \o,·i~hes to e;;a:ni:1e the 
documents, including accounting records, ~ontract docum~nts, 
preliminary heads of agree~ent or memorandum of agreement, 
valuations, loan or other financing agree~ents, and board 
papers and minutes, held by you or under your con~rol, rele~ant. 
to the Terms of Reference. A SU,ii.7ilOnS requiring you to proc'.:ce 
them at the Co~uission's offices on Thursday 15 June 1989 cO; 
10.00 a.m. is att.ached. 

If the documents are produced at the time and place mentioned 
in this SU~i1ons you will be e:-:cused from personal attendance at 
that time. 

Yours faithfully, 

Q 
.n-J:arrell 
E~ecutive Director , 
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Roht. Jones Investments Limited 

6th .:rune, 1989 

Mr J. Farrell, 
Executive Director, 
Securities commission, 
P.o. Box 1179, 
WELLINGTON 

Dear sir, 

J) , 

I refer to your letter of the 31st May, 1989 and apologise 
for the delay in reply but I was out of Wellington last week. 

I note your intention, for God only knows what reason, to 
hold an enquiry into an alleged purchase by R.J.I.L. or its 
subsidiary/associate or Whatever, from a subsidiary of Chase 
corporation Limited, of a property kno~n as the Price 
Waterhouse Centre in Auckland. 

Neither I nor any of my director colleagues nor our 
company secretary will attend this nonsense for the following 
reasons. 

(1) We shall be in Australia on that date at our monthly Board 
meeting. 

(2) No such purchase has occurred or is proposed. 

.. 
Yours faithfully, 

LIMITED 

co '~-"--
A

Rit.ENtU 
9 j\n~ ,SS9 
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Our ~r: . 

Mr R.E. Jones, 
Chairman, 

FILE COpy 

Robt. Jones Investments Ltd, 
15th Floor, Robt. Jones House, 
Jervois Quay, 
Facsimile: 729-770 
WELLINGTON. 

Dear Sir, 

WcJlin~ton I. Ne ... · Zubnd 
T clephonc «().4) 729.J!~O 
F .. ~imilc (0.:, 7:!~76 

9 June, 1989 

I received your letter dated ~ June 1989 today. 

In my letter of 31 May I said that if the documents were 
produced on Thursday, 15 June, at 10 am, you would be e~cused 
from personal attendance. 

I propose to ask the Co~"ission to add a further 
paragraph to the terms of reference dated 31 May 1989 as 
follows: 

Encl. 

"5. The facts and circumstances of the announce:nents 
reported in the New Zealand Stock Exchange Daily 
Memos dated 27 October 1988 and 7 June 1989." 

Yours faithfully, 

J. Farrell 
Executive Director 

[H/P/L232J 



Robt. Jones Investments Limited 
I!-Ih noel Robl Jon.~ Hnu~ J~\'Ois Qua~ \\t::m);lon N~ Zt.3~nd Trlrphonc (04) i36-20S f;u (04) i29-i70 

9th June, 1989 

Mr J. Farrell, 
Executive Director, 
securities commission, 
P.o. 'Box 1179, 
WELLINGTON 

Dear sir, 

I refer to your fax letter of the 9th June, 1989. 

Clearly the English language does not work with you. Would 
you like it in swahili? 

No contract exists or has done with Chase corporation in 
respect of the property you ~ention. 

. . 
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O~r rd: 
20 June 1989 

Robt. Jones Investments Limited, 
15th Floor, 
Robt. Jones House, 
Cnr Jervois Quay & Willeston Street, 
WELLINGTON. 

ENQUIRY RE ROB,!,. JONES INVESTMENTS LD1ITED 

We refer to our letter of 9 June 1989 ~hich, along 
with associated correspondence, ~as considered by the 
Securities Commission on 15 June 1989. 

The 
doc'Uments in 
enquiry. 

Commission has 
your possession 

-~V'idence 
that are 

that there 
relevant to 

ere 
the 

The Commission has decided to add to its terms of 
reference~ A copy of the arrlended terms of reference is 
attached together with a further surr~ons to the company 
for attendance at the offices of the Co~~ission on 
We~~esday 28 June 1989 at lO.ODam. 

The orders made pursuant section 19(5) of the 
Securities Act 1978, referred ·to in our letter of 31 May 
1989, continue to apply. •. 

Yours faithfully 
for the S.ecurities Commission 

lBO/sjl 
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O:lfrd: .. 

'TERMS OF REFERENCE 

FOR AN ENQUIRY RE ROBT. JONES Th'"VESTMENTS L!l1I'l'ED 

PURSUANT TO THE SECURITIES ACT 1978 

The Securities Commission has decided to enquire into the 
affairs of Robt. Jones Investments Limited upon the 
following ter.ms of reference: 

(1) The circumstances of the transaction or 
transactions under ~hich Robt. Jones !nvestrnenst 
Limited or a related company purchased from Chase 
Corporation Limited or a related company the 
property situated in _ Wyndham Street, Auckland 
kno\·m as the Price Waterh'Cuse Centre in or about 
October 1988; 

(2) The ter.ms and conditions of the transaction or 
transactions referred to in paragraph (1) above 
including the consideration given and received; 

(3) The ter.ms and conditions of any transcations 
related to the transcations referred to in 
paragraph (1) above including any agree!Tlents or 
understandings ~ith any bank or: other financial 
institution about the f.inancing of those 
transactions; 

(4 ) 

(5) 

~The manner in ~hich Robt. Jones Investments 
Limited and Chase Corporation Limited, 
respectively, have treated or propose to treat the 
t~ansaction or transactions referred to in 
paragraphs (1) and (3) above in their financial 
statements to be laid before company members in 
general meeting under and accordance ~ith the 
Companies Act 1955 •. 

The circumstances surrounding the announcement by 
Robt. Jones Investments Limited to the New Zealand 
Stock EXChange on 27 October 1988 to the effect 
that it had acquired the Price Waterhouse Centre 
at a purchase price of $145 million. 
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Dated the day of 1989. 

The COMMON SEAL of the ) 
SE~TIES COMHcrSSION ) 

. 'Was hereunto affiexed ) 
in the presence of: ) 

Chairman 

. , 

'. 

182/sjl 



I 
Securities COll11lzission 

" L~~I 6. GrrTnod JiOUlt 

O:.lr rd: """"_ 

Robt. Jones Investments Limited, 
15th Floor, 
Robt. Jones House, 
Cnr Jervois Quay & Willeston Street, 
WELLINGTON. 

I02·11~ I..amblon Qua~~9 Tht Trmtt 
P.o. BOl 11'9 

WtlJinrlon I. Nt"'" Zubnd 
T t1:phonr (OJ )729-530 

FiGimilc (0:1 72E-O'6" 

Pursuant to section 18 of the Securities Act 1978 you are 
hereby summoned to appear by your proper officer before 
the Securities Commission to give evidence as to a matter 
before the Commission, that is to say, an enquiry into the 
matters related to Robt. Jones Investments Limited and 
Chase Corporation Limited mentioned in the terms of 
reference for the enquiry, a copy of which is attached, 
and to produce to the Commission all documents in your 
possession or control relative to the enquiry. 

You' are su~~oned to attend a~ the offices 
Commission, Level 6, Greenock Rouse, 39 The 
Wellington, at ID.DDam on Wednesday 28 June 1S89 

::::d
W

::: YO~t~~ :::u::nts re~ to abOV:~B9. 

Tbe COMMON S~~ of the 
SECURITIES COMMISSION 
"'-as bereunto affixed in 
tbe prese·nee of: 

Chairman 

181/sjl 

) 
) 
) 
) 

of the 
Terrace, 

and to 
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~Sir Robert Jones, 
C/- Robt. Jones Investments Limited, 
15th Floor, 
Robt. Jones Eo~se, 
Cnr Jervois Quay & Willeston Street, 
WELLINGTON. 

Purs~ant to section 18 of the Securities Act 1978 you are 
hereby s~~~oned to appear before the Sec~rities Co~~ission 
to give evidence as to a matter before the Co~~ission, 
that is to say, an enquiry into the matters related to 
Robt. Jones Investments Limited and Chase Corporation 
Limited mentioned in the terms of reference for the 
enquiry, a copy of which is ~ttached, and to prod~ce to 
the Co~~ission all documents in yo~r possession or control 
relative to the enq~iry. 

You are su:r..moned to attend at the offi ces of the 
Co~~ission, Level 6, Greenock Ho~se, 39 The Terrace, 
Wellington, at lO.OOam on Wednesday 28 J~ne 1989 and to 
have with you the documents referred to above. 

-r: h Dated the 2.D day of . . 1989. .. 
.. . 

The COMMON SEAL of the ) 
SECURITIES COMMISSION ) 
~as hereunto affixed in ) 
the presence of: ) 

Chainnan 

lB9/sjl 
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21st June 1969 

Mr C. petterson 
Chairman 
Securities Commission 
P.o. Box 1179 
WELLINGTON 

FAX NO: 728-076 

Dear Sir, 
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We act for Robt. Jones Investments Limited. 
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On five occasions over the past two years your Commission 
has used its wide powers to cemand information from our 
client comp~ny. Given the f~ct Robt. Jones Investments 
Limited is one of the few continuing successful public 
companies since the share~arket crash, this is a matter of 
concern on several counts. 

The cOillpany's Board prides itself on its excellent 
shareholder relations, morese given that in shareholder 
numbers it is now the third largest in New Zeeland. 

It further prides itself on meint~ining an impeccable 
integrity in its commercial conduct. 

Notwithstanding that, your office has on five occasions 
demanded information regarding what has been perfectly 
normal co~~ercial conduct. 

We are instructed that the first such occasion in early 1987 
perteined to the company's astute issuing of capital at a 
premium to acquire high quality assets. 

This was treated by your Commission at the enquiry almost as 
some sort of a racket. The result was a meeting lesting 
several hours. 

Your Com~iss1on did not have the courtesy to subsequently 
write to Robt. Jones Investments Limited putting a cap on 
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the issue. That was e courtesy our client company might 
reasonably have expected. 

The next such approach was in 198e in respect of the sale of 
the manogement contract. Given the amount involved our 
client company does not object to that enquiry which it 
considers appropriate. 

However it does complain at your failure to subsequently 
acknowledge receipt of the lengthy report supplied to you 
and again, to put a cap on the matter. This is a common 
courtesy our client company should reasonably expect from 
any statutory investigative body such as the Securities 
Commission, moreso given your primary function and the 
connotations arising from that. 

The third occasion was a quite unusual request demanding 
details of a future accounting treatment, two years out. It 
is difficult to conjecture any possible reason how or why 
such a matter could relate to the Commission's statutory 
function. 

Finally, on behalf of our client we protest at the recent 
action by your Commission which our client conSiders to be 
guite outrageous. 

A summons was served on the company's Chairman demanding his 
appearance ot a hearing to discuss a particular alleged 
property transaction. Additional oetails such as financing 
and other relevant matters \I.'ere de!i,onded. Advice by letter 
accompanied this demand to the effect that the Chairman was 
not obliged to attend if the requested material was duly 
supplied. 

The Chairmen, now Sir Robert Jones, advised you that the 
demand for a copy of the contract and other matters 
pertaining to it, could not be satisfied insofar as no such 
contract existed - the proposed purchese being covered by 
conditional Heads of Agreement. 

He further advised that he would not be attenaing the 
proposed meeting as he would be at a Board Meeting in Sydney 
end in any event, of greater importance, as in view of the 
conditional Heeds of Agreement there was nothing to discuss. 

subsequently he received a letter from your office edvising 
of its future intention to conduct yet another enquiry into 
RJI's notification to the stock Exchange that it would not 
be exercising its option to purchase an Auckland building 
from Chase Corporation. Admittedly no further advice of 
such an enquiry actually eventuating has been received, 
nevertheless the pattern of communications from your office, 
gives considerable cause for concern. 

e:s 
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Overall our client company is left with a clear impression 
of a pattern of harassment which is intolerable. A number 
of points arise:-

1. Robt. Jones Investments Limited is now a very large 
international company owning approximately 200 
com.'Tlercial bui1d1ngs in over 40 cities in England, the 
USA, Canada, Australia and New Zealand. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

We ere instructed that the company now averages a new 
building acquisition every working day. That is its 
function es a property investor thus it now rarely 
advises of these. 

If however it is to be subject to summons and enquiries 
covering its financing plans etc. with each 
acquisition, then plainly that is an intolerable 
interference in its commercial activities and 
notwithstanding your wide powers, is in the view of our 
client company a gross abuse of the function of your 
office. 

No reeson for these enauiries has ever been tendered 
notwithstanding the company's requests. 

No subsequent advice of satisfection hes been given, 
this being a quite extreordinary discourteous prectice. 

The recent enquiry in respect of the matter referred to 
above wes conducted by your office in an astonishingly 
discourteous manner. 

While our client company is at a loss as to what possible 
concern it could be to the Securities Cor.~ission (and as 
always no explanation was tendered) to make such an enquiry 
by the abrupt service of a summons demending the Chairmen's 
presence at a meeting on two weeks notice, it is in our 
client company's view en abuse of your authority. 

Sir Robert had a long-standing meeting in Sydney thet week. 
Two people flew from Europe to attend it. To to be dealt 
with in this fashion is insulting_ 

If there were concerns why could these not be dealt with by 
either telephone or letter? 

In the light of the above harassment we are instructed to 
seek from your office en explanation as to why the various 
demands outlined above were made. 

If 8 satisfactory.answer is not received within five days we 
shell utilise the Officlel Information Act. 

We are instructed that it is the intention of the chairman 
to discuss this matter with the Minister of Justice, the 
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Hon. Geoffrey palmer, and to pursue the m~tter until a 
satisfactory explanation is provided end essurences given 
that this nuisance will be desisted. 

In the interim we ewait your reply. 

Yours faithfully, 
PHILLIPS NICHOLSON 

/&7t~ 
Denis Thorn 

!< 05 
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Phillips Nicholson, 
Barristers & Solicitors, 
Facsimile: 727-429, 
h'"El.l.INGTON. 

Attention: Mr D. Thom 

Dear Sirs, 

21 June, 1989 

re: ROBT. "ONES INVESnmrrS LIMITED 

Thank you for your letter of 21 "une 1989 received by 
fax. 

The Commis~ion has made three'enquiries relating to your 
client's affairs. The first ~as in February 1987, arising out 
of a return of allotments made by your client on 14 Nov~uber 
1986. The representatives of your client company ftho met the 
Commission agreed that the return was not correct. 

The second related to the management contract where we 
sought information which ftas supplied. 

The third relates to your client company's announ.cement 
on 27 October 1988 of a co~~ercial property transactiorr 
concerning the Price Waterhouse Centre. This enquiry is 
pending. 

From ·~hat you say in your letter, I must assu~e that you 
have not seen the Executive Director's letter of 31 May (copy 
attached). 

I see no grounds for the'complaints you raise in your 
letter, but I note that your client has not produced any 
documents in response to the third enquiry, and I ftould 
appreciate your attention to that. 

Encl. 

Yours faithfully, 

C.!. Patterson 
Chairman 



11 

Securities C011111lission Lt~1 6. Grttnocl Hou~t 
102·112 umblon Qua~-39 Thc Tcrrace 

P.O. SOl 1179 
\\'rllin~lon I. Nc"· Ztabnd 

7 rlrphonc (~) 729.E30 
f .. :~imilt (0.:) nS-n76· 

O:')f ref: 

Phillips Nicholson, 
Barristers & Solicitors, 
Facsimile: 727-429, 
h""E1..LINGTON. 

Attention: Mr D. Thom 

Dear Sirs, 

23 June, 1989 

re: ROBT. JONES INVESTMENTS LIMITED 

The quorum for the meeting of the Commission on 
Wednesday next, 28 June, to consider the terms of reference 
supplied to your clients on 20 June 1989 will consist of the 
Chairman, Mr P.D. McKenzie, Barrister, of Wellington, and 
Mr R.A. ~~derson, Chartered Accountant, of Christchurch. 

Mr Bruce Bornholdt will appear as counsel to assist the 
Commission. Your clients may, if they wish, be represented by 
counsel, but the personal attendance of Sir Robert Jones in 
his personal capacity and a~ the proper officer for your 
client company (unless some other officer is designated) is 
required. A transcript of the proceedingsJ~ill be taken. 

If it is convenient for your clients, the Com.'Tlission 
would appreciate having discovery of the documents before the 
meeting. 

Yours faithfully, 

C.I. Patterson 
Chairman 

c.c. Mr B. Bornholdt 



• i Transcript of a meeting held at the offices of the Securities 
Commission, Level 6, Greenock Bouse, 39 The Terrace; 
Wellington, at 10.20 am on Wednesday, 28 June, 1989 with 
representatives of Robt. Jones Investments Limited 

Quorum 

C.l. Patterson 
R.A. ~~derson ) 
P.O. McKenzie ) 

Also present 

Stephen Layburn 
Bruce Bornholdt 

Sir Robert Jones 

David Moriarty 

Daniel Twigg 

Roger Gill 

Jones: 

Chairman 

Members 

Staff 
Counsel assisting the Commission 

Chairman, Robt. Jones Investments 
Limited 

Managing Director, Robt. Jones 
Investments Limited 

Secretary, Robt. Jones Investments 
Limited 

N.Z. Stock Exchange 

because we're in a hurry. 

Patterson: 
Yes. You might explain your delay. It's now 20 past 10. 

Jones: ? 
Yes. We were here at a quarter past. We've been held up 
for five minutes out here. We telephoned yc:u and told you 
we'd be late. I won't explain it. We were late with good 
reason. Fifteen minutes is not the end of the world. 
You're wasting more time by talking about it. 

Patterson: 
Well, we have Sir Robert Jones. ]o~d ,,· .. ho is "d th you, Sir 
Robert? 

Moriarty: 
David Moriarty, Managing Director, Robt. Jones Investments. 

Patterson: 
Well, Mr Bornholdt, you'd better begin. I think Sir 
Robert should be sworn. 

Jones: 
Well, don't worry about the bible. I'll affirm. 

Patterson: 
I see. If you wish. 

[Affirmation of Sir Robert Jones taken by Stephen John LayburnJ 

N 
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Bornholdt: 
Sir Robert. For the sake of the record, could we please 
have yo~r full names. 

Jones: 
Robert Edward. 

Bornholdt: 
Robert Edward. Could we first turn to the summons that 
was served on both yourself and your company, dated the 
31st May, which requested prod~ction of papers that might 
have been in your possession with regard to ••• 

Jones: 
No, we can't. That's not what we're here for. We're here 
in respect of this surr~ons. 

Bornholdt: 
I'm sorry. I'm asking the q~estion. Did you, in answer 
to that su~~ons, produce any documents that were in your 
possession in relation to this matter? 

Jones: 
We're here ... You're Mr Bornholdt, are you? We're here 
in respect of this su~~ons, and I'm not prepared to talk 
about anything other than the matters in this surr~ons. 

Bornholdt: 
I'll put the question again. 

Jones: 
Don't. Don't waste your time. 

Patterson: 
Well, I'm sorry, Sir Robert. You will listen to the 
question and answer it. 

Jones: 
I will walk right out of here if you go on wasting my 
time. And I'd like to see someone stop me. 

Patterson 
Well, I'm sorry. You will ... 

Jones: 
I'm here ••• I'm here because I've received a summons. 
I'm happy to discuss the matters in that summons and not 
other matters. All right? Now, the matters you are 
raising are not related to the summons that I am here for 
tOday. Now that's a matter of fact. You know that. 

Patterson: 
Well, I think ! mu~t rule against you on that, Sir Robert. 

Jones: 
I'm not interested in your ruling on that. It is a matter 
of fact. Yo~ have summonsed me here, Mr Patterson, and 
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you have given me terms of reference. The first question 
does not relate to those terms of reference. Now, I am 
here to deal with the terms of reference of the summons 
for this particular hearing. Now you know I'm right about 
that, so I don't know why we waste time. 

Patterson: 
Well, you proceed, Mr Bornholdt. Put your ne~t question. 

Bornholdt: 
I take it that .• Well, because you refuse to answer my 
question I've put to you about the summons that was issued 
to you and served on you - both yourself and your company 
- da~ed 31st May, that you did not respond - neither you 
nor your companies responded to that su~~ons. 

Jones: 
Oh well look, if you're just going to talk about something 
else other than the terms of reference of what this 
summons pertains to, then we might as well go. 

Patterson: 
Just a moment. We adjourned the enquiry that was to have 
taken place on the May surr~ons until today, 

Jones: 
That's not what's in the su~~ons. 

Patterson: 
because we had no other course in view of you~ 

non-attendance. 

Jones: 
You've got a good reason for that. But I'm not prepared 
to discuss that, Mr Patterson. The fact of the matter is 
- you have issued a new surr~ons -

Fatterson: 
Yes. 

Jones: 
that has summonsed me here today. You have given me terms 
of reference. You are asking me questions outside of that 
terms of reference. Now you know that is correct. You 
can go on persisting as long as you like. Nothing will 
change. If you keep on persisting, we might as well leave. 

Patterson: 
I'm sorry. Will you listen to me for a moment. Today we 
are attending to both summonses. 

Jones: 
Well, I'm sorry. 7hat's not what the first summons says. 
The first summons pertains to .•• 
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Patterson: 
You did not tUrn up for" the first summons, so you wouldn't 
know what we did. 

Jones: 
I didn't have to turn up. 

Patterson: 
Didn't you. 

Jones: 
There was a qualifying letter saying, don't turn up if 
other matters pertained. Look, I'm not ..• 

Patterson: 
If you produce the documents. 

Jones: 
Yes. When we explained that there were no documents to 
produce, therefore there was no point in turning up. But 
I'm not prepared to discuss that any more. If you want to 
persist with this line, then we're wasting our time. I 
mean, nothing's going to change my answer. So, you know, 
you might.as well move on to the matters in this summons. 

Patterson: 
Well, did you prepare any documents in response to the 
first su~~ons? 

Jones: 
I'm not prepared to talk about the first summons. 

Bornholdt: 
Perhaps, Mr Chairman, if I can come in, as counsel 
assisting the Co~~ission, I would put both Sir Robert and 
the 

Jones: 
I'm sorry You are Mr Bornholdt, aren't you? 

Bornholdt: 
•.. Robt. Jones Investments Limited, on notice that they 
are in breach of those summonses, and then it's a matter 
that is left in the hands of the Corr~ission. 

Patterson: 
What I'd suggest is that you listen, Sir Robert, before 
you intervene. Say that again. 

Jones: 
Oh, look. I tell you. If you ask me that once more, 
we'll walk out. We're busy. You people aren't. You 
don't seem to have much to do. Now, we've got a lot to 
do. If you want to sit here and ask me the same question 
five times and get the same answer, then that's just 
wasting our time. 
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Bornholdt: 
It's not necessary, Mr Chairman, to go any further. Both 
Sir Robert and his company have been put on notice, and 
the matter is in the hands of the Commission. We now, 
then, with your permission, Mr Chairman, turn to the 
notice that was issued in respect to this hearing for 
today, which had associated with it a letter dated the 
20th June, addressed to both Sir Robert and also to Robt. 
Jones Investments Limited, pointing out that the 
Commission had decided to add to its terms of reference -
copy was attached - and together with a further summons to 
the company for attendance at the offices of the 
Commission on Wednesday, 28 June 1989 at 10 am, and that 
the orders that were made, referred to on t~e 31st May, 
continue to this hearing. So, Sir Robert, with that - or 
those facts - in place, 

Jones: 
They're not facts. 

Bornholdt: 
have you, in respect to that su~uons, any documents with 
you this morning that you can produce to the Corr~ission 
relating to the matters under discussion. 

Jones: 
Well, that was quite a lot. Are you referring to what? 
Khich summons? 

Bornholdt: 
The summons relating, Sir Robert, to 

Patterson: 
There are two summonses. One is to Sir Robert 

Jones: 
No, well look. Perhaps I'll say it in Swahili, or 
something. We're obviously having a language difficulty. 
We're here in respect of the latter su~uons that clearly 
pertains to today. We're here to discuss the matters in 
that - whatever you call it -

Patterson: 
It's the summons dated the 20th June. 

Jones: , 
Whatever. Yes. 

Patterson: 
Well, would you check that that's the one you're talking 
about. 

Jones: 
No, I won't bloody well check. If that's the one, that's 
the one. I accept that. Now,' 
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Jones: 
.• ~.[aside] Well, yes, effectively, but that's not a 
summons, is it? It's just a letter.] Yes OK. I'm not 
sure we're at cross purposes. 

Bornholdt: 
No, no. You've got the papers I have referred to. We're 
not at cross purposes. And then, the reference that was 
made in the letter of the 20th June - if you'd turn back 
to that letter - to both yourself and your company. Final 
paragraph. "The orders made pursuant to section 19(5) of 
the Securities Act referred to in our letter of t1e 31st 
May 1989 continue to apply." Now, have you a copy with 
you of that letter of 31st May? 

Jones: 
No. 

Bornholdt: 
Well, if I produce my copy to you. That's the letter of 
the 31st May. 

Patterson: 
To whom'? 

Bornholdt: 
To - I think that one is to Robt. Jones Investments. But 
I think you would acknowledge, Sir Robert, that a similar 
letter was sept to you. 

Jones: 
I think so, yes. 

Bornholdt: 
And that s~~ons, with the letter there, sets out - I 
think in the final paragraph, does it not - with not 
havi~g it in front of me - certain papers tLat are 
requested to be produced? 

Jones: 
Yes. Well, it's a letter saying what the purpose of the 
enquiry is to be, and it came with a summons that spelt 
out what we would discuss. I mean, I consider myself 
bound by the s~~onses - not by accompanying letters. 
Simple as that. 

Bornholdt: 
So that 

Patterson: 
Get another copy of that letter Stephen, would you please, 
and let Mr Bornholdt have it. Or, better still, let Mr 
Jones have it, and you get yours back .. 

Jones: 
Just I'm sorry. You are Mr Bornholdt? 
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Bornholdt: 
Yes. 

Jones: 
Yes. When you were introduced 

Bornholdt: 
I'm trying to assist the Commission. 
got the copy of the summons, please, 
that letter? Thank you. 

Stephen, have you 
that ~as attached to 

So, Sir Robert, are you telling the Commission th~t, in 
the light of the earlier surr~ons that was served on you to 
produce documents, that's relied on and brought forward to 
this hearing this morning, that you have no ,papers or 
documents to produce? 

Jones: 
That's right. You know, you're talking abo~t "an 
accompanying letter". I'm bound by the terms of the 
summons. You can say what you like in an accompanying 
letter. The accompanying letter, in a legal sense, is 
superfluous, as I'm sure you know. There's no point 
having the summons if the letter is to serve that 
function. Now, we're here to discuss the matters that are 
set out in that summons, and we're prepared to do that. 

Bornholdt: 
But again, I .put it to you that you have nothing to 
produ~e. 

Jones: 
Yes, ~ell I've said that. How many ? 

• ~ 0 • 

Patterson: 
Well, I don't think I've got that as clear as I'd like to 
have it. 

Jones: 
Christ! 

Patterson: 
Sir Robert. There's a summons to you personally, dated 
[what's the date of that one, is it the same date?) 31st 

May. Would you get it in front of you. In which you are 
asked to produce all documents in your possession or 
control relative to the enqUiry. 

Jones: 
That is not a matter set out in the summons that we're 
here to discuss today. 

Patterson: 
would you look at the summons? 
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Jones: 
No, I won't. If you want talk about the earlier s~~ons, 
then I'm not prepared to do so. 

Patterson: 
Well, I'm looking at the one dated ... All right. Well 
then, take the one dated the 20th June, then. 

Jones: 
That's what I'm here to discuss, Mr Patterson. 

Patterson: 
OK. Well, it asks you to produce all documents in your 
possession - and it's addressed to Sir Robert Jones -
relative to the enquiry. 

Jones: 
No, it doesn't. 

Bornholdt 
Yes, 

Jones: 
I'm sorry. Well, I'm talking about the terms of reference. 

Patterson: 
Would you look at the su~~ons? 

Jones: 
My apologies. Yes. That is the summons. 

Patterson: 
And would you read what you're asked to"do. 

Jones: 
To give evidence .•• Well, where are we here. To give 
evidence to a matter before the Co~~ission mentioned in 
the terms of reference for the enquiry, a copy of which is 
attached. 

Bornholdt: 
~~d to produce to the Commission, all dOCuments in your 
possession 

Jones: 
I'm sorry, it was an omission. "and to produce to the 
Commission all dOCuments in your possession relative to 
the enquiry." Quite so, yes. 

Patterson: 
Well that's to you personally. Do you also appear on 
behalf of Robt. Jones Investments Limited? 

Jones: 
Yes, 1 do. 
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Patterson: 
~~d do yo~ acknowledge that a similar doc~ment has been 
addressed to them. 

Jones: 
Yes, I do. 

Bornholdt: 
In relation to those two summonses, have yo~ ~ny doc~ments? 

Jones: 
No, there are no documents. No documents relati~g to the 
terms of enq~iry of this latter SmTh~ons. 

Bornholdt: 
I see. None whatsoever? 

Jones: 
Not a thing. I mean, it's very clear. Can we take it 
through. 

Bornholdt: 
]>~d to produce to the Commission all documents in your 
possession or control relative to the enquiry. 

Jones: 
Yes, now the enquiry - can I take it up from there? Item 
1. The circumstances of the transaction or transactions 
under which Robt. Jones Investments or a related company 
purchased from Chase Corporation or a related company the 
property situated in Wyndham Street, Auckland r known as 
the Price Waterhouse Centre, in or about October '~8. 

Well, we didn't purchase any property - any s~ch property 
from Chase in October '88. So there are no doc~m~nts. 

Bornholdt: 
The 'terms and condi t'ions 

Patterson: 
I think I should warn yo~, Sir Robert - and I hope you 
won't take this o~t of place - that we have reason to 
believe that that statement is not correct. 

Jones: 
Well, if we'd purchased a property we would either still 
own it or would have sold it. 

Patterson: 
Wo~ld you mind listening for a moment. I wo~ld also feel 
it my duty to warn you that if your evidence is not 
correct, you may be prosecuted for that offence. 
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Jones: 
You don't have to warn me of that. I'm well aware of 
that. The statement is clear. You've dragged us here 
before with one of your nonsense enquiries. You made a 
great song and dance, Mr Patterson, about accuracy. When 
a minor error by one of our la~7ers - you made a great 
noise about it. Now, we expect the same from you. The 
spelling here is abysmal throughout these doc1~ents - but 
aside from that, this is very clear. I only ~peak 
English. I'm just a simple working-class lad. ~~d I'll 
take it by what it says. We either did or we did not 
purchase that property from Chase in or about October 
1988. If we did, we either own it or we have sold it. 
Now we did not. Now that's the first thing that this 
enquiry is about. That's why there are no documents. 
You've told us we've got to be accurate. We expect that 
to be reciprocated. 

Patterson: 
Yes, quite right. 

Jones: 
It's as simple as that. 

Bornholdt: 
Then, Mr Jones, if that is the case, ~hy did your company 
make the announcement that it did to the Stock E~change on 
the 27th October. 

Jones: 
Because they asked us to.-

Bornholdt: 
~~d ~hy did you state in that statement to the Stock 
Exchange that your company had purchased a property, when 
in fact now you're telling the Commission it didn't 
purchase the property. 

Jones: 
Because it was our intention to do so, and it is customary 
~hen one intends to do something, to announce it as a fait 
accompli. Indeed, if you look at any financial market -
as we all know - announcement. You've only got to look at 
this morning's newspaper. You will see a host of such 
announcements. When the Government announced - or the 
Receiver announced - they'd sold New Zealand Steel to the 
Chinese, it was said as a fait accompli. That is normal, 
every-day practice, on the assumption that in fact those 
things will happen. 

Bornholdt: 
But we're not dealing with that matter, Sir Robert. 

Jones: 
I'm sorry. I'm so used to •... 
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Bornholdt: 
Is it correct that you, through your company, made the 
statement to the Stock E~change that your company had 
purchased the particular building from Chase known as the 
Price Waterhouse Centre? 

Jones: 
Well, I haven't got it in front of me, but I'm prepared to 
accept it is. We were asked to do so, and we did. 

Bornholdt: 
But the fact of the matter is that your company hadn't 
purchased the property at that stage. That's cor=ect 
isn't it? 

Jones: 
That's right. Yes. 

Patterson: 
Well, what were the circumstances in which you were asked 
to make the announcement? 

Jones: 
Well, that's not really a matter that's covered here, is 
it? 

Bornholdt: 
Yes. 

Jones: 
Oh, it is. My apologies~ I withdraw that. 

Bornholdt: 
Number 5. 

Patterson: 
Who asked you? 

Jones: 
Roger asked us, sitting behind me. 

Patterson: 
Roger Gill? 

Jones: 
Yes. 

Patterson: 
You'd better describe that. 

Moriarty: 
I'm not sure whether it carne specifically from Roger or 
from the legal office of the Exchange. 

Jones: 
Was it from you, Roger? 
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Gill: 
That's correct, Mr Chairman. 

Patterson: 
You'd better tell us about this, then. 

Jones: 
Well, I've told you about it. Roger asked us to make the 
statement because it was common knowledge that we were 
intending to buy the building. Now you all know f~ll well 
that that is the customary practice when - we've bought 
200 buildings, this public company has - and often those 
buildings have been announced. It is customary to 
announce them as a fait accompli. You are mostly lawyers, 
I imagine, in this room, and you know damn well that most 
of t~ose transactions then conclude to a nc:~a1 
completion. In this case, it did not. 

Patterson: 
Why did Where was this request made to you? 

Jones: 
Oh, it was by telephone the following day, after the Prime 
Minister had announced the transaction. I think. I can't 
recall, but it probably was. 

Patterson: 
Why did the Prime Mini~ter announce the transaction? 

Jones: 
Because ",·e asked him to •. 

Patterson: 
I think I want a bit more of the background to this. 

Bornholdt: 
Well, can I lead.in to it. Mr Jones might ••• Sir Robert 
might 

Jones: 
embarrass me, anyway. 

Bornholdt: 
The 

Jones: 
Wave your arm at me, Mr Bornholdt, I prefer that. 

Bornholdt: 
No, no, no. I don't do things like that, Sir Robert. 
There was an announcement made through the press on the 
same date, as I understand it, as you made the 
announcement to tpe Stock E~change, on the 27th october. 

Jones: 
The day before, in fact, yes. 

N 
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Bornholdt: Well, I have marked - I produce a copy of the National 
Business Review dated Thursday, october 27th. I have 
marked certain parts of that. Could you just look at it 
for me and say whether that's a correct ..• those are 
correct statements? 

Jones: 
Yep. 

Bornholdt: And that indicates to the public, doesn't it, that you -
your company had purchased those properties that are 
referred to. 

Jones: 
That is correct, yeso 

Bornholdt: 
Apart from 

Jones: The correct •••.. indicates that - and I'll quote. You've 
actually marked the relevant ones. "Settlement is due in 
10 months, ..... hen the building is finished." 

Bornholdt: Correct. It doesn't state any conditional purchase, does 
it? It says,- settlement will take place. 

Jones: Yes. But I've never Eeen a contract that's tctally 
unconditional where a building's being built, obvicusly. 
I mean, it assumes, for a Etart, that the building will be 
built. 

Bornholdt: 
NoW, I'll just retrieve that, Mr Jones. 

Patterson: 
Who •.• How did this function take place? Was this a 
function in the Michael Fowler Centre? 

Jones: 
Yes. 

Paterson: 
Attended by the Prime Minister 

Jones: 
Yes. 

Patterson: . 
At your invitation? 
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Jones: 
Yes. 

Patterson: 
What was the purpose of the f~nction? 

Jones: 
To announce the purchase, along with others. 

Patterson: 
As a publicity exercise? 

Jones: 
I suppose. Yes. 

Patterson: 
Well, you did it. Yes or no? 

Jones: 
Well, I suppose so. Yes. 

Patterson: 
Do you agree with the headline, that this was a property 
spree to boost confidence? 

Jones: 
No. We've got no interest in boosting confidence. 

Patterson: 
Why did you arrange the f~nction, then? 

Jones: 
I've just told you. 

Patterson: 
. As a p~blic relations exercise? 

Jones: 
Yes. From our company's perspective. We'v~ no eo~~ercial 
interest in boosting confidence. We have a co~ercial 
interest in doing otherwise. We might have ? more 
altr~istic view on boosting confidence, wearing a 
different hat. 

Bornholdt: 
~~d in fact, Sir Robert, that was stated, was it not, in 
your memo to the Stock Exchange, on the 27th October, 
where the paragraph reads - fifth paragraph on the first 
page - "In New Zealand there has been a massive loss of 
investor confidence, resulting in the weakest investment 
markets in many decades. All co~~entators agree that the 
loss of confidence and consequential recession is an 
e~cessive over-reaction, and will obviously not last 
forever. Nevertheless, it is the reality, anc th~s has 
presented outstanding acquisition opportunities." ~~d 
then you announced your - ~today's announcement concerning 
the three major buildings, totalling 5450 million." Then 
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it goes on to read, "There are 3 other small 
acquisitions." So, your announcements to the Stock 
Exchange, I'd put it to you, related to acquisitions of 
properties on behalf of your company. 

Jones: 
Yes. 

Bornholdt. 
Not acquisition of properties by ~ay of conditional 
purchase agreements. 

JO!'les: ? 
This is childish. 

Bornholdt: 
Well, is that correct or not? 

Jones: 
Of course they're conditional. But you know, really, I 
mean you should be thoroughly ashamed of yourself. You're 
a la~yer, and I think an ex-conveyancing lawyer, and you 
know damn well, no such contract's ever totally 
unconditional. This is just shameful. 

Patterson: 
All right: There was a contract? 

Jones: 
No, there wasn't a contract in the ~ay you've put it in 
your s~~ons. h~ich is what we're here to talk about. 

Bornholdt: J • 

Sir Robert. Was there a binding obligation by Robt. Jones 
Investments to purchase the Price Waterhouse Centre? 

Jones: 
No. 

Patterson: 
At any time? 

Jones: 
No. 

Patterson: 
On 27 October 1988? 

Jones: 
Is that the date we announced, is it? 

Patterson: 
That's your announc"ement date. 

Jones: 
Yes. No, there ~asn't. 
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Patterson: 
There was not? 

Jones: 
No. 

Patterson: 
Was your statement, therefore, false? 

Jones: 
No. Not in the normal sense that it would be read. 

Patterson: 
All right. Well, you'll need to explain this. 

Jones: 
It's very simple. We had the right and the intention to 
purchase it. 

Patterson: 
Is there a document in existence establishing that right? 

Jones: 
Oh yes. 

Patterson: 
There is? 

Jones: 
Yes. 

Fatterson: 
Do you have it with you? 

Jones: 
No. I wasn't asked to produce it. 

Fatterson: 
I'm ~orry, you were asked to produce - would you read the 
summons again? 

Jones: 
Yes, I've read it. I don't have to. We were asked to 
produce it in respect of the terms of reference which 
refers to an actual purchase completed. It's quite clear 
what it refers to. 

Fatterson: 
And what about the final paragraph in the terms of 
reference. 

Jones: 
You mean, the circumstances surrounding the announcement? 
h~at about them? 
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Patterson: 
Do you not regard that document which you say exists as 
relevant to that term of reference? 

Jones: 
No, I don't. 

Patterson: 
Well, I'm sorry. I think ~e do. 

Jones: 
Oh well, we'll have to disagree on that. 

Patters'on: 
Well, I'm asking you, will you produce that document? 

Jones: 
Well, if you serve a summons on that I will, sure. 

Patterson: 
We take the vie~ that the summons you have is adequate for 
that purpose. 

Jones: 
We'll just have to disagree on that, HI' Patterson. We 
don't. 

Patterson: 
I see. 

Bornholdt: 
Well, Sir Robert. Not accepting that the pre~ent su~~ons 
doesn't cover that ground, but on the basis that another 
summons ~as served on you, with that particular reference 
in clause 5, ~ould you then produce the documents 
associated with that reference, including the agreement 
that you ••• 

Jones: 
I'm sorry, Mr Bornholdt. Would you mind just saying that 
again? 

Bornholdt: 
Not accepting the facts that the first su~~ons doesn't ... 

Patterson: 
Well, don't worry about that. Just read the question. 

Bornholdt: 
.•• cover the point, but if a further summons were to be 
issued, by this Commission 

Patterson: 
No, no, no, no. Mr Bornholdt, I'm not proposing to issue 
any further summons. 
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Bornholdt: 
All right. 

Jones: 
We will respond to any summons that is issued on us. We 
are obliged to, and we do so. We are obliged to do so, we 
recognise the obligation. ~~d that's why we're here now. 

Patterson: 
Do you have any documents to produce in response to the 
summons? 

Jones: 
No, you asked me that four times, and I've told you four 
times. 

Fatterson: 
No. 

Jones: 
None. There are none that are relevant to the terms that 
are set out there. 

Patterson: 
I see. Well then, I must ask you, I think, to test your 
answer, for a catalogue of the documents that you do have 
relating to the proposal to p~rchase the Price Waterhouse 
Centre. I ask you that now. Are there such documents in 
e~istence. 

Jones: 
Of course there are. But the summonses have not pertained 
to those. 

Patterson: 
That may be a question for somebody else to answer, Sir 
Robert. I wish to "get an indication of the nat~rc .•. 

Jones: 
Well, you're well aware they are, because yvu already have 
them in your possession, don't you, Mr Patterson. I mean, 
this is quite disgraceful. If you're that e~ger to get 
them, why are you making this meal out of the issue. 

Patterson: 
We want them from you. 

Jones: 
Oh, you wa~t them from me? I see. Even though you have 
the identical ones from some other source in your presence 
now, and served the summons on me after you had them, and 
you've wasted 45 minutes talking about it, ..•... 
'silence'. Shameful performance, and it will all be 
public. 
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Patterson: 
Sir Robert. One of our functions is to test the evidence 
that is supplied to us. 

Jones: 
Your functions are very clearly set out in the Act. ~~d 
you are abusing those functions, you're abusing the rights 
you have under the Act in respect of those functions. 

Patterson: 
I'm not going to have that from you. 

Jones: 
Well, you've had it from me, and you'll get it again. The 
functions of your Commission are clearly prescrib~d in the 
Act. You are grossly abusing the powers that are also 
accorded you in the Act. You are going right outside of 
those prescribed functions, and you know it. 

Patterson: 
I ~ant to know what documents you have relating to the 
proposal to purchase the Price Waterhouse Centre. 

Jones: 
Well you'll have to serve a su~uons on me then, and ask 
that. You haven't done so. 

Patterson: 
I see. 

Bornholdt: 
Are you, Sir ~obert, telling the Co~uission that there are 
no documents in your possession associated with term of 
reference No.5, the circumstances surrounding the 
announcement of Robt. Jones Investments, etc., to the 
effect that it had acquired the Price Waterhouse Centre? 
Are you telling the Commission that you have no d~cuments 
~hatsoever to support the statement that was made by your 
company to the Stock Exchange and the statement that ~as 
announced in the newspapers .•. 

Jones: 
Well, I suppose 

Bornholdt: 
.• that was approved by your company, and I assume 
yourself. 

Jones: 
I suppose we could argue, in respect of item 5, I suppose 
we could have produced the Stock Exchange statement. 
Frankly, that never occurred to me. We didn't, but you 
have it anyway, so : ••• After all, one could reasonably 
assume you have it, because you refer to it. 

i 
I 

I 
I 

i 

I 
I 



- 21 -

Bornholdt: 
I'm asking you whether you have any other documents •.• 

Patterson: 
Documents other than the statement. 

Jones: 
No, not in respect of item 5. Item 5 is very clear. It 
refers particularly and ~pecifically to that 
announcement. So there's only the announcement statement 
that could relate to it. 

Patterson: 
When that announcement ~as made, on 27 October, what 
documents were in your possession relating to the Price 
Waterhouse Centre? 

Jones: 
Oh well that's not a question that the summons deals with, 
Mr Patterson. 

Patterson: 
I direct you to answer that question. 

Jones: 
Oh well, you can direct me all you like, but you'll have 
to direct me in terms of the terms of reference, and 
that's out~ide of it. It's clearly set out .•• 

Patterson: 
Well, I'm .sorry, I do not" agree that it i~ outside. 

Jones: 
Well, we'll have to disagree. 

Bornholdt: 
Are you refusing to answer that question, Mr Jones? 

Jones: 
No, I've ans~ered it. I've said ... 

Patterson: 
You have not ans~ered the question. You've avoided the 
question. 

Jones: 
No, I haven't avoided the question. I am here under 
~urnmons to answer clearly set out questions. You are 
going outside of those questions. 

Patterson: 
Well, I'm sorry. I rule against that, and direct you to 
answer. 

1 c 
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Jones: 
No. I'm not going to, because it's outside of the matters 
that are set out here. 

Patterson: 
I think I should put that to you quite deliberately. I 
repeat the question. Do you have documents in your 
possession which existed on the 27th October •.• 

Jones: 
We have no other documents in our possession ~ut the 
summonses. All right? 

Pc:.tterson: 
All right. If you insist on interrupting me, I '"11 simply 
have to ask it again. 

Jones: 
Then we'll have to walk out, if you keep asking the same 
question that's beyond your scope of this SUIT~ons. 

Patterson: 
I've already said that we do not accept that that question 
is beyond the scope of the ~ummons. 

Jones: 
Well, I'm sorry Mr Patterson, we'll ~ave to disagree. 

Patterson: 
May I put the-question again. Do you have, in your 
possession, documents that existed on the 27th October 
relating to the purchase of the Price Waterhouse Centre? 

Jones: 
It depends on your definition of the purchase. In terms 
of what is ~et out in the su~uons, we have no such 
documents. None ex~st. Other than the Stock E7.change 
statement referred to in item 5. 

Patterson: 
What is the date of the contract you referred to earlier .. 

Jones: 
We don't have a contract. It depends on your definition 
of contract. You referred to it, I didn't. 

Patterson: 
You said there was a contract. 

Jones: 
No, I didn't. I said that we had the right to purchase 
the building. 

Patterson: 
Well, I think we'll check back on the notes that you did 
distinctly use the term "contract". 
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Jones: 
Well if I did, it was an overs~ght, because there was no 
contract in the normal sense of the word. 

Patterson: 
Is there any written document about the purchase or 
proposal to purchase? 

Jones: 
Oh well, that's outside of the terms of this enquiry. 

Patterson: 
I ask the question. I want an answer, yes or no. 

Jones: 
I can't give you an answer to a s~lly 
outside of the terms of your enquiry. 
stay within the terms of reference as 

Patterson: 

question. lt' s 
You are obliged to 

set h~re. 

I will d~rect you that that question is within the terms 
of reference, and direct you to answer. What is your 
answer? 

Jones: 
I told you, in my op~n~on it is not in the terms of 
reference, and therefore I won't answer it. I'm happy to 
discuss cl'ly of the matters here in the terms of reference 
- other than item 3. We can't follow that one. It's got 
words we can't find in our dictionary. 

Bornholdt: 
If I could come in, Mr Chairman. Sir .Robert. Item No.5 
of the terms of reference refers to the circu~stances 
surrounding 'the announcement by Robt. Jones Investn.ents to 
the Stock Exchange on the 27th October, to the effect that 
it had acquired the Price Waterhouse Centre. You have 
admitted - accepted ~ that there was a statement ~ade to 
the Stock Exchange by your company on the 27th October, 
that related to the Price Waterhouse Centre. purchase. 

Jones: 
[Coughed] Excuse me. Yes. Intention to purchase, yes. 

Bornholdt: 
Could you point out to me where in that statement to the 
Stock E~change the word "intended to purchase", or the 
words "intended to purchase" ",ere used? 

Jones: 
No. Because they're not there. But any reasonable reader 
would read that, wouldn't they? It refers to a future 
settlement date, buildi~gs to be bu~lt, that sort of thing. 

! 
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Bornholdt: 
And in that notice to the Stock Exchange, under the 
heading "Building One - the Price Waterhouse Centre, 
Auckland. Purchase price $145 million" and details, what 
documents have you in your possession associated with the 
statement that's made in your statement to the Stock 
Exchange in support of that statement? 

Jones: 
Well only the Stock Exchange statement. Oh, I'm sorryo 
In support of it? 

Bornholdt: 
Yes. 

Jones: 
Well, I imagine we have documents. But I can't tell you 
here. I don't know. 

Bornholdt: 
Well, could you please produce those documents to the 
Commission, because they are relevant ~o that term of 
reference. 

Jones: 
Well, we're going over the same ground. We don't believe 
they are. We don't believe that they are. The terms of 
reference are very clear - except for item 3, ~hich is in 
Swahili, or some other language. Item 5 pertains 
specifically to the Stock Exchange announcement, a copy of 
which you have, and obviously must have had or you 
wouldn't have been able to write item 5. 

Bornholdt: 
I think terms of reference No. 5 starts off with "The 
circumstances". Do you accept that? 

Jones: 
Yes. 

Bornholdt: 
~~d I am asking you as to the circumstances behind the 
statement that you have made to the Stock Exchange, 
pertaining to the Price Waterhouse Centre. 

Jones: 
Well the circumstances are entirely verbal in respect of 
the statement. It wasn't our intention to make one. We 
were asked to. 

Bornholdt: 
I am asking you, have you any supporting evidence by way 
of documentation - documentation or letter form? 

Jones: 
In respect to the circumstances of the announ~ement, no. 

.' 
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Bornholdt: 
In respect to the matters that are contained within the 
announcement?. 

Jones: 
Well that's not what you say the reference says. 

Bornholdt: 
Have you? 

Jones: 
No. Not in terms of the terms of reference, no. 

Bornholdt: 
Mr Chairman? 

Patterson: 
Yes, well you carryon. He says he has no'doc~~ents. Mr 
Jones, we are not to be trifled with. 

Jones: 
Nor am I. 

Patterson: 
]I..nd I propose to refer your answers to the 
Solicitor-General with a view to prosecution. 

Jones: 
Good. 

Patterson: 
Do you wish to reconsider any of your answers? . . 

Jones: 
No, no. 

P;.tterson: 
All right. Well, I think we'll leave it there. 

Jones: 
Good. 
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Robt. Jones Investments Limited 
~~i'4 
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20th June, 1988 

Mr Adrian Burr, 
Chase Cprporation Limited, 
Private Beg, 
AUCKLAND 

Fax No ~ 09-394698 

Dear Ad~1an, 

Th~nkyou for the various items of information. Below 
I have ~et out our viewB. 

GENERAl.· ATTITIJDE: '\o.'e record ou~ desire in principle to do 
a deal 610ng the lines agreed, specifically by contributing 
on exis~ing investment building as an equity deposit and 
the balance by ~ay of a suitable Dsnk guarantee note 
sho~ing a si~ple interest of 1470 p.a. payable together with 
the principal in 3 years from settlement. 

[Paragraphs omitted] 

PRICE WATEruiOUSE BUILDING : A hanusdme structure of 
definite appeal, the single negative being its off-centre 
location which particularly in the current and likely 
future ~ljmste.h~~-us-queryin8_a.6.5~_yield. 
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[Paragraphs omitted] 

: 

3) Pri~e Waterhouse Building 

s) By !transfer of Crown Court building, Brisbane (ref. 
follo~ing explanatory note) At a 7% yield approximate 
an~icipated value, A$25 million. 

b) I/' By .issuing to Chase $20 roi Ilion in RJI shares to be 
reiained for 3 years and thereafter subject to return 
performance guarantee to equate to 141 p.a. return with a 
programmed sell-down over 18 months period commencing after 
3 years BO as to achieve an ultimate return including 
dividends etc. of 141 p.a. Surplus proceeds to be repaid 
to :RJI ~hile any short-fall to be met by cash. 

c) Batance with 14% p.a. Bank guarantee note. 

GENERALiCOHHENT 

Thd above proposal yields Chase book sales at prices not 
attainable in the market now or likely over the next 2-3 years. 

Th~ proposal is a base-bone outline. 

l!:acceptable then there ~ill be a large number of itena to 
discuss including our own due diligence, leasing obligations 
where relevant, services guarantees where relevant and so on. 

CROWN COURt : This is a very well located Brisbane 23 level 
Brisbane b~ilding leased to the Federal Government~ 

We are currently completing a $2 million renovation progra~ 
that will have it in impressively sparkling condition. 

I look forward to hearing from you. 

Best Wishes, 

Bob Jones ; ...,... 
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CHASE 
----------_._--._---- _. 

21s1 June 1988 

The Chairman 
Robt. Jones Investments LimBed 
J5th Floor Robt. Jones House 
Je:rvois Quay . 
\-\7ELLTNGION 

De:n Bob 

ThZlnk you for your Fax of 20th June 39SS in which you set out your views 
concerning a number of our properHes -including the Fbance Centre ,,,'hich 
det&:lils ' .. 'ere forwarded to you over the weekend .. 

\Ve commenf on your ,'iews &:lS follows: -

[Paragraphs omitted] ( 

' .. - .. 



Price \~'afrrhrmc:e- 'Bu;1ding 

This bulJdjng is 2 ljftle more str25ght {orw2rd to deal with and ,~e would be 
prepared to sell this property to you on compleHon upon the followlng 
terms and condiHons. 

Purchase PIke 5135,000,000.00 

Deposit SJ4,OOO,OOD.OO 

Settlement 3 months after Pr2:ctlcal Completion of the 
Building as certifjed by the Project Architect. 

BaJa."'ice 10 be met by : -

Crown Court 
BuDding as part 
considen:tion 

Second payment bac.1:ed 

S25.0 million 

by guara.ifeed bank bills 532.0 milHon 

Third p:ayrnent ba eked 
by gu~ranteed bank bills £32.0 million 

Fourth payment backed 
by guaranteed bank bms 532.0 mmion 

". 

A deposit of S2.S milHon to be 
pa5d by Ch2se. 

Payable in thr~e )'ears plus 
interest compounded at 
) "'0: :> 70 p.a. 

Payable in three years nine 
months plus inferest 
compounded all 13.0%. 

P2Y2ble In four and a half years 
plus interest compounded at 
)3.0% p.c.. 



As outllned in your proposal this is a. base bone outline and if acceptable 
then there wj]l be a luge number of additiona.l items to be discussed 
including leasing obHgatlons where relevant; service guarantees etc., and 
also confirma.tion tha.t your property in Brisba.ne is ~ccept2.ble to uS subject to 
the normal inspection. 

Rega.rds 

/l-~ t/a/AJ'. 
ADRIAN l\'AlKER 



Robt. Jones Investments Limited 

22nd Jupe, 1988 

Mr Adri~n Welker, 
Chase Ct>rporat!on liIDited. 
Privete Bag. 
AUCKLANl> 

Fax No t 09-394-698 

Deer Adrian, 

Thankyou for your fax letter of the 21st June, 1988. 

[Paragraphs omitted] 

PRICE WATERHOUSE BUILDING Hopefully ~e can do Ii deal 
here. ~ make the following observations. 

1) We note your counter-proposal of $135 million end agree 
to that price. 

2) We will not pey Ii deposit. We do not pay ceposits. 
This is not a house transaction in~. Eden. You are 
desling with a s~bstantial public co~pliny and will have 
sn irrevocable contract. 

B10 
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FAYHENT ~ OU~ payment proposal is es·follo~s. 

1) 

2) 

3) 

Settlement to be 3 ~onths Biter certified practical 
co~pletion subject to the building being fully leased 
to pona-fide tenants approved by us. In the event of 
the building not being fully leased then a pro-rata 
portion of the $135 million to be paid by us to en 
agreed Bank (BNZ) to be held on deposit, the inte=est 
accruing to Chase after payment of any rental 
ehort-fa11 and to be released progressively as leases 
eventuate. I think you will cg=ee that this point is 
fairly academic as the building should be fully leased 
on ~ompletion given the leasing progress to date. 

Transfer of 100 Edward Street and the Cro~~ Court 
buildings in Brisbane at prices reflecting 7~ yields. 
Both are attractive buildings and this gives Chase two 
yeats to arrange sales during construction in Auckland. 

The balance in three equal instalments on terms as set 
o~t in your letter. 

If this is acceptable then we ~ould be ready to go to 
contract forthwith. Obviously there are ~any things to be 
done such as our approval of the plans and specifications, 
existing leases, service gUBr£ntees etc. but with Dutual 
good-will I believe these cen be accomplished ~ithin a ~p.ek. 

A transaction of this size in the c~rrent clicste could 
only be a boost to both o~r companies end in that re&pect we 
~ould like to discuss its announce~ent format at an Auckland 
luncheon function for the financial co~unity. 

I look forward to hearing from you. 

Kind re-gards. 

Bob ones 
Chairman 
ROBT. J • 



('(thlb. a.b) CHASE 

CHASE !\EW ZJ::.o\LA!\U PROPE.Rn' GROCI' UMITr.D 

22 June 1988 

The Chairman 
Robert Jcnes Investments Ltd 
15th F'loor 
RQbert Jones House 
Je rvoi s Quay 
WELLINGTON 

ATTENTION: Mr R E Jones 

Dear Bob 

Thanl{ you for your fax of 22nd June 1988 in ,,,hich you ou tl inc 
;your vosition concerning the Finance Centre and the Price 
Waterhouse Building. 

He advise He t.re currently ass.essing your offer concern1nb the 
Price Waternouse Buildin& and will be back to you 'lith our 
comments on Thursday morning. 

Og 

In the meantime could you please provide us with what details you 
have currently available on the Crown Court Building in Brisbane 
as at this time we have no 1nformation whatsoever concerning this 
prope rty. 

Re gards 

/-b"r.d'# //a/k/. 
ADRIAN WALKER 
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CHASE 

23rd June 1988 

The Chairman 
Robt.' Jones Investments Limited 
15th Floor 
Robt. Jones House 
Jervois Quay 
\\YELLJNGTON 

A tfention: ~1r R E Jones 

Dear Bob 

\'Ve have now had time to cor.slder your Fax of ??nd June 1988 in whlch you 
outlined your proposal in respect of the Prlce \\Taterhouse Building. The 
proposal as outlined is essentially acceptable to us hO,\,'ever we make the 
following COmn'lel'lts : -

1. Sa1e Price 

2. SeffJement 

5135,000,000.00 exclusive of GST. This transaction 
would be zero rated. 

This is to be three months after certified Practical 
Completion of the building as certified by the 
project's .Architect. 

In the event of tlie building not being fully leased 
at the time of settlement if 10% of the net lettable 
floor area is not leased then 513.5 million of the 
S135 mHlion you are to pay for the building would 
be paid by yourself into an agreed bank say the BNZ 
to be held on deposit until such time as a bonafide 
tenant commences occupation of that part of the 
premises. The interest from this deposH would 
accrue to Chase less the equivalent rental .. which 
would normally be paid by a tenant for the vacant 
space which would be paid to yourself. 

,V~ agree that this point is fairly academic as the 
building should be fuJly leased on completion. 
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The expected settlement date would be 
approximately the end of Sepfember 1989 as the 
Price Vvaterhouse Centre is due for completion at 
the end of June 1989. 

3. The balance of the money is to be met by : -

a) the transfer of 100 Edward Street and the Crown 
Court building in Brisbane at prices reflecting a 7% 
yield on net rents. The respective sale pTices being 
AS20 mil]jon and A525 milHon giving a total of 
AS45 millj on. 

Vve accept these rn'o buHdings as part payment for 
L~e Price Waterhouse Centre subject however to 
normal inspection in due course. 

b) the balance of 590 n,:Ullion to be paid in three 
equal instalments backed by a strong bank or 
syndicate of banks guarantee. The three 
instalments would be paid on the follo'wing basis: 

- First payment of 530 milHon would be payable in 
three years after settlement plus interest 
compounded at 13% per annum. 

, . 
- The second payment of 530 million would be 
payable. in three years, n~ne "months after 
settlement plus interest compounded at 13% per 
annum. 

- The third and final payment of 530 million 
'would be payable in four and a half years after 
settlement plus interest compounded at 13% per 
annum. 

The structure of this securHy would need to be in 
the form which would give both parties the best tax 
position. 

In respect to the two Brisbane properties we seek your co-operation in 
respect· of these properties that in the event we are able to sell the properties 
before the settlement of the Price Vh2terhouse Centre by RJI then RJI'would 
allow the Brisbane properties to be settled before that date. A mechanism 
could be put in place whereby the proceeds " .. ·ere deposited in a bank {or your 
security wHh interest accruing to Chase less the net rent normally received 
by your Company. 



," 

aw19/3 

We believe we have the basis fo!' a deal and therefore would be ready 
ourselves to go to contract Obvjously as you pointed out in your letter, there 
are many things to be done such as you!' approval of the plans and 
specifications and existings leases, servke guarantees etc., and our L,spection 
of your Brisbane properties, approval of their leases, approval of the from of 
securHy offered and agreement on DocumentaHon . 

. 
If you are in agreement v.7jth the above, then I suggest we have an early 
meeting to finalise the detail in respect of this transactions. 

Klnd regards 

ADRIAN ""'ALKER 

"" 

0,1· 
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TH!S DEED mace this cey of 198e 

PA~'I'!ES 

FIRST 66 WYh~r~ L!M!TED a d~ly in=orpo~eted comp~ny heving" 
its registered office at Aucklend (berein~fter with 
its s~cceS50rs end assigns celled "the Developer") 

SECDN!) ~f'_~SE CDR?ORAT!ON L!MI!'!!> e ciuly incorporeted cO:i.?er.y 
having its ~6gist~r~d o!rl~~ ct Aucklend (hereir.efter 
with its successors end esslg~s celled "the 
Developer's Guarantor") 

~OBT. JONES !~vES?ME~7S LIM!TE!> a duly incorpor!~ed 

co~?eny heving its registered office at Wellington 

(hereinafter with its successors and assigns celled 

"tl:e COZiipany") 
' .. 

A. The Develo?er 1s ~he registered proprietor of the lend 

cesc:ibed in the First schedule hereto (hthe Land"). 

B. 'I'he Developer intends to c:o::struc:t"e·cevelo?~ent inclucing 
e multi-storey tower end the refurbls~~ent bf the exlstina , -
building on the L~~d ~~own es the AS3 Building in 
eccordenc:e with certain Working Drawings end Speciflcatior.s 
("the Development"). 

C. The ~eveloper has re~~Ested the Company to p~rchese the 
Land ~~d co~tr~ct the Developer to co~plete the 
Developme~t on the.Lend. 

~. 7he cornpeny has ag~eed to purchese the ~end end to contract 
the Dovolope:, to c:e~?lete the D~velc?ment o~~ U;., Lew:! uu 
the ter.ms and conditions of a certain Heads of Agreement 
be~r!ng even cate herewith end ffiede between the parties 
hereto ("the Heads of Asreeroent"). 
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~OW TEE~EFORE TEIS DE~D W!7NESSETH es follows:-

1.0 !NDUCE~E~"'T FEE 

1.l In consideration of the Comp~ny agreeing to enter into the 
Eeads of ~gre~ .. ent end to purchese the Lend end contract 
the Developer to co~plete the Development on the L~~d.on 
.the te~s ~nd conoi~1ons contained in the F.eacs of 

Agreement and the Agree~ent for Sele end P~rch!se of Lend 
and Develop!i.ent Agrsei..ent to be entered into pursuant to 

the Eeeds of Agreement the Developer agrees to p~y to the 

Co~peny the E~~ of TEN MILLION D01~~S ($10,000,000.00) 

(exclusive of Goods end Services 1ex). 

1.:2 Tha said sum of 'ZEN MILLION DOLLt...,S ($10,000,000.00) shall 

be non-refundable end shell be ~aid tocether with the Gocds - .. 
end Services Tax ttsreo~ by b~~k cr.eque on the Thirtieth 

(30th) Working Dey efter the oete on which all the 
conditions conteined in the :oeses of ~greeillent ere 

confirmed and the ~eecs of Agree~ent become unconditional. 
The Compeny shell ~1thin Two (2) working Deys efter the 

de~e ell the concitions contained in the Eeacs of Agreemen. 
excepting thet tonte1~ed in Cle~se e:1(h) ere setisfied t 
prov!d~ to the Developer e Goocs end Services TOK Invoice 
therefore. 

2.1 In consideration of the Company entering into this 

~O""QQmQnt I'It tha rsor:rm.-.t r'lf the n&velo!'liIr' ~ Ct.1&rantor thQ 

Develo~er's ~~~r~~to: DOTE r~RE3Y COVENANT with the Company 
th~t it will duly end p~nc~uel1y fulfil observe perform a~d 
k;;p .11 lnd sin~!lr the COVi~lntr on the part of the 
Developer conta1r.ed or !rnpl1ed herein A~~ IT IS h~REEY 
AG~EED AND DECLARED that altho~gh os between the Developer 
~nd the Developer'S Guerantor the latter may. only be a 
surety yet as between the Developer'S Guerentor end the 

Cornp~y the ~evelop6rts ~erentor shell be dee~ed 8 

.principal party end the wincing up of th Dev loper or +he 
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yiv~ng of tL~e or ~~y ir.oulse~~e by the Company to the 
Developer or ~ny other person or persons or the exercise or 
non-exercise by the Company of ~ny of its po~ers expressed 
or implied in this !greement shall nnt Exor.eraie or releese 
the Developsr's ~Jerentor from its liability hereunder nor 
shell it be releesed by ~ny other ect omission matter or 
thing whatsoever w~ereby 8 s~rety only wo~ld be released. 

3.0 NOM!NAT!ON 

3.1 The Corn?eny shall be entitled to nominate any ~holly ow~ed 
subsidiary of itself to cer=y ~Jt its obligations he=eu~der .. --...r-
and uncler the Heads of Agreement but notwithstanding such 
nomination the Compeny shall remain liable as e principal 
~ebtor for the obligctions of the Company here~ncer. 

~.O CDNF!D!NT!A~lTY 

4.1 Keither perty shall disclose or ~ake public or permit to be 
disclosed or mace p~blic t~e existence or deteils of this 
Agree:r.ent :!z:ve for t!::'y =~t,;:,:l~:!!ti~:3 l'~bllt.: ct.::':VU.1J Ll,a~ 

requirauent (and then 'only to the extent r.ecessary) without 
t~ .. f' 1-1 • ~ t ... e consen .. 0 ~ •• e ot..~er per y. 

:N W!'IN!:55 W"~:::'~l:'OF lhi:Se pre;s!:nts h~ve b~en exec'.:ted the d e.y !ond 

year first hereinbefore written. . 

TH:E CD!-'.HDN S:::AL of ) 
66 WYNDP~ LIMITED ) 
~es hereunto affixed ) 
in the pre~~r of:- . ) 

~(J.~, ~~1~d"","",,-' ~~ Director 

~w,,~_ .",~ .. ______________________________ Dir~ .. or/secre .. ary 



----------~------~---------
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Director 

Director 

p 
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F!~ST SCJ-:EDOLE 

The Lend 

Freehold sit~eted in the L~n~ ?egistr~tion District of North 
Aucklend es follcws:-

p 

(e) All that percel of lend conteining 3/~C' s~ere metres more 
or less being Lot 1 on the plen to be ceposited es ll5948 

ouoh l!nd to be corn~r1~&a I~d c&scribad in C&rtificet& of . 
~itle to be issued es Volu~e SED Folio 907; 

(b) ~l that plrc~l af lL~d r.~ntftin~no (7~ ~~'~rp ~~trpR rnnr~ 
or less being Lot 1 on Deposited ?len 54693 end being ell 
thet .!.e~d cO:i:pr!.sea ena cesc:r!..oea :.n c;ertlticete of ',l'itle 
V""ll.l!m:: ~, r~llu ~6" 

SOBJECT TO: Cove~ent purs~ent to Section 308(3) of the 
tl~~l c~V&U~ •• ~. ~ •• lO',. . . 
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7H~ ~rft' 2v..u.m) S!'OCK DCCr.1.~C:1: 

P1sll..Y Y.!:HO 

~7~h O~tcber 1~e8 

ROB!,. JOh"'!S n.~5'!"M:::h"1'S l..!~j!'I:D 

T~x rec·d 1~.S3. ~illD 

In :esponse to a ~e~ Ze~l~n~ Stock I:xchenge ~~ery, ~o~~. Jones 
lnves':."T.ents l..irdteCl neve p:o~.iced the !ollo\"ing in!o~tion: 

:oct .~cce,.f~l r~~lic cc~?a~! ••• ~!th over 60.000 

'~reholder. it i. the th1r~ l,~, •• t in that re.pect. 

It e~~. or hal contracted te p~rth~ •• !~velt:.~t 

prorert!~.· total1!ng a?prox!~e:ely ~Z$1.75 ~ill!on (:e!nly 

Central !~Iine., P!,tr!ct officI b~!ldi~,.) in 20 t!!!rrent 

dt!~c !~ r:ev Zul':ld. ).\,lfu.Ha. C.l~U!A And the V.S.A • . 701. 

port-felio exceed. 100 cc::erci.l ~u!ldi:lE' and 500 pl~. 

cc~.rc!.l te:.nC!.'D 

. 
The ce=pl.:I)". t~:!\:. op,ran!:!! h to uak.cut t&r&'et. 

vh!ch ara ptrcc!ved Toe b. pitched te:porar111 1~ ~avour of 

the put'thucr but hlv. lO:llte:-:= '\.'1rt1: •• 

Since th' Octoher cTalh ~orld property 1r.v •• t~fnt 

:a~ket. hLV. hoe:ed !n every nation except New %eMland A' 
!nYe.t~e~t c.p!tal b£, .hift~d fro: IhLre-~~rket. to preierty 

end bond :l~ket.. '. 

:.ny ~ttade,. All cc--=entator. a,ree that the 101. of 

cver-r.~rt!o~ &~d vill cbv!oull: not l.,t forever. 

~tverthelt" it !. t~ re.l!ty and th1:1 h~. rre.ented 

cut.t.n~!~, .t~1:!.!t!on crport~n!t! ••• 



· . 7E1: ~~ l~1..l.1.h-n STOCK ~X CEANGI: 
DAll.Y ~!:HO 

27~h Oc~oher J5BB 

ROBT. JONES !h~rSTMEh~S l.!~l",jED 

(Cent •••••• ) 

~tco=~!nlly 'JI hal !ocu.ad !t. Atteotion on ~he ho=. 

"~&~ket th!. ~e.r .~d thi. And thi •• lone in the ,lobal aeene 

h •• been t!lt.d .ol!d11 1= the b~ye~. favour. 

Tne cc:.?&n:r vork. to 00 'rId-He cxpent!tu:'e EOI1. but 

!n8tc&d :&ke. ita !nve.t~ent ~ec!l!on. en the .io,le 

tT~ter!on ef O??o~tun!t!e. AT1.!=,. 

Ze.laod c~t!e. total Al:c.t e~lctly th~ ~c~nded .~= of $500 

~!llion i. f!=r1y co!oe!~ent.l. 

&C~U!I!t!on', th. ~.£rly cO;rleted $20 :1l1!on eff!ce tover 

&t 500 V!ctc~i. St=eet. H~!lton. 

1o~al" &n~ou~ce~ent .olely conce:,~' the th=ee :ajor" 

bu!l~i~F" tct.l]~n! $~50 ~ill!on, ~o of ~hich let. dollar 

value .~d li~e :,ecord for. New Zealand r~cpeTtl tranlattion. 

!here .=. th:, •• othc= .;&11 ~eq~!J!tiOD' tot.111r., '19 

c~ll~on vh!cb ~1l1 be announced next vcex. 

The' !:-.yort.nt yo!nt h that !%) %;&ld.r., ,uch • 2&':',_ 

Pt~=£~fnt ~~velt=tnt in New ZE,lLnd (t.kint it. ~.~ Ze.la~d 

port-folio to Approx1=.tely .S50 :!ll!on ~.k!nl it the ,eco~d 

lA~t.lt ~~V Zc.l£~d PTO?tTty 1r.vc.tor .fttr the ~~) RJI 

de:o~ltrate·. 1~ the co.t tAn,!ble WAy pou!'ble, it. 

co=~t=ent to And fAith in thil r .. t!on'. future. 



';E1: ~r~ 2v.u~t> S70C:K 1:Xc:r.~~Ct: 

t>J.ll.Y Y.,.:::MO 

27~h O~~ober 1~B8 

ilDBT. JDlrrS 11-;"\71:5'1'''''::'''''''S llM1"TED 

(Cont •••••• ) 

~UIl.DING (1) 

N.!. 

prrAILS: 

, L'ilXJi.: 

$11.5 :11110:1 

7hia i. & ~etor~ for & Nc~ Zella~d tc:~erci&l 

prOrlrty t~I~.act10n. 

A 267,Oob·'~.ft. (a little la •• than the 
~.ll!~,ton !h~ C.ntre) 23 laval h!,h ~~.1!t1 
office to~eTt c~rr~r.tly' half conltr~c~.d and ~ue 
for co:?!et!cn in A~E~.t, 1,89 v1~h th~te Itree~ 
frent.te. o~ Te~.~.lt ~lbert ~d Sv~r.5cn Str.et •• 

me h~il~in, hal 20~ o~ .ita car-park. and 
overall !. ce.!,~ed to & vlll above ~ark.t 
'retification. 

Sub'ta~tiI111 le~led leng tt~ te fr1ca 
V.t.rhe~Je and the N.v Ze.l£nd Cev.rn:ent (landl 
t.ii.try, !rc~~cl.tin, etr.). 

Ch&.c CCTpe~lt!cn 

~UIl.Dl~ (2) 

li.!. 

PITAn..s: 

$60 z::·ilHcn 

Thi. 11 a nccr~ fOT an in~!vid~.l \"ell!n,ton 

builcing. 

A .tr!~!n, ,?~.ar'nce. nlvly ccnltT~cte~ ~!fica 
tever on the corner of Jervo!. Q~&Y and Hunter 

StreIt, ~ell!n,ten. 

!h.:b~il~in, !. ene of 0~11 feur vith lens t~r= 
ga~ant •• d ~~!nt.rr~ tad h.r~e~r v!.v.. (~cht. 

Q 



". 

THE ~~ l~~~~ STOCK tXCH~N~E 

~;'11..Y "'.L~D 

27~h Oetcher l~BB 

• 
RO~T. JOh~S l~~tSTH£NTS L1MlT~~ 

(Cent •••••• ) 

~et.ll!=1 100,000 ,~.!t. ef rental A=ca And vi~h 
e!f!ee. ever " flecr •• the ~~!lt!n, ~A' ~e.n 
lc£.ed back te the v5n~er. the PTe. !c~ • 20 y~&r 
tenn. 

7h! •• cq~1.!t!e~ hrinE' the ce=?&ny'. ~.ll!n&tcn 
pcrt·!c11c tc '??Tcx!~at.11 $1'0 :111!c~. 

!UIUING (3) 

N.!. 

The r.t!fic Toyer 

hrd:.aa. r~!C:R $245 :!llien 

!hi. t~e&t., • ~ev ~ere~d fer an !~~iv!d~&l 
h~!l~!nl Nev Zealand ?TC?trt1 t=.r. •• ct!cn. 

PI'TAILS: 7h!a b~il~!n" tc te::enC8 cc:~t~~et!cti in the 
near !~t~=e and d~e !o~ ec:plet!on in ~!d 1991, 
~ill b. D'I!ly the larEelt fleer .~ea .nd tai1est 
office tover !~ Ncy Z£ll~nd. 

~!th 3S0 t OOO .q.ft. ef rental .paee a:d '67 .. 
c'=-perku ever ~l l~vel •• it vill Afford 
~£,nif!eent city .~d ha=hc~r viev •• 

l~~.ted eppo.ite the F.e£ent notel e~ the corner 
of Albert and S~ar.,cn St:eet., the t~.n'lct!cD 
p:evide. fer !A:k t~~:lnteed full !£&J!ng 
~bl!Eet!on. en the developer. 

It vill b. ~e~ ZILland'. !!r.t !nte~et!co.l 
~~al!t1 eff!eR tew.~ r~!!tcted by .~ch Jt.nca~d. 

AI ita h!,h car.p.~kin, ~.tio, 9 ft. cail!n,. and 

• b!,h apeed fLI.enter lift fe~ ev~ry 20.000 
,~.ft. of effic •• p.c •• 

I 



--
7HE h'1:'oV :ZE~l:l) S70CK ~XrH~~C;E· 

l)hll.Y "'.l:.~O 

2i~h October 19EB 

BOEi. JONES !~~SiMEhJS 1.1MliED 

(Cont-•••••• ) 

The top floer v111 ho~ •• the ce~p&~1" A~cKl.nd 

c!f!ce •• The cC~rany .l~£&~y cvn. the !our 
b~1lc!n,. C~ ~he cthar .!de cf ~hl P..£.~t 
bcrderiDI S~A~.on &~d Q~.e~ Street •• 

P. 3~iO 



THE NEW ZEALAND STOCK EXCHANGE 

DAILY MEMO 

28th October 1988 

[Paragraphs omitted] 

CHASt: CORPORAT10NLIMITt:D 

F~x rectd 3.S0, 27/10 
I 

P.3283 

Quality, Ir.&! an Ic!he:.r.cI tc the {unllCe!'ltal. ct Ciccd prepert.y -. .. . 
~Iv.lop::..nt, WI:, ~'Y dt:tnt. ... in th. :1C~:t.-bruldr.i i'fop.rty 

'talo &n::,c:':!'letl!. by P..o~.rt .1cr.ei i!'lYlJt~'!'lt, YlltHc!a.y, ,ceor~1r.9 
I .' 

to CUI Corpoht!on, cn. of tho :'1~O: flrtl11 in the C!ul. 

c:hl!.&'" :257,000 Iqft,. ~3 llV.l it!c. l<'lttrhot: •• Cent:. ~u .old 
t.o 1.ijI !o: U45 :l111!cn~ li par't. of' tl' .• ,400 :11Hcn facltl.;1 .. ' . . . . 
~nvi!l.d ~y ~~% Clili::ln Ecb Jon,' It & .¥_c!al f~n~t!on in 
'rI'lllington, 

VOr:.J.r..·. ;;;!.·.ctf~.~.th. P:1el Wlurhol:il Cant.rl, which h Itlll 

~r.der· can,trucHon, .aa 8. IItop 1:>u11cHng U -...,Mch ~il1 ~I an .l.\:c:lclfnc1 
llr)~'::l.r);, lhl I~'id onl)' ~·l'. Wall !tri.t· b-.:UcHnoi "lI b1 iiI:, ~n·d 

o 0 

the La.:-.'::.u)t 1:>u!lc5!n; in ~:i~ne)' ""&I C?::l'l:l~l •• 



'IEt: NEW ZiAI.AND S"J'(.;K ~XCr.ANC;E 

DAILY l'ZMO 

25th octcber 19B8 

P. 32S4 

. 
CH~SE COR?OR~TI0N LIMITED 

(Cont •••••• , 

t/-rh. pr!c. \(ltirhe\!" ~\!U~!n; !. ef tep q\!.a11ty, IUnc!a:1!1 ln~ 
CUI' VUiOUI cenl'Jlte.ntl.l'.LYa atu~!~d IYtry c!.t.li1 - La haYI the 

tar-anti' Cor.aul ur.~.," ttl .a!~. '.: . . 
. 

Tha Mar.a(in, Jlract-r If Chaa, co~pcraticnt. ~.w Z.aland Prop.tty 

G:-c~P. !lor H'Jn~y .. Hinl5la, tcc!ay 'I;hc,~ tJ.r Jor. .. • lint 1:.ar.ts. 

"Kat..::al1y w_·a~. I!ll!~hte~ tc'be pa.:t cf ,..:oh & .i~niflcLn~ 

.~l.·. 

117':\1 UCIUtlnc, e~ t'hh pro~eet ~y. Chul hll 1.110 'tuf\ ncoinhed 

by the 'hiljh cIUb:- tar-anti whC -,(111. occupy. it. An6 by th_ 

r~rchl"f WhO. ~t' cb~ic~.lY l:~ncwll!i.6 it II ~n ltt:~ctiY' 
inY .. t:.int.~ . 

. 
7ha p:ice Wat.:~o\!a. C.ntro 11 due !Of ~~~i!.ticn in :!!-l;SS ~ut 
il a1:.a.~y al!~'tintillly lit. ,Ma.~o:. tanant' ir.cluc!, tl' •• 

I.ct'c\:nt!~CJ ~n~: cc:-'11:1Hn; .Hr~ ir1cI 'ti'tarh~u", ~&wlul~ p,z.6io 

1%1, the ~n!1 l:'ld ra.e. ~~lrt~.nt And thl ~SB Bank. 

Mr H!r.c!!.a 'li~ the :ICI:-.t Ifcno:ic CH:lt,'hl.c! l!nc!ulir .• 4 the 

r ... 
4
: !c: lcn; .. ur= It:l.tI,illi in thl proie:ty :.uk.t, Inc! 'had 

plLCl4 ,vln ~tfoni': l:ihtll1 en thl l:pcrtancl of ~uality 
In.lci:·nt •• 

"orhi. c!ll.l iI~ ;·e'.!.t.iVI i:'cof that. pI!:' C!~ property, with ;006 

tU~l;.t., Il.ly: I.ccttI1~iHty, and Iucn; .trlet. A~illl, ia a.n 

ltt:lctiy. P::i:l!.tion to. inYcltor •• . . 

"We 1" ... V. e.hc·al'i·1I1d t~at !:-.vIIlcrl in p:c.,uty s1\c'J16 fcc..:. on 
lb. :10ni-tl:~' tath-r tha~ •• ,~ini abctt-t.~~ ~ainl' The ~JI 
IttAtei)' :uHi~:~. e~: yhw.· he t,dd.4. 

... 

Mr Hinc!la I&ll! U' .• bar •• Uta of t.ha uh ,,"oull! b. fully :,,11.,4 
for ·Cl" ...... ·c=:po:atlcn in th,'ueg/9C y •• r. It Wil, 'he t1a.id, 

6no~h.: I~iinff!c-'nt ,tep in &.' •• d ... of .. ctlc~. H.lt. 1'.I.VI l;,.n 
\!nt!'1't&~.n to pelitien Chua to Iucc',fl'!\)lly i:pla:-.• n~ thl 

atIltegi •• it hal d.fin.d fc:- the t~tur" 

.' 



THE NEW ZEALAND STOCK ~XCHANGE 

DAIl.Y MEMO 

7th June 1989 

~OBT. JONES j!,\VESTMt~~_~j~l'l'ED 

Fax rec'd 2.~1 7/6 
~I has anno~~ced that the proposed purchase or the Price 

s 

~aterhou •• Centre in Auc~l6nd trom Cheae corporation, announced 

lost year as part of a $500 =il11on property peckag8, vill no~ 
noV proceed e. or!9inally planned. 

The lSB8 ennounce=ent totalled five properties. 

Three in~luding the D.F.C. Centre at SEom, have nov been 

settled and possession taken. The ~ajor building, at $2'S~ vi~h 
McConnell Dovell is proceeding satistactorily and the contract 

i. unconditional. 

Due to uncertainties regarding the plans and specifications 

and the leasing situation vith the Price ~eterho~s. building 

the egree~ent vith Chase took the tor.= of an option conditional 

on ~I approving the lea •• c9ree~ent8 end plAns And 

sped f icetions. 

These conditio~. have not been setis!ied and ~l has now 

exercised its contrActuAl right not to proceed. 

Full financing vas co~pl.ted by~I tor the project but 

vill not no~ be utilised. 

. . 
o 

However the Chairmen ot RJI, Mr aob Jones, said d!5cU,s!ons 
cre continuing with Chase. ~I re~e!n. keen to acquire the 

property end is opti~istlc ot doing SQ. It 1s not in c poa!tion 

to ~Aka that dcci.ion ho~.v.r until the final leo.ing p=oS:~= 

!s completed, end &o~e design ii.U •• cre rtaolved but it is 

hoped that the •• r.att.r. vill be resolved in the neAr !utur •• 

---00000---

? 231";' 
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THE NEW ZEALAND STOCK EXCHANGE 

DAILY MEMO 

8th June 1989 

[Para,graphs omitted] 

CHASE CORPORATION LIMITEO . 

Fax rec'd 7.30 8/6 

In rupon.e to the Btock- XXc..~U:i' an.."'1ou-"'1ceJ:ant cac!e tcx!ay by 
, -- .. :, -': " .. 

Robt. Jo~e. Inve.lme~t Lt~ in r •• ~ct of the Price wAtcrhou •• 

Centre in Allcxla.n~,· the ~:!::-lctO::-. of chua Corporation Ltd 

con!!=e&d th!. evening that ci.eul!ion. were continll!n; between 

the two pLrt1 ••• 

The rXlcllt1ve Chairman ot~.a.e Corporation, Hr Colin Reynolds 

nidI 

"L!Ji::E MJ\ JOh"ll Q ).U CP'l'!MIS'I'IC 'liL\i''';HI')o'..ATnR 

WIL!. :ax USOLVXO 15 'l'KE h"1:U fU'I't1U. II 

T 



SeCllrities C0111111ission 

Chase Corporation Limited, 
Private Bag, 
Symonds Street, 
AUCKLAND. 

Attention: Mr M.H. Hindle 

Dear Sirs, 

Level 6. Greenock Hou~c 
102·112 Lambton Quay-39 The Terrace 

P.O. Box 1179 
Wellington I. l"cw Zealand 

Telephone (04) 729.830 
rac~imile (04) 728.076 

13 July, 1989 

re: Robt. Jones Investments Limited 

1. I enclose two copies of my draft of a report for the 
Securities Commission. I will ask the Commission to 
comment to the appropriate bodies upon the matters 
mentioned in the report. Attachment "N" has been 
excluded from the enclosures. 

2. This document is sent to you so that you may have an 
opportunity to correct any errors which I may have made 
i~ preparing the draft, and to present any comments you 
may wish to make upon the matters mentioned in it. 

3. As you know, the Commission 
prohibiting'the publication 
proceedings in this matter. 
enclosures. 

has made an order 
or communication of its 

That order applies to the 

4. I have sent a similar letter with enclosures to Robt. 
Jones Investments Limited. 

Encl. 

[H/P/L261] 

Yours faithfully, 

c'\r~ 
C.I. Patterson 
Chairman 



(, 

Securities COlnllzission Lc\'t1 6. Grccnock Hou~c 
102·112 Lamblon Quay-39 The Terrace 

P.O. Box 1179 
\\'cllinglon I. Ne .... Zealand 

T clcphonc (()41 729·8)0 
F ac~imilc ()4\ 728-076 

O:Jr ref: FILE COpy 
13 July, 1989 

Robt. Jones Investments Limited, 
15th Floor, Robt. Jones House, 
Jervois Quay, 
WELLINGTON. 

For Sir Robert Jones 

Dear Sirs, 

1. .1 enclose two copies of my draft of a report for the 
Securities Commission. I will ask the Commission to 
comment to the appropriate bodies upon the matters 
mentioned in the report. 

2. This document is sent to you so that you may have an 
opportunity to correct any errors which I may have made 
in preparing the draft, and to present any comments you 
may wish to make upon the matters mentioned in it. 

3. As you know, the Commission has made an order 
prohibiting the publication or communication of its 
proceedings in this matter. That order applies to the 
enclosures. 

4. I have sent a similar letter with enclosures to Chase 
Corporation Limited, but attachment "N" has been 
excluded from their copies. 

Encl. 

[Hlp IL260] 

Yours faithfully, 

Q~Q 
C.I. Patterson 
Chairman 


