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Level 6. Greenock House

Securities Commission 162112 Limbon Qa9 T T

Wellington 1. New Zealand
Telephone (04) 729-530
Facsimile ((4) 72%-076

Our ref:
21 July, 1989

Interim Report of the Securities Commission re Robt. Jones
Investments Limited ("RJI") - Purchase of a property from
Chase Corporation Limited ("Chase")

A. Procedure

1. On 31 May 1989 the Commission commenced an enguiry 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 "D",
IlEll and IIF") R
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 served 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

olp

upon him (attachment "Jm".




On 21 June the Commission received a letter from
Phillips Nicholson (attachment "K"), to which the
Chairman replied on 21 June (attachment "L"). On 23
June the Chairman sent a further letter to Phillips

Nicholson (attachment "M").

On 28 June the Commission (guorum 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,

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.

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.

The Chairman’s draft of Sections A and B of this report
was sent to Chase and RJI with letters annexed as

attachments "Ul and U2".
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Evidence

10.

11.

12,

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.

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 "O1" to "O11".

A sequence of meetings took place between
representatives of the parties to settle the details of
the proposed transaction. 1In 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 million 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.




13.

13.1

13.2

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 ﬁhe
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:-

Wyndham as owner of the land agreed to sell and RJI
agreed to purchase the land, and Wyndham agreed to
complete the buildingé 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 considération‘wés 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).

The consideration of $186,722,696 was agreed to be
satisfied as follows (clause 5.1):-
1

(2a) 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)) are satisfied ...". Clause 8.1(h) is

referred to in 13.5(h) below.

Ql’




13.

(p) By the payment by RJI to Chase of 564 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.

RJI agreed that, if called upon by Wyndham, RJI would
deliver on the possession date "zero coupon valid and
enforceable 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 beaf
interest and will be simply redeemable at face value on

the due dates thereof .... (clause 5.2).

O




13.

13.

The Heads of Agreement made provision for the purchase

by Chase from RJI of certain buildings in Brisbane

(clause 5.3).

The Heads of Agreement are expressed to be subject to a

number of conditions (clause 8.1) which may be

summarised as follows:-—

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(£)

(9)

RJI approving certain designated leases and car

park licences;

RJI approving the working drawings and

specifications for the building;

RJI approving certain guarantees referred to in the

Agreement;

The consent of the Commerce Commission being

obtained to the acguisition of the land;

The obtaining of any other requisite statutory

consents;

The approval by RJI of the title to the land;

The approval by Chase of the Brisbane buildings;

Qv




(n) 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

13.7

determining the time within which the conditions were to
be satisfied. We have not enguired into the question

whether the conditions were satisfied.
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 party 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

QY




14.

15.

16.

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".

We noted in paragraph 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
apportibnment of that sum between land and building.
xtrinéic evidence shows that the consideration of

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

Agreed price (paragraph 11) $135 million

Add ."non-refundable deposit"
(paragraphs 12 and 13.2(a)) $10 million

Add interest at 13% per annum
compounded and included in
the deferred payments

mentioned in paragraph
13.2(c) $41,722,696

' $186,722, 696

On 27 October 1988, RJI made an announcement to the New
zealand Stock Exchange in response to a request from the
xchange 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 Exchange

is attached as attachment "ov.

QI




17.

18.

19.

20.

A little later on the same day, Chase made an

announcement to the Stock Exchange in the terms annexed

as attachment "R".

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
proﬁisiﬁn that "Save as varied herein the parties hereby

confirm in full the terms and conditions of [the Heads

of Agreement]”.

On 7 June 1989 RJI made an announcement to the
New Zealand Stock Exchange in terms annexed as

attachment "S".

On the same day, Chase made an announcement to the New
zealand Stock Exchange in the terms annexed as

attachment "T".

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

de




..10...

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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24.

(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.

The relationships stated in the announcements

24,

In our bpinion, the thrust of the announcements is that
RJI and Chase had entered into property transactions
whereby RJI made a large permanent investment in New
zealand property. Specifically regarding the Price

Waterhouse Centre, the statements in RJI’s announcement

which we regard as important are:-

Q4




- T"purchase price - $145 million"

7

- WN.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 - "No
such purchase has occurred Or is proposed" (attachment
"p"); - "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

e




24.4

24.5

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") .

Whether those statements can be reconciled with the
provisions of the Heads of Agreement referred 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.

Similar comments may be made regarding the announcement
by Chase (attachment "R") which used the phrases

"record-breaking property deal”, and "... the Price

Waterhouse Centre was sold ...", and "... 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.

dis



gir Robert Jones, in his evidence to us, added by way of

w_ .., it is customary when one intends
to do something, to announce it as a fait accompli .."
(attachment "N" pll). 1If 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.

Accordingly, we will ask the Exchange to consider adding

a provision to its listing requirements to the following

"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

24.6
explanation that,
24.7
effect:~
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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25.

- 15 -

The common intention established by the exchange of

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

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 becaﬁse they do not take account of the
cross-payments of $10 million by way of the

"non-refundable deposit” and the "inducement fee".

QY




26.

The Accounting Treatment of money receivable or payable

26.1

26.2

26.3

in future

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).

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.

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 "Consultative Document on Accrual Tax

Treatment of Income and Expenditure”, October 1986.
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26.4

26.

5

So pervasive did the influencé 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 resulg. This treatment was
approved by a leading firm of auditors relying on

legal advice.

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 Tax
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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26.6 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 are also misstated. The primary objective
of this Opinion is to refine the manner of applying

existing accounting principles in this




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 gquote
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 may or
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 between 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. 1If 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

aly




26.8

26.

9

- 20 -

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."
Thebquestion 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
applicab}e. None is indicated by the Heads of
Agreement; Extrinsic evidence (attachment "O")
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.

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

Qe
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27.

_21_

of the U.S. Accounting Principles Board cited in

paragraph 26.7.

The accounting treatment of inducement fees

27.1

27.2

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.

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 $176,722,6%6

O




27.3

27.4

27.5

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.
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.

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."

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

cle
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27.6

27.7

- 23 -

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.

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 ihtegrated 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 Actl

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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- 24 -

28. 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.I. Patterson (Chairman)
R.A. Anderson

R.E. Baker

S.J. Cushing

G.C. Edgar

P.D. McKenzie

J.M. Potter

D.J. Stock

J.A. Valentine

* B.H. Smith

(H/P/L259]




@

on)

&

Securities Comimission

Our ref:

A

31 May 1588

‘ TERMS OF REFERENCE
FOR AN ENQUIRY RE ROBT. JONES INVESTMENTS LIMITED

PURSUEANT TO THE SECURITIES ACT 1978

The Securities Commission hes decided to obtain evidence intc &n
enquiry re Robt. Jones Investments Limited upon the following
terms of reference:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

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

O\

The circumstznces of the trznsaction or transactions under
which Robt. Jones Investments limited or z related compzny
purchzsed from Chzse Corporztion Limited or & related
company the property situzted in Wyndham Street Ruckland
known as the Price Waterhouse Centre in or zbout October
1888;

The terms znd conditions of the trznsaction or transaticns
referred to in parzcrzph (1) zbove including the
consideration given and received;

The terms znd conditions of any trznsactions relzted ‘o the
transactions referred to in peregreph (1) ebove includinc
any agreements or understandings with any bank or other
finznciel institution about the finzncing of those
transactions; and

The meznner in which Robt. Jones Investments Limited and
Chase Corporation Limited, respectively, have treated or
propose to treat the trznszction or transactions referred
to in pesragraphs (1) and (3) in their financial statements
including the finencizal statements to be lzid before
company members in generzl meeting under and in accordance
with the Companies Act 1555.

Tt s Nt Nt st

Chairman

Level 6. Greenock House

102-112 Lambion Quay—=239 The Terrace
P.O. Box 179

Wellingion 1, New Zealand

Telephone (fi2) 728830

Faosimile 1) T26-0%6
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Level 6, Greznozk House

Securities Commission 12 Lambion Ques—39 T Terrce

Our ref:

Wellington 1. New Zzaland
Telephone ths) $29.530)
Facsimiie 102) 726-n76

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 Securities Zct 18278 you are
hereby summoned to appear by your proper officer beiore
the Securities Commission to give evicdence as to & matter
before the Commission, that is to szy, an enquiry into the
matters related to Robt. Jones Investments Limited and
Chase Corporation Limited mentioned in the terms of
reference for the enguiry, z copy of which is zttzched,
and to produce to the Commission all documents in your
possession or control relative to the enquiry.

You are summoned to azttend at the offices of the
Securities Commission, level 6, Greenock Eouse, 39 The
Terrace, Wellington, at 10.00 p.m. on Thursday 15 June
1982 and to have with you the documents referred to zbove.

The COMMON SEAL of the
SECURITIES COMMISSION
was hereunto affixed
this 31st day of May
1988 in the presence of:

Ole...

AVVVVV

Chairman
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Level 6. Greznozk House

Securities Commission 112 Limbien Quiy—39 The Terae

Qur ref:

Wellinpion 1, New Zealand
Telephone (121 729-830
Facaimile (05 725076

31 May 1889

Robt. Jones Investments Limited,

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

WELLINGTON.

Attention: Mr R.E. Jones

Dear Sir,

ENQUIRY RE ROBT. JONES INVESTMENTS LIMITED

The Securities Commission has decided to enguire into the
matters mentioned in the Terms of Reference attzched.

The Commission has made orders, pursuant to section 19(3)
Securities Act 1578, that:

(2) the proceedings be hezrd in private; and

(b) the publication or communication of the Terms of
Reference, and any informstion, document or evidence
which is furnished or given or tended to or obtzined oy
the Commission in connection with .the encuiry is
prohibited, '

in each case uvuntil and subject to further orders of the
Commiscsion.

In the first place, the Commission wishes to examine the
documents, incluvding accounting records, contract documents,
preliminary heads of agreement or memorandum of agreement,
valuations, lozn or other financing egreements, end board
papers and minutes, held by you or under your control, relevznt
to the Terms of Reference. A summons ceguiring you to procduce
them at the Commission’s offices on Thursday 15 June 1288 z:
10.00 a.m. is attached.

If the documents azre produced at the time and place mentioned

in this summons you will be excused from personzl zttendance at

that time.

Yours faithfully,

.
J?ﬁ?a;;ell

Ezecutive Director
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Robt. Jones Investments Limited

151h Floor Robt Joncs House Jervois Quay Wellington New Zzaland Telephone (04) 736-208 Fax (04) 729-770

6th June, 1589

Mr J. Farrell,
Executive Director,
Securities Commission,
P.O. Box 1179,
WELLINGTON

Dear Sir,

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 known 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 Australla on that date at our monthly Board
neeting. .

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

Yours faifhfully,

R.E. Jones
Chairman
ROBT. JGNES INVES
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Level 6. Greennel House

Securities Commission 102,112 Lambion Quay—39 The Terses

e FILE COPY

Wellington 1, New Zealand
Telephone (0<) 729-830
Facximile (02) 728076

9 June, 1988

Mr R.E. Jones,

Chairman,

Robt. Jones Investments Ltd,
15th Floor, Robt. Jones House,
Jervois Quay,

Facsimile: 728-770

WELLINGTON.

Dear Sir,

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 excused
from personal attendance.

I propose to ask the Commission to add a further

paragraph to the terms of reference dzted 31 May 1989 as
follows:

ng, The facts a2nd circumstances of the announcements
reported in the New Zealand Stock Exchange Daily
Memos dated 27 October 1988 and 7 June 1989."

Yours faithfully,

J. Farrell
Executive Director

Encl.

[H/P/L232]
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Robt. Jones Investments Limited

151h Floor Robt Jones House Jervois Quay Wellingion New Zzaland Telephone (04) 536-208 Fax (04) 725-770

9th June, 1989

¥r J. Farrell,
£xecutive Director,
Securities Commission,
P.O0. 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 nention.
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Our ref:

20 June 1989 Q\\: h

Leve! 6. Greenock Hopse

Securities Commission \ U P

Wellingion 1, New Zzaland

Q?,E. Telcphone (02) 726-830

bl ' Facsimile (04) 728076

<

Robt. Jones Investments Limited,
15th Floor,

Robt. Jones House,

Cnr Jervois Quay & Willeston Street,
WELLINGTON,

ENQUIRY RE ROBT. JONES INVESTMENTS LIMITED

We refer to our letter of 9 June 1988 which, zlong
with associazted correspondence, wzs considered by the
Securities Commission on 15 June 1889.

e
e

The Commission has ‘“evidence that there
documents in your possession that =are relevant to
enguiry.

il ]

c
-
C

The Commission has decicded to add to its terms of
reference. A copy of the =amended terms of reference is
attached together with a further summons to the company
for &attendaznce &at the offices of the Commission on
Wednesday 28 June 1889 at 10.00am.

The orders mede 'pursuant section 189(3) of <the
Securities Act 1978, referred -to in our letter of 31 May
1989, continue to apply. : - 0T

Yours faithfully
for the Securities Commission

FLofr

S.J. La%;ﬁ&n.

180/s31
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Level 6. Greenock House ]

Securities Commission 102112 Lambion Quay—39 T Tage |

P.O. Box 1179
Wellingion 1, New 2zaland

Treicphone (04) 725.£30 }
Facsimile (04) 726076 !

Our ref:

TERMS OF REFERENCE

FOR AN ENQUIRY RE ROBT. JONES INVESTMENTS LIMITED

PURSUANT TO THE SECURITIES ACT 1978

The Securities Commission has decided to enguire into the
affairs of Robt. Jones Investments Limited  upon the
following terms of reference:

(1) The circumstances of the trensaction or
trznsactions under which Robt. Jones Investmenst
Limited or a related company purchzsed from Chzse
Corporation Llimited or a relzted compeny the
property situated in _ Wyndham Street, Auckland
known 2s the Price Waterhbuse Centre in or about
October 18BB;

(2) The terms and conditions of the +transaction or
trznsactions referred to in paragraph (1) above
including the considerztion given and received;

(3) The terms and conditions of any transcations
relzted to the transcations referred to in
parzgraph (1) =zbove inclvding any =agreements or
understandings with any bank or- other financizl

institution about the finzncing of those
transactions;

(4) “The manner in which Robt. Jones Investments :
Limited and Chase Corporation Limited, A
respectively, have trezted or propose to treat the /<€‘
transaction or transactions referred to in 7S

paragraphs (1) =and (3) =ebove in their financiel I X
stztements to be lzid before company members in
general meeting under &and =accordance with the

Companies Act 19535. N\
\@k
(35) The circumstances svurrounding the &znnouncement by’ S

Robt. Jones Investments limited to the New Zealznd
Stock Exchange on 27 October 1888 to the effect
that it had ‘zcguired the Price Waterhouse Centre
at a purchase price of $145 million.
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. was hereunto affiexed

Dated the :LC> day of

The COMMON SEAL of the
SECURITIES COMMISSION

in the presence of:

Olf2e...

Chalrman

]

182/s51

1s889.
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‘ . . . : . Leve! 6. Greenock House
Securities Commission T rosm s
P.0. Box 1179

Wellingion J, New Zealand

Telzphone (04) 725-530

Facsimile (02) 725076

Ourrefl: ... .. .

Robt. Jones Investments limited,
15th Floor,

Robt. Jones Eouse,

Cnr Jervois Quay & Willeston Street,
WELLINGTON,

Pursvant to section 1B of the Securities Rct 1878 you =are
hereby summoned to =zppear by your proper officer before
the Securities Commission to give evidence as to a matter
before the Commission, that is to say, an enguiry into the
matters related to Robt. Jones Investments Limited and
Chase Corporation Limited mentioned in the terms of
reference for the enguiry, a copy of which is eattached,
and to produce to the Commission &all documents in your
possession or control relative to the enguiry.

You' zre summoned to attend at the offices of the
Commission, lLevel 6, Greenock Eouse, 38 The Terrace,
Wellington, at 10.00zm on Wednesday 28 June 1888 &nd to
have with you the documents referred to above.

©

Dated the 2.0 day of . . 1989,

The COMMON SERL of the
SECURITIES COMMISSION
was hereunto affixed in
the presence of:

Qs

Chairman

181/s31
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Level 6. Grrenock House

Securities Commission 13 Lo Q=3 T e

P.O. Box 1179

Wellingion ). New Zealand
Telephone (02) 725-830
Facsimile (04) 726-076

Our ref:

~Sir Robert Jones,

C/- Robt. Jones Investments Limited,
15th Floor,

Robt. Jones Eouse,

Cnr Jervois Quay & Willeston Street,
WELLINGTON.

Pursuvant to section 18 of the Securities Act 1878 you zare
hereby summoned to appear before the Securities Commission
to give evidence as to a matter before the Commission,
that is to say, an enguiry into the metters related to
Robt. Jones Investments Limited and Chzse Corporation
Limited mentioned in the terms of reference Ior the
enquiry, a copy of which is gttached, znd to produce to
the Commission all documents in your possession or control
relative to the enguiry.

You are summoned to attend &t the offices of the
Commission, Level 6, Greenock Houvse, 38 The Terrace,
wellington, =at 10.00am on Wednesday 28 June 1282 and to
have with you the documents referred to zbove.

T "
Dated the 2 day of . . .- 1989.

L]

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

LI
Yt Y Sl

|,

Chairman

189/s51
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2i1st June 1889

Mr C. Fetterson
Chairman

Securities Commission
P.0O. Box 1179
WELLINGTON

FAX NO: 728-076

Dear Sir,
We act for Robt. Jones Investments Limited.

Oon five occesions over the past two years your Commission
has used its wide powers to cdemand information from our
client company. Given the fact Robt. Jones Investments
Limited is cne of the few continuing successful public
companies since the sharemerket crash, this is a matter of
concern on several counts.

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

It further prides itself on meintaining an impeccable
integrity in its commercial conduct.

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

We are instructed that the first such occasion in early 1287
perteined to the company's astute issuing of cepital at a
premium to acquire high quality essets.

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

Your Commission did not have the courtesy to subsequentiy
write to Robt. Jones Investments Limited putting a cap on




'g9 06721 11127 X 64 4 727429 Vellinston K es

PHILLIPS NICHOLSON

the issue. That was a courtesy our client company might
ressonably heve expected.

The next such approasch was in 1988 in respect of the sale of
the management contract. Given the amount involved our
client company does not object to thet enguiry which it
considers approprisate.

However it does complain st your feilure to subsequently
acknowledge receipt of the lengthy report supplied to you
and again, to put a cap on the mestter. This is a common
courtesy our client company should reascnably expect from
any Stetutory investigetive body such as the Securities
Commission, moreso given your primary function and the
connotations arising from that. '

The third occesion was a guite unusual reguest cdemanding
Cetails of a future accounting treatment, two years out. It
is difficult to conjecture any possible reazson 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
eppearance at & heering to discuss a particuler alleged
property transaction. Additicnal details such es finencing
and other relevant matters were demanded. Advice by letter
sccompanied this demand to the effect that the Chairman was
not obliged to attend if the reguested materiel 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 2s no such
contract existed - the proposed purchese being covered by
conditional Heads of Agreement.

He further advised thet he would not be attending the
proposed meeting &s he would be at a Board NMeeting in Sydney
end in any event, of greaster importance, as in view of the
conditional Heeds of Agreement there was nothing to discuss.

Subsequently he received a letter from your office advising
of its future intention to conduct yet another engquiry into
RJI's notification to the Stock Exchange that it would not
be exercising its option to purchase an Auckland building
from Chese Corporation. Aadmittedly no further sdvice of
such en enguiry actuelly eventuating has been received,
nevertheless the pattern of communications from your office,
gives considereble cause for concern.
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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
comnmercial buildings in over 40 cities in England, the
USA, Canada, Australia end New Zealand.

wWe ere instructed that the company now everages a2 new
building acquisition every working day. That is its
function &s a2 property investor thus it now rarely
edvises of these.

If however it is to be subject to summons and enguiries
covering its finencing plans etc. with each
ecquisition, then plainly that is an intolerable
interference in its commercial activities and
notwithstanding your wide powers, is in the view of our
client company & gross sbuse of the function of your
office.

2. No reason for these enguiries has ever been tendered
notwithstanding the company's requests,

3. No subsequent advice of satisfaction has been given,
this being a quite extreaordinary discourteocus practice.

4. The recent enquiry in respect of the metter referred to
above was conducted by your office in ean astonishingly
discourteous manner.

While our client company is at a loss &s to what possible
concern it could be to the Securities Commission (and as
elways no explanation was tendered) to make such an enguiry
by the abrupt service of a summons cemanding the Chairman's
presence at a meeting on two weeks notice, it is in our
client company's view an abuse of your suthority.

Sir Robert had 2 long-standing meeting in Sydney that week.
Two people flew from Europe to attend it. To to be dealt
with in this feshion 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 an explanation as to why the various
demands outlined above were meds.

If a satisfactory.answer is not received within five days we
shall utilise the Offictel Informastion 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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PHILLIPS NICHOLSON

Hon. Ceoffrey Pelmer, &nd to pursué the matter until a
satisfactory explanation is provided end sssurances given
that this nuisance will be desisted.

In the interim we await your reply.

vours faithfully,
PHILLIPS NICHOLSON

-

.;(4—.\ , P

Denis Thom

/<es
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Securities Commission

Tekephone (02) 726530
F l L Fasimile (04) 728076

Our ref:

L

Level 6. Greenock House

102-112 Lambion Quay—239 The Terrace
P.O. Boa 1179

Wellington 1. New Zealand

21 June, 1889

Phillips Nicholson,
Barristers & Solicitors,
Facsimile: 727-428,
WELLINGTON.

Attention: Mr D. Thom

Dear Sirs,

re: ROBT. JONES INVESTMENTS LIMITED

Thank you for your letter of 21 June 1888 received by
fax.

The Commission has mzde three encuiries relzting to your
client’s affairs. The first was in February 1887, arising out
of a return of 2llotments made by your client on 14 November
18B6. The representatives of your client company who met the
Commission zureed that the return was not correct.

The second relzted to the manzgement contrzct where we
sought information which was supplied. .

6 .
. -

The third relates to your client company’s announcement
on 27 October 1888 of a commercial property transactionm
concerning the Price Waterhouse Centre. This enquiry is
pending. :

From ‘what you say in your letter, I must assume that you
have not seen the Executive Director’s letter of 31 May (copy
attached).

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

Yours faithfully,

QR

C.J. Patterson
Chzirman

Encl.
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Our ref:

Wellinpton ). New Zealand

Telephone (04) 729830
_ Facsimile (04) 725-0%6

23 June, 1989

Phillips Nicholson,
Barristers & Solicitors,
facsimile: 727-429,
WELLINGTON.

Attention: Mr D. Thom

Dear Sirs,

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. Anderson, Chartered Accouvntant, of Christchurch.

Mr Bruce Bornholdt will zppear 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 as the proper officer for your
client company (unless some other officer is designated) is
required. A transcript of the proceedings ,will be tzken.

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

Yours faithfully,

Qe

C.I. Petterson
Chairman

c.c. Mr B. Bornholdt




Transcript of a meeting held at the offices of the Securities
Commission, Level 6, Greenock House, 38 The Terrace;
Wellington, at 10.20 am on Wednesday, 28 June, 1889 with
representatives of Robt. Jones Investments Limited

Quorum
C.I. Patterson Chairman
R.A. Anderson ) :
P.D. McKenzie ) Members
RAlso present
Stephen Layburn Staff
Bruce Bornholdt Counsel zssisting the Commission
Sir Robert Jones Chazirman, Robt. Jones Investments
Limited
David Moriarty Maznaging Director, Robt. Jones
Investments Limited
Daniel Twigg Secretary, Robt. Jones Investiments
Limited
Roger Gill N.Z. Stock Exchznge
Jones:

ceeoe because we’re in a hurry.

Patterson: . :
Yes. You might explzin your delay. 1It’s now 20 past 10.

Jones: ?
Yes. We were here at a cuarter past. We’ve been held up
for five minutes out here. We telephoned ycu znd 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 ebout it.

Patterson:
Well, we have Sir Robert Jones. 2nd who is with you, Sir

Robert?

Moriarty: )
David Moriarty, Menaging 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. 1’11 affirm.

Patterson:
I see. If you wish.

[Affirmation of Sir Robert Jones tzken by Stephen John Layburn]
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Bornholdt:
Sir Robert. Tor the sake of the record, couvld we please

have your full nemes.

Jones:
Robert Edward.

Bornholdt:
Robert Edward. Could we first turn to the summons that

was served on both youvurself and your company, dated the
31st May, which reguested production 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 summons.

Bornholdt:
I’'m sorry. I’m asking the guestion. Did you, in answer
to that summons, produce any documents that were in your
possession in relation to this matter? :

Jones:
We’re here ... You’re Mr Bornholdt, zre you? We’re here
in respect of this summons, and I’m not prepared to talk
abouvt anything other than the matters in this summons.

Bornholdt:
I"11 put the guestion again.

Jones: :
Don’t. Don’t weste 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. 2All 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 I must rule zgainst you on that, Sir Robert.

Jones:
I’'m not interested in your ruvling on that. It is a matter
of fact. You have summonsed me here, Mr Patterson, and

Kl
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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 dezl 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 next gquestion.

Bornholdt: .
I take it that .. Well, beczuse you refuse to anzwer my
guestion I’ve put to you zbout the summons that was issued
to you and served on you - both yourself and your company
- dated 31st May, that you did not respond - neither you
nor your compenies responded to that summons.

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 enguiry that wes to have

taken place on the May summons until today, ...

Jonés:
That’s not what’s in the summons.

Patterson: o
... because we had no other course in view of your

non-attendznce.

Jones: -
You’ve got a good rezson for that. But I’m not prepzred
to discuss that, Mr Patterson. The fact of the matter is
- you have issved a new summons -

Patterson:
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. That’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.zs well move on to the matters in this summons.

Patterson:
Well, did you prepare any documents in response to the

first summons?

Jones: '
I'm not prepared to telk sbout the first summons.

Bornholdt: .o
Perhaps, Mr Chairman, if I can come in, as counsel
assisting the Commission, I would put both Sir Robert and

the ...

Jones:
I’'m sorry ... You are Mr Bornholdt, zren’t you?

Bornholdt:
... Robt. Jones Investments Limited, on notice that they
are in breach of those summonses, znd then it’s a matter
that is left in the hands of the Commission.

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 zsk me the same question
five times and get the szme 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 issuved in respect to this heazring for
today, which had azssociated with it a letter dated the
20th June, =zddressed to both Sir Robert znd also to Robt.
Jones Investments Limited, pointing out that the
Commission had decided to add to its terms of reference -
copy was attached - znd together with a further summons to
the company for attendance at the offices of the
Commission on Wednesday, 28 June 1989 at 10 &m, and that
the orders that were made, referred to on the 31ist May,
continuve 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 summons, any documents with

you this morning that you can produce to the Commission
relating to the matters under discussion.

Jones:
Well, that was guite a lot. Are you referring to what?

Which 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 summons that clearly
pertains to today. We’re here to discuss the mztters in
that - whatever you call it -

Fatterson:
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. 1If that’s the one, that’s

the one. 1 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 pursuvant to section 18(5) of
the Securities Act referred to in our letter of tLe 31st
May 1988 continue to epply." ©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 sent to you.

Jones:
I think so, yes.

Bornholdt:
And thet summons, with the letter there, sets out - I
think in the final paragraph, does it not - with not
having it in front of me - certain papers tlLat zare
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
ouvt what we would discuss. I mean, 1 consider myself
bound by the summonses - not by accompanying letters.
Simple &s 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?



Bornholdt:
Yes.

Jones:
Yes. When you were introduced ....

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

So, Sir Robert, are you telling the Commission that, in
the light of the earlier summons that was served on you to
produce documents, that’s relied on and brought forward to
this hearing this morning, that you have no pzpers or
documents to produce?

Jones:
That’s right. You know, you’re tazlking abouvt "an
accompanying letter"™. I'm bound by the terms of the
summons. You can say what you like in an accompznying
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 zre
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

produce.

Jones: : ‘
Yes, well I’ve szid that. How many ...7?-

Patterson:
Well, I don’'t thlnk I’ve got that as clear as 1’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. 1In which you are
asked to produce all documents in your possession or
control relative to the enguiry.

Jones:
That is not a matter set out in the summons that we’re

here to discuss today.

Patterson:
Wwould you look at the summons?
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Jones:
No, I won’t. If you want talk about the earlier summons,

then I’m not prepared to do so.

Patterson:
Well, I’m looking at the one dated ... 211 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 zsks 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 sbout the terms of reference.

Patterson:
Would you look at the summons?

Jones: .
My epologies. 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 Commission mentioned in
the terms of reference for the enquiry, a copy of which is

attached.
Bornholdt:
2And 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 enguiry." Quite so, yes.

‘' Patterson:

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

Jones:
Yes, I do.
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Patterson:
And do you acknowledge that a similar document has been

addressed to them.

Jones:
Yes, I do.
Bornholdt:

In relation to those two summonses, have you any documents?

Jones:
No, there are no documents. No documents relating to the

terms of enquiry of this latter summons.

Bornholdt:
I see. None whatsoever?

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

through.

Bornholdt:
And to produce to the Commission 21l documents in your
possession or control relative to the enguiry.

Jones:
Yes, now the enquiry - can I take it up from there? Item
1. The circumstznces of the transzction or transactions
under which Robt. Jones Investments or a related company
purchased from Chase Corporation or a related company the
property situvated in Wyndham Street, Auckland, known as
the Price Waterhouse Centre, in or zbout October ’'b8.

Well, we didn’t purchase any property.- any such property
from Chase in October ’88. So there are no documents.

Bornholdt: :
The terms and conditions ...

Patterson:
I think I should warn you, Sir Robert - and I hope you
won’t take this out of place - that we have reason to
believe that that stztement is not correct.

Jones:
Well, if we’d purchased a property we would either still

own it or would have sold it.

Patterson:
Would you mind listening for a moment. I would 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 zware of

that. The statement is clear. You’ve dragged us here
before with one of your nonsense enguiries. You made a
great song and dance, Mr Patterson, sbout accuracy. When
a minor error by one of our lawyers - you made a great
noise zbout it. Now, we expect the szme from you. The
spelling here is abysmal throughout these documents - but
aside from that, this is very clear. I only speak
English. I’m just a simple working-class lad. Z2nd I'11
take it by what it says. We either did or we did not
purchase that property from Chase in or azbout 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
encu*ry is about. That’s why there zre 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 cese, why did your company
make the znnouncement that it did to the Stock Exchznge on
the 27th October.

Jones: :
Becsuse they esked us to.

Bornholdt: Lo
Znd why did you state in that st tement to the Stock
Exchange that your company had purchzsed a property, vwhen
in fact now you’re telling the Commission it didn’t
purchzse the property.

Jones:
Because it was our intention to do so, and it is customary
vhen one intends to do something, to znnounce it zs 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 znnounced - or the
Receiver znnounced - they’d sold New Zealand Steel to the
Chinese, it was said as a fazit 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, throwgh your company, mzde the
statement to the Stock Exchange that your company had
purchased the particular bvilding from Chase known as the
Price Waterhouse Centre?

Jones:

Well, I haven’t got it in front of me, but I'm prepzred to

accept it is. We were asked to do so, znd we did.

Bornholdt:
But the fact of the matter is that your company hadn’t
purchased the property at that stazge. That’s correct
isn’t it?

Jones:
That’s right. Yes.

Patterson:
Well, what were the circumstances in which you were asked

to maXke the znnouncement?

Jones:
‘Well, that’s not really a matter that’s covered here, is

it?
Bornholdt:

Yes.

Jones: ,
Oh, it is. My epologies. I withdraw that.

Bornholdt:
Number 5.

Patterson:
wWho 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 came 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 zbout this, then.

Jones: .
Well, I’ve told you about it. Roger asked us to make the
statement beczuse it was common knowledge that we were
intending to buy the building. ©Now you all know frll well
that that is the customary practice when - we’ve bought
200 buildings, this public company has ~ a&nd often those
buildings have been announced. It is customary to
announce them as a fait accompli. You zre mostly lawyers,
I imagine, in this room, znd you know dzmn well that most
of tLose transactions then conclude to a2 nc:rmal
completion. In this case, it did not.

Patterson: :
Why did ... Where was this reguest made to you?

Jones:
Oh, it was by telephone the following day, after the Prime
Minister had announced the trenszction. I think. I can’t

recall, bvt it probebly was.

Patterson:
Why did the Prime Minister znnounce the treansaction?

Jones:
Because we zsked him to. -

Faztterson: : .o
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 the Stock Exchange, on the 27th October.

Jones:
The day before, in fact, yes.
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Bornholdt: .
Well, I have matked - I produce a CoOpy of the National

Business Feview 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 stztements?

Jones:
Yep.

Bornholdt:
And that indicates to the public, doesn’t it, that you -

your company hzd purchezsed those properties that are
referred to.

Jones:
That is correct, YesS.

fornholdt:
Apart from ..

Jones:
The correct ..... indicates +hat - znd 1’11 quote. You've

actvally merked the relevant ones. "Settlement is due in
10 months, when the building is finished."

Bornholdt:
Correct. It doesn’t state any conditional purchazse, does

it? It says, settlement will tazke place.

Jones: ‘ :
Yes. But I’ve never seen a contract that’s tectally

unconditional where & building’s being built, obvicusly.
I mean, it assumes, for a start, that the building will be
built.

Bornholdt: :
Now, 1’11 just retrieve that, Mr Jones.

Patterson:
Who ... How did this function take place? Was this 2

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 function?

Jones:
To announce the purchase, along with others.

Patterson:
2As a publicity exercise?

Jones:
I suppose. Yes.

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

Jones:
Well, I suppose so. Yes.

Patterson:
Do you zgree with the hezdline, that this was a2 property

spree to boost confidence?

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

Patterson: .
Why did you arrenge the function, then?

Jones:
I’ve just told you.

Patterson:
As a public relations exercise?

Jones:
Yes. From our company’s perspective. We’ve no commercial
interest in boosting confidence. We hazve a commercial
interest in doing otherwise. We might have % more
altruistic view on boosting confidence, wearing a
different hat.

Bornholdt:
2And in fact, Sir Robert, that was stated, was it not, in
your memo to the Stock Exchange, on the 27th October,
wvhere 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 commentators agree that the
loss of confidence and consequential recession is an
excessive over-reaction, and will obviously not last
forever., Nevertheless, it is the reality, and thus has
presented outstanding acquisition opportunities.” And
then you announced your - ™today’s announcement concerning
the three major buildings, totalling £450 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 acguisitions of
properties on behalf of your company.

Jones:
Yes.

Bornholdt.
Not zcquisition of properties by way of conditional
purchase agreements.

Jones: ?
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 ashzmed of yourself. You’re
a lawyer, and I think zn ex-conveyzncing lawyer, znd you
know damn well, no such contract’s ever totally
unconditional. This is just shameful.

Pztterson:
All right. There was a contract?

Jones: . ,
No, there wasn’t a contract in the way you’ve put it in
your summons. Which is what we’re here to talk zbout.

I

Bornholdt: .ot
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 15887

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

Patterson:
That’s your znnouncement date.

Jones:
Yes. No, there wasn’t.
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Patterson:
There was not?

Jones:
No.

Patterson:
Was your statement, therefore, fzlse?

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

Pztterson:
All right. Well, you’ll need to explzin this.

Jones:
It’s very simple. We had the right znd the intention to
purchzse it.

Patterson:
Is there a document in existence esteblishing 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 sorry, you were asked to produce - would you read the
summons &gain?

Jones:
Yes, I1’ve read it. I don’t have to. We were zsked to
produce it in respect of the terms of reference which
refers to an actuval purchase completed. 1It’s quite clear
what it refers to.

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

Jones:
You mean, the circumstances surrounding the zannouncement?
What 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 we do.

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

Patterson:
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 view that the summons you have is adeguate for

that purpose.

Jones:
%e'll just have to disagree on that, Mr Fatterson. We
don’t.

Patterson:
I see.

Bornholdt:
Well, Sir Robert. Not accepting thet the precent svmmons
doesn’t cover that ground, but on the bésis that another
summons was served on you, with that particular reference
in clasuse 5, would you then produce the documents
associated with that reference, including the zgreement
that you ... ‘

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

Bornholdt:
Not accepting the facts that the first summons doesn’t ...

Patterson:
Well, don’t worry about that. Just read the guestion.

Bornholdt:
... cover the point, but if a further summons were to be
issved, 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. And 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, end I’ve told you four

times.

Patterson:
No.

Jones:
None. There azre none that are relevent to the terms that

are set out there.

Patterson:
I see. Well then, I must ask you, I think, to test your
eanswer, for a cetzlogue of the documents that you do have
relating to the proposal to purchese the Price Wzterhouse
Centre. I ask you that now. Are there such documents in

existence.

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 nature ...

Jones: ‘
Well, you’re well aware they are, because ycu aliready have
them in your possession, don’t you, Mr Patterson. I mean,
this is quite disgraceful. If you’re that ezger to get
them, why are you mzking this meal out of the issue.

Patterson:
We want them from you.

Jones:
Oh, you want 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. And
you are abusing those functions, you’re zbusing 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 cleerly prescribed in the
Act. You are grossly sbusing the powers that are also
accorded you in the Act. You are going right ouwtside of
those prescribed functions, and you know it.

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

Jones:
Well you’ll have to serve a summons on me then, and =sk
that. You haven’t done so.

Patterson:
I see.

Bornholdt: . :
Are you, Sir Robert, telling the Commission that there are
no documents in your possession zssocizted with term of
reference No. 5, the circumstances surrounding the
announcement of Robt. Jones Investments, etc., to the
effect that it had acguired the Price Waterhouse Centre?
Are you telling the Commission that you have no documents
whatsoever to support the statement that was made by your
company to the Stock Exchange and the statement that was
announced in the newspapers ... '

Jones:
Well, I suppose

Bornholdt:
.. that was zpproved by your compzny, and I assume
yourself.

Jones:
I suppose we couvld 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 rezsonzbly
assume you have it, becauvse you refer to it.
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Bornholdt:
I’'m asking you whether you have any other documents ...

Patterson:
Documents other than the stztement.

Jones:
No, not in respect of item 5. Item 5 is very clezr. It
refers particularly and specifically to that _
announcement. So there’s only the announcement statement
that could relate to it.

Patterson:
When that announcement was made, on 27 Ociober, 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 gquestion.

Jones: A
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 outside of it. It’s clearly set out ...

Patterson:
Well, I'm .sorry, I do not zgree that it i; outside.

Jones:
Well, we’ll have to diszcree.

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

Jones:
No, I’'ve aznswered it. I’ve szid ...

Patterson:
You have not answered the gquestion. VYou’ve avoided the
guestion.

Jones: :
No, I haven’t avoided the guestion. I am here under
summons to answer clearly set out guestions. You are
going outside of those questions.

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

enswer.
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Jones:
No. I'm not going to, beczuse it’s ouvtside of the matters
that are set out here.

Patterson:
I think I should put that to you quite deliberately. I
repeat the gquestion. 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?

Patterson:
All right. 1If you insist on interrupting me, I’1) simply
have to ask it again.

Jones:
Then we’ll have to walk owt, if you keep asking the same
guestion that’s beyond your scope of this summons.

Patterson:
I’ve already said that we do not accept that that guestion
is beyond the scope of the summons.

Jones:
Well, I'm sorry Mr Patterson, we’ll heve to diszgree.

Patterson: . :
May I put the guestion 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 set out in the summons, we have no such
documents. None exist. Other than the Stock Exzchange
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 purchzse
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 oversight, because there w&s no

contract in the normel 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 gquestion. I want an answer, yes Or no.

Jones:
I can’t give you an znswer to a silly guestion. Iit’s
ovtside of the terms of your enquiry. You are obliged to
stay within the terms of reference as set here. :

Patterson:
I will direct 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 opinion it is not in the terms of
reference, and therefore I won’t answer it. I’m hzppy to
discuss any 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 circumstances
surrounding the announcement by Robt. Jones Investments to
the Stock Exchange on the 27th October, to the effect that
it had acquired the Price Waterhouse Centre. You have
admitted - zccepted = that there was a statement mazde to
the Stock Exchange by your company on the 27th October,
that relszted to the Price Waterhouse Centre purchase.

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

Bornholdt:
Could you point ouvt to me where in that statement to the
Stock Exchange the word "intended to purchase", or the
words "intended to purchase" were 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, buildings to be built, 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 associzted with the
statement that’s made in your staztement to the Stock
Exchange in support of that statement?

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

Bornholdt:
Yes.

Jones:
Well, I imagine we have documents. But I can’t tell you
‘here. I domn’t know.

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

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

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

Jones:
Yes.

Bornholdt:
And I am asking you as to the circumstences 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 announzament, 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 youn?

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

Bornholdt:
Mr Chairman?

Patterson:

Yes, well you carry on. He says he has no’ documents.
Jones, we are not to be trifled with.

Jones:
Nor am I.

Patterson:

And I propose to refer your znswers to the
Solicitor-Generzl with a2 view to prosecution.

Jones:
Good.

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

Jones:
No, no.

Patterson: _ .
All right. Well, I think we’ll leave it there.

Jones:
Good.

Mr
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Robt. Jones Investments Limited

181k Flvos Kohl Jonze Huuse Jervoi Quay Wellington New Zealand Jtlsphone (U4) 736-208 Faa (04) 728770

20th June, 1988

Mr Adrien Burr,

Chase Cprporetion Limited,
Private Bag,

AUCKLAND

Fex No : 09-394698
Dear Adfien,

Thenkyou for the various items of information. Below
I heve set out our views.

GENERAL- ATTITUDE : We record our cesire in principle to do
s deel elong the lines egreed, specifically by contributing
on exisring investment building a&s &n equity deposit &nd
the balance by way of a suitable Bank guarantee note
showing & siople interest of 147 p.e. payable together with
the principel in 3 years from settlement. -

[Paragraphs omitted]

PRICE WATERHOUSE BUILDING : A handsome structure of
definitec appeal, the single negative being its off-centre
location which particularly in the current and likely
fUture'cljmete-ﬁasuus_querying"a,6.SZ~vie1d.




[Paragraphs omitted]

3) Price Waterhouse Building

a) Byétransfer of Crown Court building, Brisbane (ref.
following explanatory note) at a 7% yleld approximate
anticipated value, A$25 nillion.

b) i By .issuing to Chase $20 million in RJI shares to be
retained for 3 years and thereafter subject to return
performance guarantee to equate to 14% p.a. return with a
programmed sell-down over 18 months period commencing after
3 years so as to achieve an ultimate return including
dividends etc. of 14% p.a. Surplus proceeds to be repald
to RJI while any short-fall to be met by cash.

c) Balance with 147 p.a. Bank guarantee note.

GENERAL iCOMMENT

Thé gbove Eroposal yields Chase book sales at prices not
attainable in the market now or likely over the next 2-3 yesars.

The proposal is a base-bone outline.
1{ .acceptable then there will be a large number of items to

discuss including our own due diligence, leasing obligations
where rélevant, services guarantees where relevant and so on.

CROWN COURT : This is a very well located Brisbane 23 level
Brisbene building lessed to the Federal Government.

We are currently completing a $2 million renovation progranm
that will have it in impressively sperkling condition.

I look forward to hearing from you.

Best wishes,

Bob Jones i
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CHIANYE NEW ZLALAND PROMPISCIN GRONEE LIAMITED
21st June 1988

The Chairman

Robt. Jones Investments Limited
15th Floor Robt. Jones House
Jervois Quay '

WELLINGTON

Allenlion: Mr R E Iones

Dear Bob

Thank you for your Fax of 20th June 1988 in which you set out your views -

concerning 2 number of our properties including the Finance Centre which
details were forwzrded to you over the weekend.

We comment on your views as follows : -

[Paragraphs omitted]



Price Walerhovee Bvjlding

This building is a little more strzight forward to dezl with and we would be -
prepared to sell this property to you on completion upon the following
terms and conditions.

Purchzse Price $135,000,000.00
Deposit 514,000,000.00
Settlement 3 months after Przctical Completion of the

Building 25 certified by the Project Architect.
Bzlance o be met by : -

Crown Court

Building 2s part

- considerztion $25.0 million A deposit of §2.5 million to be
pzid by Chase.

Second pzyment backed . .

by gueranteed bank bills £32.0 million Payzble in three years plus
interest compounded at
13% p.a.

Third payment backed
by guaranteed bank bills §32.0 million Pzyzble in three yezrs nine
' months plus interest
compounded at 13.0%.

Fourth payment backed :

by guarznteed bank bills §32.0 million Pzyzble in four and 2 half years
plus interest compounded at
13.0% p.a.
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As ovtlined in your proposz] this is 2 base bone ovtline znd if zccepiable
then there will be a lzrge number of zdditional items to be discussed
including lezsing obligztions where selevant, service guarzniees eic, and
21so confirmation that your property in Brisbzne is acceptzble to us subject to
the normal inspection.

Regards

Aorens Lliel

ADRIAN WALKER
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TEE BEsZE 331y,

Robt. Jones Investments Limited

13th Flowr Rubs Jnnes Hotse Jemnin Quay Wellington: New Zealund Telephone (04) 730-20x Fax (02) 720-370

22nd Jupe, 1988

¥r Adrien Welker,

Chase Corporation Llimited,
Privete Bag,

AUCKLAND

Fax No ; 09-304-698

Dear Adrien,

Thenkyou for your fex letter of the 21st June, 19B8.

[Paragraphs omitted]

PRICE WATERHOUSE BUILDING - Hopeiully we cen do a deal

here. 1 meke the following observations.

1) Ve note your counter-proposal of $135 aillion &nd agree
to that price. '

2) Ve will not pey & ceposit. We do not pay deposits.

This is not a house transaction in"Ht. Ecden. You are
desling with a sybstantial public company &nd will have
&n irrevoceble contract.

63
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PAYMENT - Our payment proposzl is es follows,

1) Settlement to be 3 months after certified practicel
corpletion subject to the building being fully leesed
to bona-fide tenants spproved by uvs. In the event of
the building not being fully leased then & pro-rata
portion of the $135 million to be paid by us to en
egreed Bank (BNZ) to be held on deposit, the intercest
accruing to Chase after payment of any rental
short-fall and to be releacsed progressively as leases
eventuate, 1 think you will sgree thet this point is
felrly acedemic as the building should be fuvlly leased
on completion given the leesing progress to date.

2) Trensfer of 100 Edward Street and the Crown Court
buildings in Brisbene at prices reflecting 7% yilelds.
Both are attractive buildings and this gives Chase two
vesis to arrenge seles during construction in Aucklend,

3) The bvelance in three equal instslments on terms zs set
out in your letter,

If thls 15 accepteble then we would be resdy to go to
contract forthwith. Obviously there are many things to be
done such e&s our epprovel of the plens and specifications,
existing leases, service gusrentees etc. but with putual
good-will I believe these cen be accomplished within a weck.

A trensaction of thils size in the current clicate could
only be a boost to both our compenies end in that respect we
would like to discuss its enncuncement format &t an Avcklend
luncheon function for the finenciel community.

I look forward to heering from y&u.

Kind regerds,

Bodb .
Chairman
ROBT. JQBPS INVESTMENTS LIMITED

Ones
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CHASE NEW ZEALAND PROPERTY GROUP LIMITED

22 June 1988

The Chairman

Robert Jcnes Investments Ltd
15th Floor )

Robert Jones House

Jervois Quay

WELLINGTON

ATTENTION: Mr R E Jones

Dear Bob

Thank you for your fax of 22nd June 1988 in which you outline
your position concerning the Finance Centre and the Price
Waterhouse Building.

We advise we are currently assessing your offer concerning the
Price Vaternouse Building and will be back to you with our
comments on Thursday morning.

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 information whatsoever concerning this
property.

Y /4/4//0_/ -

ADRIAN WALKER




aw19/1

TS

v L .
PRV O
e are S b

.
N ‘e, e

CHASE

23rd June 1988

The Chairman

CHASE NEW ZEALAND PROPERTY GROUP LIMITED

Robt. Jones Investments Limited

15th Floor

Robt. Jones House
Jervois Quay
WELLINGTON

Attention: Mr R E Jones

Dear Bob

We have now had time to consider your Fax of 22nd June 1988 in which you
outlined your pr oposa] in respect of the Price Waterhouse Building. The
proposal as outlined is essennal]y acceptable to us however we mezke the

following comments :

1. Szale Price

2. Settlement

$135,000,000.00 exclusive of GST. This transacton
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 the building not being fully leased
at the time of setlement if 10% of the net lettable
floor area is not leased then $13.5 million of the
$135 million 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 deposit 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.

We agree that this point is fairly academic as the
building should be fully leased on completion.
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The expected settlement date would be
approximately the end of Sepiember 1989 as the
Price Waterhouse 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 reﬂecnﬁg 2 7%
yield on net rents. The respective sale prices being
AS20 million and AS25 million giving a total of
AS$45 million.

We accept these two buildings as part payment for
the Price Waterhouse Centre subject however to
normal inspection in due course.

b) the balance of $90 million to be paid in three
equal instalments backed by a strong bank or
syndicate of banks guvarantee. The three
instalments would be paid on the following basis :

- First payment of $30 million would be payzble in
three years =zfter settlement plus interest
compounded at 13% per annum.

- The second pzyment of $30 million would be
payzble in three years, nine -months after
settlement plus interest compounded at 13% per
annum.

- The third and final payment of S30 million
would be payzble in four and a half years after
settlement plus interest compounded at 13% per
annum.

The structure of this security 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 Pricé Waterhouse Centre by RJI then RJI‘would
allow the Brisbane properties to be settled before that date. A mechanism
could be put in place v»hereby the proceeds were deposited in a bank for your
security with interest accrumg o Chase less the net rent normally received
by your Company.

10
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We believe we have the basis for a deal and therefore would be ready
ourselves to go to contract. Obviously as you pointed out in your letter, there
are many things to be done such 2s your approval of the plans and
specifications and existings leases, service guarantees etc., and our inspection
of your Brisbane properties, approval of their leases, approval of the from of
security offered and agreement on Documentation.

If you are in agreement with the zbove, then I suggest we have an early
meeting to finalise the detail in respect of this transzctions.

Xind regards

At L,

ADRIAN WALKER




DATED 1988

BETWIEIN CEASE CORPORATION LIMITED ("CEASE")
AND ROBT. JONBS INVESTMENTS LIMITED ("RJI")
Teed
Sclicitors for Chase: Toley, Lendrum & Eughes
Barristers & Solicitors
Auckland
Solicitors for RJI: Phillips Shayle-Geo=ge
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THIS DEED mece this cey of 1988
PARTIES
FIRST E6 WYNDEAM LIMITED & Guly incorporated company having’
ts registered office 2t Auckland (hereinafter with
ts successors end essigns czlled "the Developer")
SZCOND CEASE CORPORATION LIMITED a Suly incorporated compan
having its recistered oflice et Auvckland (hereinafter
. with 1ts successcrs and assigns called "the
Developer's Guerantor")
"

. JCONES INVESTMENTS LIMITED a duly incorporzzed

ut
0
o
3

company having its registered office et Wellington
(hereinefter with 1ts successors and essicns celled
"the Coubany )

WIZEXRZSAS
A, The Developer is the registered proprietor of the land
Cescribed in the Tirst Schesule hereic ("ths Land").

The Developer intends to consiruct a deve’o,hen‘ inclucin

2 multi-storey tower and the refurbishment of the existing
building on the L:nd known es the AS3 3uilding in
accordance with certain Working Drewings mnd Specificaticns
{"the Developme nt")

3

he Developer has reguested the Company to purchase the
Land and contract the Developer to complete the
Developmeat on the Land.

The Compzny has aéteea to purchase the Lend 2nd to contract
the Doveloper to cemplete the Develepmant i llie Zand ou
the terms and conuit*cns of a certzin Heads of Agreement
bearing even date herewith and made between the parties
hereto ("the Xeads of Acreement”).

ﬁh
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NCW THEIREFORE THIS DEIED WITNEZSSETH &s follows:-

NDUCEMENT ¥ZE

1.1

In consideraztion of the Compeny egreeing to enter 4

Eeads of Agreement end to purchese the Lend 2nd con

nto the
tract
the Developer to complete the Develcpment on the Land en
the terms ang

ac
conditions contained in the Feads of
Agreement a2nd

the Acreement for Sale eand Purchase of Land
and Development Agreement to be entered into pursuant to

7,83
the Zeads of Agreement the Developer agrees io pay to the

Company the sum of TEN MILLION DOLLARS (5$10,000,000.00)
(exclusive of Goods end Services Tax).

The said sum of TEN MILLICN DOLLARS (510,000,000.00) shall

be non-refundable end shell bs paid together with the Gocds
end Services Tax thereon by peaak checue on the
(30th) wWorking Day esfier the date on which all

Thirtie

b—vth
the
conditicns contained in the

Xeeds of Agreement zare
confirmed and the Xezds of Agreerment beceme unconditional.
The Company shall within Two (2) Working Days sfter the

provide to the Developer a Goods and Services Tax Invoice
therefors.

GUARANTZE

cate 211 tha conditions contained in the Eeads of Agreemen
excepting thet ctonteined in Clavse 8.1(h) ere satisfied

2.0
2.1

In consideration of the Compeany entering into this

oo e

S

dgreamant at the remiast nf the Desvelnper's Musrantmr the
Develcoper's Guaranior DOTH

3Y COVENANT with the Compaay
thet it will duly end punctually fulfil observe perform and
Yesp 82l and singular the covenanis on the part of the
Developer conteined or impliled herein AND IT IS EEREBY
AGRZED AND DECLARED that although as between the Developer
and the Developer's Guarantor the latter may only be 2

surety yet as between the Developer's Guasranior and the

indin

-—se

g up of tj7/bev§ioper or, the

Y & N

Ccmpany the Developsr's Guarantor shzll be deemed a
principal party 2nd the w
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iving of time or aay {ndulgence by the Company to the
Developer or any other perscn or persons or the exercise or
non-exercise by the Company of zny of Iis powers expressed
or implied in this igresment shall not exonerate or release
the Developer's Guarantor from its liebility hereunder nor
shall it be relezsed by eny other act omission metter or
thing wheiscever whereby & surety cnly would be relezsed.

3.0 NOMINATION

3.1 The Compeny shall be entitled to nominate any wholly cwzed
subsidiary of itself i{o carry out 1ts obligetions hereunder
—_—
end uncder the Heads of Agreemsnt but notwithstanding such
nominetion the Company shell remalin lizble &s a principal
Gebtor for the obligetions of the Cocmpany hereunder,

4.0 CONFIDENTIALITY

4.1 Neither party shall disclose or make public or permit to be
" @isclicssd or mace public the exisience or details of this
Agreement szve for eny recvgnised publle avvouullay
requirement (and then only %o the extenz recessary) without
the consent of the other party.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF Lhese presents have been execuied the day and
year first hereinbefore written. ‘

THE COMMON SEAL of

66 WYNDHAM LIMITED

was hereunto affixed
in the pr nce of:-

Q’JM Direcior

N Ve M

:jé‘vﬁfskD———- Di{gz{SE/Secretary




THE COMMON SEAL of

CEASE CORPOAATION LIMITED
was hereunto affixea

in the pre

THZ COMMON STAY of ROBRT.
JONES INVESTMEINTS LIMITZ
fes reynto eifixed

in +§ tsencs of:-

o(\aJ\\

)

e Vs Ct® B

Director

| Directo:/%gg;&ti??ﬂﬂ

Rieecror/Secretary
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FIRST SCHEDULE

The Land

Treshold situeted in the lznd Registration District of North
Aucklend es folleows:-

(:) 21l that parcel of lend coniaining 3,304 sguare metres more
or less being Lot 1 on ths plen to be ceposited am 115548
opuch land to be comprired and Cescribed in Certificate of
Title to be issued eas Volume E5D Folio 507;

(b) A1l +that parcsl of land rantaining 773 SOiIATA TmetTES mATe
or less being Lot 1 on Deposited Flan 54653 and being ell

that land comprised and cescriped an LertaZicete of witle

Volume 88 Pollo 364 . .

SUSJECT TD: Covenant pursuent to Section 308(3) of the

Lisxl Cavavamsan Xsk 107¢. ' a
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TEE NEW 2EALAND STOCK EXCEANGE ) P. 32¢¢
DAILY MEMO
27th Octeber JPEBB

ROBT. JDNES INVESTMEINTS LIMITED
Fex rec’®d 12.53, 27/10

In response to 2 New Zezlend Stock Exchenge cuery, Robt..aones
Investuents lixited have provided the following information:

PELAEZLI.

Robt. Jones Investzents lizited {2 one of Nev Zexland's
zost suceessful public cezpanles. With ovar 60,000
shereholders it 45 the third lartgest in that respect.

It cvos or has contrected to purchase Investment
properties totalling Ap;roxi:z:elz NZ$1.78 billZon (zainly
Central !usénels Districr office burildings) in 20 different
cities iz New Zealand, Australia, Cenzde and the U.S.A. - This
port-folio exceeds 100 ceozeredal buildings and 50D plus

coz=etclal tezancies,

The ceopasy's eodus o}a:andi 43 to sesk out zerkets
vhich are pevcelved to ba pitched ta:porarﬁif {p Zavour of

the purcheser but have long ters virtue,

Since ths October craeh world property Investrent
csrkets have boczed In every natlon except New Zealasd as
Invest=ent capitel bes shifted froz sbare-ceckets to prezeTty

end bond zarkets, -

In New Zezland there has been 2 zesedve loss of Investor
confidence Tesvlting 4n the wveaksst Investzent martkets in
zany fecedes, All com=entators agree that the loss of
confidencs and :cn;:qucntill vecesslon &5 an exceasive
cver-rezction and will cbvicusly n;t last forever,
Nevertheless 4t 28 the reality and thus bas presented

outsatanding acquisition opportunities,
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TEE NIW 2I2ALxND STOCK IXCEANGE . P. 32¢9
DAILY MZMD :
27th Oriober 1EBB

ROBT. JONES IKVISTMENTS LIMITED

{(Contecoosel)

AceoTéingly PII has focused 43 attention on the heoxe

‘zavket this year and this and this slone in the global acene

has been t{lted 80lidly in the buyezs favour.

The cozpany works te oo specific expenditure goals but
instesd mekes 1ts Investcent Cecislons on the single

criterion of epportunities arising.

. Thus the fact thnt its t.ght Tecent purchases in six New
Zealxnd cities total alrost exactly the rounded su= of $500

tillion i3 #i=ply coincidental.
The cozpany recently sanounced one of thoae
ecguisitions, the zearly cocpleted $20 zillion office tewer

et 500 Victoria St:eet,‘H&&ilton.

Today's ansouccesent solely concerns the three zajor

buildings, totalling $450 »dlldon, tvo of vhich set a dollar

‘velue and sire vecord for a New Zezland preperty trazsactien,

There aze three other szell gcquisditdions totalling £19

£811ion vhich vi11 be snnsunced next veek.

The Z=portant point s that 4n zzking such a lartge
peroenent Investzent In New Zesland (taking {ts Wew Zealand
port-follo to approxi= ately $850 £411fon zaking it the second
largest Newv Zezland propesty Investor after the AMP) RJI
dezonstrates in the eost tangible vay possible, its

coz={tzent to and falth 4n this ratlon’s futurs.
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TEE NZW ZEAIAND ETDCKX IXCEANGE P. 3268
DrILY ¥EMD -
£7th Oricber 1888

ROBT. JONES INVESTMENTS 1IMITED

(Conteceess)

RUTLDING (1)

The Frice ¥aterthouse Centre -~ Auckland

Purchase Price - $145 £431icon
X.2. This is a record for a New Zezland co=sercial
property transactien.
DETATLS: A 267,000 sg.fr. (a 1ittle less then the
' Vellington ENZ Cantre) 23 level high quality
office tover, currently half censtructed and due
for cozpletion in August, 1589 wvith three street
frontages oo Tederal, Albert and Svenson Streets.
The building hes 204 on site car-parks and
everall 43 ceslgned to a well abeove zackat
specification, '
Substantially lezsed long ters to Price
Vatathouse and the New Zeelsnd Governzent (Lands
Reglatry, Broxdcasting ste.).
VIRDORS Chese Corperatien .
BUILDING (2)
The DIC Centre - Vellisgten
Purrchase Price | - $60 rilldon
N.3. This 45 a record for ap Individual Vellington
: builéding.
DETATLS: A st7iking appsarance, nsvly eonstructed office

tover on the corner of Jervols Quay and Huntst
Street, WVellington.

The. building s one of only four vith long term

guaranteed uninterrupted harbrur views, (Fobt.
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THE NIW ZEA1:ND STOCK EXCEANGE P. 3285

DAILY MEMO
27th October 1PBB

ROBT. JONEE INWVIETMENTS LIMITED

{Cont.cecee )

Jotalllng 100,000 sg.ft. of rentel azea and with
officag ovar 14 floors, the building Las btesn
leased back to the vendor, the DFC, foT a 20 yeer
tern,

“his acquisition brings the cozpany's Vellington
port-folio to spprexicetely $140 zllidon,

VINDORS Developoent Finezce Corporation

. BUILDING (3)

The Fatifie Tover - Avekland
Purctase Price - $245 £tllien
N.B, This ccaates a rnev recosd for an 1odividuel '

brilding New Zealand preperty transactlion.

DETAILS: 7his bullding, to co==ence conptruction in the
nerr future and due for cezpletion In =id 1991,
vill ba easlly the lzrgest floor avea and tellest
offlice tower 1n New Zeslend,
Vith 350,000 sg.ft. of rental space azd 467
cat-perks cover &) levels, 4t will afford
segnificent city and hatbour views,

located opposite the Fegent Eotel on the corner
of Albert and Svanson Streets, the trenszction
prevides for Xask gurranteed full leasing
cbligetions on the cdeveloper.

It v411 de New Zezland's £irst intermetlonal
quality office tower veflected by such standerds
23 its high car-parking ratlo, § ft. ceilinga and
a high speed p2isenger 14ft for every 20,000

1. ft. of offics space,

vl 2emulalederm brdrea 37972 290k Tand vort-fnlido
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TEE NIW ZExLAND STOCX EXCRANGE'
DARILY MEIMD
27th Orteber 15EEB

—

ROET. JONTE INVESTMEINTS LIMITED

{Contecee..)

YENDOR S

The top floor will house the cezpany’s Avckland
offices. The cespany already ovns the four
bulldings on the other side of the Regent
bordering Svansen and Queen Streets.

YacDow Properties 1¢=ited



[

THE NEW ZEALAND STOCK EXCHANGE o P.3283

DAILY MEMO
28th October 1988

[Paragraphs omitted]

CHASE CORPORATION LIMITED .
Fax rec'd 3.50, 27/10

Quality, and an ad\e:onct to the fundacentals of good picperty
éav-lop_ent, ware kty elszents ih the cscord-bresking property
dnal anounced, by Fobert Jones Investrents yesterday, ascoréing
to Chase Corpotat on, one of the anjc: prrtins in the darl,

Chasa's :57 000 sqft, 23 lchI ?x(ca Katerhouss Centza was s0ld
to RUI fo2 1145 aill!on, s plxt of the §400 =illicn package

nvelled by RJI Chn!::nn Bodb Jones at a speclal function in
wcllington.

vrﬁrouul _unctibud tha Frice Katerhouis Cantre, which {s 5til}
uvnder :--at:uct'on, ag a ”tap building -vhich will ba an Auckland
-and_a:k. Ha said only RJ1's ¥all striet bu!lding wag bigq-.. and
the Land=azrk building in Eydney was co:px.abla.
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oEE NEW ZEALAND STCZK EXCEANGE p. 3284
DAILY MEMO
28th October 1988

CEASE CORPORATION LIMITED
(Cont......)

“she Prica ¥atarhouss builéing 15 of top quality standazds and
our various Consultents have studisd every detadl = as have the
tazants' Conaultanss,” he sald. - -

=ra Menaging 3irecter of Chaze Corpcration's New Zealand Preperty
Gzoup, Mr Murray Kindle, today achosd MI Sonss' santizants.

uwatuzelly wa ars dalighted to'Be pazt cf such & significant

szlim

weng sxcsllence of tnis project by Chase tan also bean racognined
by the nigh calidre sanante who will'o:cupy.it. and by the
purchaee? who hes chbviously acxnowledged 4t ay 2n atszactiva
invagtzentet ‘ N ' ‘
—he Frice Watethouse Centze is ¢us fo% c:n;iatian in 2id-1585 but
1g already substantially 1at. Madez tanants {nolude tha
accounting and;ccnlnltinq,iiri jrice Watazhouss, Vawatalk Radio
178, ths vands and Teeds bcpari:nnt and the ASB Bank. .

pr Hindlae said tha.:cccnt.occno:ic clizate had underlined th
resd Zor leag-tez® :t:ath!ci {n the pfopa:ty sarket, and had
placed sven gtronger exphesis on the izportancs of quality
Cavslcpzentss - '

*ohis daal 1:?}5}£t195‘yféo£ thni prize €3D popesty, with good
tenanty, tlly=l=:ltlibility.'and strong street apptal, ig an

attractive prepsaitien to {nvestord.

"we have aliayi'llid that {nveators in propeTty ahouid focus ©ON
thl;l@nq-tn:é,_:lthh: than nnaiing ghort~tazn geins. The RJ1
ptzategy :oat!}ﬁ:t our view,® he addeds '

Mr Hindle sald the benafits of til sale would be fully realined
!d::qhtsc”Coxio:niion in thu:1989/90 yesz, It was, he wald,
andthex ;i;nffieunt,.:ep {n ¢ series of actions that have tssn
endextaken t0 posdtion Chase %O succeinfvlly {zplszent ths
ptrategias {t has cefined for the tutur;.

]
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ROBT. JONES INVESTMENTS LIMITED

Fax rec'd 2.21 7/6
RJII hes ennounced that the proposed purchase of the Price

Waterhouse Centre in Aucklaend from Chese Corporstion, announced
lest year as part of a $500 millien property package, will not
now proceed &8s originally planned.

The 1588 announcenent totalled five properties.

Three Iincluding the D.F.C. Centre at $60m, have now been
settled and possession taken. The major building, at $245n with
McConnell Dowell ls procesding satisfactorily and the contract
is unconditicnal.

"t Due to uncertainties regarding the plans and specifications
and the leasing situation with the Price ¥aterhouse bullding
the agreexzent with Chase took the form of an option conditional
on RJII spproving the lease zgressents and plans and
specifications.

These conditions have not been satisfied and RJI has now
exercised its contractual right not to proceed.

-

Full firencing was completed by RJI for the project but
will not now be vtilised,
However the Chalrman of RJI, Mr Bob Sones, said discussions
are continuing with Chase. RII remalns Xeen to zcguire the

°

property and is optimistic of doing so. It is not In a pesition
to meke that decision howsever until the final leasing progra

is completed, and some design Issues are resolved but it is
hoped that these natters will be resclved in the near future,

-==-00000-=~
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[Paragraphs omitted)

CHASE CORPORATION LIMITED .
Fax rec'd 7.30 B/6

In respezae toO thn Stock rx:hanqe Anncuncc:cnt rade today by
Robt. Jones Inveltment 1td in rllpect of the Price ¥aterhouse
Centre in Auckland, the Directors of Chese Corporation Ltd

confirmed this cvoning thet discussions were continuing between

the two parties.

" The Executive Chairman of Chzss Corporation, Mr Colin Reynolds

sald;
MLIXE MR JONIE WE ARE OPTIMISTIC THAT THE MATTER
WILL B RYSOLVED IX THX KIAR FUTURE."
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Qur ref:

Wellington 1, New Zealand
Telephone (04) 729.830

FILE Copy

13 July, 1989

Chase Corporation Limited,
Private Bag,

Symonds Street,

AUCKLAND.

Attention: Mr M.H. Hindle

Dear Sirs,

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
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 Robt.
Jones Investments Limited.

Yours faithfully,

C.I. Patterson
Chairman

Encl.

(H/P/L261])
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Securities Commission 17 Lo G 3 T

Wellington 1. New Zealand
Telcphone (14) 729-830

FILE COPY

13 July, 1989

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

WELLINGTON.

For Sir Robert Jones

Dear Sirs,

1.

Encl.

.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.

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.

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. :

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

Yours faithfully,

Q4

C.I. Patterson
Chairman

[H/P/L260]




