Emeco Holdings Limited
14 August 2009

Greg Coulson
Australian Securities Exchange
Exchange Plaza
Level 8
2 The Esplanade
Perth WA 6000
By email and facsimile to greg.coulson@asx.com.au

Dear Sir
ASX queries
I refer to your letter to Emeco Holdings Ltd (Company) dated 13 August 2009 in which you
request the Company to respond to five questions.
The Company’s response to each of ASX’s questions is as follows:
Question 1
The Company became aware of the Indicative Proposal at approximately 6.30pm Australian
Eastern Standard Time on Monday 10 August 2009.
Question 2
The Company believes the proposal is arguably material to the Company pursuant to listing rule
3.1. However, as noted in our 13 August announcement the Indicative Proposal was unsolicited,
indicative, non-binding, and the Company had not engaged with the relevant investment firm.
Accordingly, the Company did not have a basis to determine any kind of likelihood that the
Indicative Proposal would or would not proceed in the form provided to the Company.
I also note that the Company's share price had risen materially in the recent past prior to receipt of
the Indicative Proposal, possibly as a result of favourable reports from analysts and brokers. The
Company therefore did not have a reason to believe that recent price movements were caused by
the Indicative Proposal.
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Question 3.1
An announcement concerning the Indicative Proposal was not released to the market prior to the
Response to the Price Query pursuant to listing rule 3.1 because the Company considered that the
exceptions in listing rule 3.1A applied for the following reasons:
1. The Indicative Proposal is preliminary, incomplete and subject to a number of conditions (see
the second dot point of listing rule 3.1A.3). It is not a formal offer and is not capable of
acceptance by the Company or shareholders in its current form. Furthermore, prior to (and
indeed since) the Response to the Price Query, the Company’s directors and officers had not
engaged with the investment firm which made the Indicative Proposal, and no confidential
information has been provided to that firm by the Company.
2. In the circumstances outlined in paragraph 1 above, a reasonable person would not expect the
Indicative Proposal to be disclosed (see listing rule 3.1A.1). On the contrary, disclosure of the
Indicative Proposal in its current form prior to the Response to the Price Query would have
been premature and posed a risk of creating a false market in the Company’s securities (see
paragraph 18 of ASX Guidance Note 8).
3. The Indicative Proposal is by its express terms confidential and did not cease to be
confidential until the Company issued the Response to the Price Query (see listing rule
3.1A.2).
In light of all of the above, all of the exceptions set out in listing rule 3.1A apply to the Indicative
Proposal
Question 3.1
The Company did not request a trading halt at the time it became aware of the Indicative Proposal
because it would have been inappropriate to do so. At that time, all of the exceptions set out in
listing rule 3.1A applied to the Indicative Proposal and the Company was therefore under no
obligation under listing rule 3.l to disclose the Indicative Proposal. As noted above, the Company
had not engaged with the investment firm, and so there was no reason to expect that an
announcement would be imminent, or that there was some event that would have put an end to a
trading halt if requested. In these circumstances, and for the reasons set out in paragraphs 1 to 3 in
response to question 3.1 above, it would not have been appropriate to request a trading halt on
Tuesday 11 August 2009.
Question 4
Not applicable.
Question 5
We can confirm that to the best of the Company’s knowledge it remains in compliance with the
listing rules and, in particular, listing rule 3.1.
Yours faithfully

Mike Kirkpatrick

Company Secretary

