






































1850-100
Comment Letter No. 174

KLEPIERRE APPENDIX 1

Question 16 - Transition

(a) The exposure draft proposes that lessees and lessors should recognize and measure
all outstanding leases as of the date of initial application using a simplified
retrospective approach (paragraphs 88-96 and BC186-BC199). Are these proposals
appropriate? Why or why not? If not, what transitional requirements do you propose
and why?

{b) Do you think full retrospective application of lease accounting requirements should be
permitted? Why or why not?

{c) Are there any additional transitional issues the boards need to consider? If yes, which
ohes and why?

We welcome simplified transition rules and consider that a fully retrospective application would
result very onerous and impracticable in a lot of instances need to be considered given that certain
long term leases can present challenges when applying new standards on a full retrospective
approach.

Question 17 — Benefits and costs

Paragraphs BC200-BC205 set out the hoards’ assessment of the costs and benefits of the
proposed requirements. Do you agree with the boards’ assessment that the benefits of the
proposals would outweigh the costs? Why or why not?

As far as investment properties are concerned and for the above described reasons, we do not
believe that the benefit of the proposals would outweigh the costs.

The administrative burden arising from implementing the model outweighs the benefits for real-
estate investment companies that have large volumes of leases in different jurisdictions and with
different terms. It would imply costly change tc management reporting..

Furthermore the cost of reassessing contingent rentals and options to extend or terminate a lease
would be burdensome, involve a lot of judgment and would not necessarily result in more accurate
or useful information or add benefit to the way business is conducted.

Question 18 — Other comments

Do you have any other comments on the proposals?

None.
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