Accounting Standards Board of Japan (ASBJ) ASBJ
Fukoku Seimei Building 20F, 2-2, Uchisaiwaicho 2-chome, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo 100-0011, Japan
Phone +81-3-5510-2737 Facsimile +81-3-5510-2717 URL http://www.asb.or.jp/ . FASF

201349 H 13 H
ERESHEERZR S M

KEMBGHEER®RS

WETAREE —R) [SF B+ b

FTexix, V=T vy MBI D EESFHLERZKS (1ASB) M UCKEMBAGHEYE
Fikz (FASB) DRFEICOELIFNIIHMEZRT 2L & bIT, MFHRRN, LHHREEITL -
TEETHDL U —AOMBREIZONT, 2010 FOABESR (LT, 2010 FABES) 12k
X, WETABEZE [V —2] (LUF, TARUGIABER] Lo, ) OARITED, FHELL
BfRFE D2 A M ERDDIREEITo72 2 L 2T 5,

ST AYE
Lo Fexid, BUTE¥EZRE L, UV —RCETLIMBERELET D L0 ) liFHmSOART 1

P/ bORMESERE XET D, L LR, BaZARGTAREREORENED

FEREEIEENLT L LICO0TIE, LFOBEHENSEE LRV,

(a) [EFOEFHHE : T XTOY — A2 L CTHAMET VE2EA LBET & %L O
EEBHETRENLEIDICOVTL, 2 A MEGOBLAOLBERH D, LTz - T,
SBOBFFRBRIZBNT, 20X 973X MEROBLED D OB/ RFRLIETH
L (RTT7 720063775721 5H),

(b) BFOEFUH : §FFD0 U —ZADOGHHEICBWTIE, EFOERGFEED Y A7 HIE~D
BEENZEEEINDIRETHD (RTITTT7280637 75735 5M),

(c) VU —ADR : UV — ARy & — B A S 2 030k T, —fXiEe
OB AREREE A AT TS RWEE (5 23 Hb) XT () & [FEFRFIC—IK
ELTY =L LTS Z LITEEITIERW (RT 7T T8INGNRTTTT7 95
)

o

2. Fxid, RUGTABERICBIT2IEARICOWVWTEREITH & L bz, MBHREFICBIT
%Y —ADOBEBEMEL, AREGTAERORBNEDENEORHEE~G 2 BB,
R L, WAEOHEENSHUEEL RO D _RE A FHNHIET 272012, MBI HAREN
DEARE N D AUGT A ERICET 2 BRFELITV, THBERENOBEREZZ TR,
L7zWoT, ZOa Ay b« LE—TiX, WHBEICET 2 HEEGRE OREOE R 2 5L
LTV, 2k, XH, TiGERENL OB RZEERNT 22O 0TI &Y >

Web



ATRHE LT\ D,

3. BIEIZER L7 B REEICKT AREIZICBWWT, < OMBEHERIERE T, AARICEB!

D

FR—=T 4 7« J—=ADT R CEARLGETABREROERIZE ST ERE - AlE L L TGR
WTAaZllcLuEen AT, AL EHa A e BRI ARWE FEL, BRI

LTnD', i, MHIEREE, 0L 57832 NERMTABAND, A7 0V

[ZDOWTIRD L 9 72 B M7 B WO ORFT S RO TWD (T 7T 7 25 OROHSEMG

FOEREZW),

(a) EBAB A HEAE (IFRS) TEHRL TWAEEN: (IASHE1BELNIASESH) kb

b B2 EEVEOBEHEZ RS 5 2 &

(b) FREEIZRI L CERINTWAEME (B 21X, 45 29 THIZEIF D insignificant) (2D

THIEMEZ IR T D 2 &,

LFERICRTHT A B
ARUGTABIEZITHI RSN TWAERNCT 5 A~ Da A MIkDO EBY TH D,

g H

B 1: )—RADHEAH

ARUGTARFERT, V—2%z [EE (FEE) 2@ 28z —EMRIChz %t
fifi & 2B T DK EERL TVD, BT, HLOEINY —AZ2F3ATND
DINE I, WOZ LziHlidT s LIZXVHETD I LT,

() EEKIDBITHRE S NWIZEEOMHRIIKFT 2028 5

(b) HEENINFFE SNTZEPEDOME % BT D MR 2 — BRI D72 D kil & A2
IZRBHET 200 E D

RNT, BENRIE SNTCEEOHEN 24X 58 KO DM b5/ b 5 #4k
EZITWMDENEA L TWDHEAITIE, BEOHMZ T 2N EBiEd 5,

U—2ADEZFENOZINY —AEEALTNDDNE I NEREINHEET D ITIECET
L6 AL 19 HOERFIHEIZFEET D0 BRI OB IXTh>, kD
e, V—AZ2EDEITERTLON, V—AOEREOEMNKETH 20 XiT
G| DORFEHIFE 2 Sk LN E WO FERICE D &5 2 2 BRI 2R EBERR N
IE. RLTWE& 720,

VHARD Y = 2AFRERH R OREOEIC JAUX, REEEIC BT 549 1, 700 tho BT LT, MERERICHER

SNTNDANRL—T 4 7« U—RRDAREE Y — 2EOAFHIH 17 KM (8 USD170billion) THY ., T

ITREPEAFHTRT L THI 1%ICAES T 5,

Web



D

(1). V—A2ADEF, WHNIZKHINY —RE2EGTenE 5 OHE

4, Fexiz, V—ADEFRONE., W, BKINV —RE2ETeE D HOHEIZB O TIIME
FERRBEOEELZ XL L TWANEINCESIL L WIEZIHIC, UToAEZRE, FE
35,

5. BC105 B (£) 1, 5 18 M OV 19 BIZEA L T, BAENRKITK T DOt 72 LICiTE
TN & o T OAME S AR S 2 WIGE I, BRITSZEEOH AN OEREG0 Z &2
TERWVWEFTRL TS, Frxid, ZOL D RELABDOB 2 FIT, NEZRH T2y =7 MZ
BIFLME LA THY | YLtk & Sk BEEDOARUIFR T 5 2 & D ERE DR fig %
RODLTOITHATLEZZTND,

6. 5 19 HE, BENEECMEMNOHEREGDL LN TERVGEELE L T\ D, L
L b, Fxld, MENEGEOHEMNOMBELGD Z LN TS RWEEIE, 5 19 HIZ
LT UBIRESNRNEZZTND, LIRS T, BEDNEEOHEHNOEEEZHED 2 &
INTERWGEIE, B9 HOLEEZ TN, ZHIURLARWEFER T RETH D,

(2). ERIDORERGH 53 DX 53

(&EF)

7. BEINTVWDY —RETIVEFHEE TIUL, BUTRYEL LB LT, U — A & 9F
U — AHERGH 5 OIS BIRO FIETR R 256N LV ZLAEL LT L0, MEDOXS %
1195 2 EOMEMITEV, Baid, FH 2B TR LTS IFRSFHEX & (K] [#
B DZKINBAEL DR OB EFEGHIND 2 DO DX %179 Ly 9 R4
WNEDIFEHEIZFRET 5,

(f&F)

8. V—ANEENTWVDLIKINZIBN T, Z DERREN D88 L 2EROBIEL n[RE 22 MRS 23 72
WEAIZ, 8 23 TH (D) (i) () DL I RIENRICHESE | FICYZBIGT 2 EH L
TH—OU —ZEREY E L TERFET 5 Z L0, ROETEHE LRV,

(1) EE (EF) OSENSIE, ZHOF DY — ZARERER Y & W — & AR OB AT
REZMifE 2 AT T2 Z L IIREERGANH S, 5 23 H(b) (i) X0 (c) DERFIHIL,
P BRIy 2N U — ARERE AT ISR L TR R N S WA TR W T, i o
HERCER Ay 2 XA, Bk E ) — A L LTERFUHET S Z Lida 2 MEROBLS
MHESEIND0E LitZew,

(2) L2 L. ZNLADOEGEIZBWTIL, BELXPABOERZM T S R0 — B A
T HOWT, BEFRICBWTHERAMEEEL Y — RAEAENGRHRIND Z Lieo7en5
ZEIZONWT, BRI ELTWD, 2oLy REAEIcHO VT, D Yy, R

Web



D

(2B T U — AR S) &V — B ARERRER 77 DO W 2 EE R4y TH 5 0N
ODNWTOZBENBLELEZZBND

PLED S 2RO 5O E 72 I13— 5 OGN 3 I B2 ATRE R MMAE AT L e WIGE I
DONWTIE, ENHE2RKRELTY —RE L TUBT LD TIEe<, FERRME DY —
AL P —ERADONTNRONEBEL T, 2L LTI —A I —E X & L TaaHLEE
FTRETHD, FBELWADE EF (BE) DRI OELNDHERN D S b EERE
4y & LT, BRIIEN RO O Y2 5O DD L BEZ biLd, Fxld, o
MR I DWW TS TR R 2 15 DL WA Th o T, HE AR o) & R 8l
T D 2 Lix, EHELAETHDI EEZTND,

LR E D5 DS

O Fhult, WEHEFIIEN S, RIIP Y —RFEA TOBDODE 5 P E 7%
PHET B T HA DU T, 7D 6 2 19 D BERFER ORI, EF
D H PR e E DR DI IC DU TOERP S TVl = Ehb,
EFE L1115 TRV AR 5 & DE R #F 1,

® F4/d, HFEFHHIEE D, KDL DG a T B & 21T 7E,
(a) EIICL D ([E2F 577 S REICFTT S 4 19 WD b1, BRG] DiE#IE
EWENZ T B 75 D IZ B FE F G P20 T S, P2 1%,
19 B (@) I L T, KIS, JEEDR 6 (@55 55217 35 7 D128 ZER
B 72— E R DD HEFE A L 0 FEIZ TS TS E L TH,
JE DY TR 2l D LRG0 B FIIZ ¥ — B X Dfg itz 2175 = 212
DUNTIE, BEITHIE & FEFFHIIC & B D38 575038 B,

(b) FERETIL, BIEIZE > TEERIRELRDZOIRG T, — %7
—EX, b1 —RE LTINS RE I, MEBAHXDIE
BFREIEZ IR R D RE RSP IS, PIZIE tiad (BF)
DEPEZANER S EJHIRHEFZH L TOESHEE, €9 TRVGE
E T HFFPREEDIEN & T 5 E 0 I 061, EERILERRD S
EIZEZ IR,

(c) FEANETIE, V—XPZEN TSR ET, HFIL, ZD
FELES 5 D — B K [T L HDBIES AJGELR S 370 BN, LA &5
HLHE—D U —XFli & L CRFAAPET 5 2 EPnShTid,
— B XY — REIMNESS L T E S RN E T, —EXF
INEDN T, [FFIZI 0N TIREITHERER N — X BIED ik i1 5 DI

Web



D

B TITRY, ZDL IRBAITENE L TV —XE L THHETSDT
(L2 FEELRER Y — X E = E XD T AR DG ERE L

T, 2HE L TY—XX)IH—EXE L TRFMPET & TH S,

® /L, BBEAND, KDERZZITE,

(a) ZERII Y —REFA TOBDNE 5 ERFEDHE T S 5EIC [T
SHETHPOF 19 HOELRFIHLK BETSRONTL, ZHen ) —ID
FEFHIZK L THE—B L THH SIS Z & EMRTSIFEE D>
BTILRS BB DLZE L 27T I L8EP D S, PIZIT, RO 2 &
NEPI 412, 7 11 TR O 19 17 (b) DERKFIHZ BHIE—HA L TH#/H T

BIEDIZIZA - RBRPITIZ R EFZ B,

(b) 20 H) 55 24 HDOERFIHZ K OBTHE T SXPNE, R0V —
RIS 57 & FE Y — Xk 57 & DX 53~ D D JFaNIE 50 T, £
KRR LIBT3 7 S FIREMED 5 B0 E DI, HIroOEBINEZ IR T
SI/E D DRPIDBENXITIHK & 1ERT S, PIRIL, KO 1 KR 3
(1T B Y — RN S FRIT, 75 20 D65 24 HDZE
RFEEZ EIE— B L CTBHT57E0I21FA 57780 TR E &z 5,

) —ZAD5HE

Effi2: fFos0E

J—2ZNBAEULHAR R v v o - 70 —0RE, MEROFERL. BERREE
ICHLAIA E N RRFEHIER O BER TR EIXNZRWE D EEET S & RIAEND 0
EOMITINUT, &2 D —RZONWTFERRL D ET D Z LITFEET 20 BX
X OB, KA OSE, EDO X2 BT e —F 2 RETHH, £D
BT,

Efi3: EFOSFQE

BEN AEFLREFEITHAAA EATZRFRIELR O TR TRV EIXN R RV 2 HE
THERAENDNE I NS LT 0D U — R HOWTILE R 5 25U Y 7 o —
FaWMHT D Z LICEET 50 BRI ORI, K05 E, ED X5k
REWMRT 7o —F R EZT 20, OB,

Web



D

g 4: ) —RDHE

JFE IS IIA EN T RRFHEIR IOV T OIEFO TR EN D EE T 550 %2 5
28 TH/N D 34 THIR LI EREFEE L AV CHEATS 2 (FEENREETHDINE
IMITE S TR D Z L E702) IZRET Hh BRI KR OBRHE X0, kD5
G ED L BT Fa—F BBET 5 F OB,

10. U—205% (R 2-4) [ZkT5FHADa A ME, RO XD IR STV D,
(a) EFOV —=ZADRELERBFD Y —ZXDHSFAD K
(b) fEFOFH (B 2 ~DE%)
(c) EFORFHH (B 3 ~Dn%)

(d) JREENARBPETHDLNE I ML > TRRDERFHABENT 52L& (HR4~D
[EIE2Y)

(@) fEFDOY =ADFEEFTO Y — 2D DT
1L Fxid, ZnE T, 2L OBEEDTEORPLNICHONT, ML HRSND Z L2 E
RLTERZEZBMEL TS,

12. LML, Fxlid, (EFoNEESETFOSEEIE,. LTOEABAIZED, 43 L H PR
THAHVET R NEEZEZ TS,

(1) V—2o58E, BFRIZL-oTUTEL L TIESHEBEOTIECET METH L —7,
EFICE->TIEL LTY —RAWMEOE ML D OIECET HMETH Y, 4L
b [Al—DORE TR0,

(2) XZ 7T 7 29 kD LR, V—RABBNIZHOWT, {EFOMEIFFREED > B,
fEFAMEE PEA D IZIRE S NDDICRT L, EF OB 53 HA S 7= FMEG PES 412N
ZCHERGFEBHEICHLAESEWV D T, MEORENRT > a 3k b,

13. IR TR, W& OMPEELMHRT D ZE2BELARVWE LIZBED, (EFORFE L F
FOEFHLFLUHOWTiam L TV 5,

(b). fEFDFHLER

EFOV —ADA R T 2 R)

14. NI 7T 79ICFBR L7zEBY ., Fxld, BRIO O HORE L O /7 I ZBLEE ]
REZR RS AFAERT, 2a 0. URENOEE RIS 001 Y — A TRWEEIIE, 51X
BRI —E R L LTUHETRELEZ TS, LT T, 20X 9 AR T

Web



15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

D

RTCOY —RZOWTC, fEFITZIVUCEEE T 2 EE K CBEEEZ R T XE 0 E 9 nizon
TitaR LT\ 5,

ARUGTAREZRIZ, S FNREELETFOMH OO P L CUIFIHATREE L)
RS CETPNYZEEOHEMELZETICBET 2REZBITL TVWDEWVI T, U—X
IFEARIR 20— A LIX B A EEE LD, RIS KBTS & b, Y
M 2 3L 21T O MR ORBEZ AT L LM LTS (BC21H) .

ZDRITHONWT, BATOM &7 L— AU —7 (paragraph 4.46) X, RO X HIZFEd LT
W2,

(528 b, MAICFRREICRIEITOREIZH 22N ESEE (FlAIX, HEX LR
7EZE L TWZRWIEIEEICRET 2 AE) 13, —M&IC, WERERICBWTAE & L TRl
SN, LnL, 20X REBIL. AEOBREWIZTRHREERH Y | FFEDRIIC
BOTERMEBENRHIZ SN2 6IE, s nsZ &5, 20X KBTI NT,
BAEOFRIRIL, MIRANCERE T D& E T BE ORI AED Z L2 d, |

T, RBETABREZTIE, UV —RICoWT, HHEEETLVEHWS Z LIk -> T, BT
D IAS B 17 B L I1ZB0 . FEEFOLOOXE T eL | FUEFEDE A % Xid 3 5 M
Al (FT72bb, JREEICNET DHEMO—) IZESARYTHNTVD,

x0T, ZOXIBREREETAVOEZFIZBWTE, V=2, U —ABiA
AIZBWTIHREEICET oA A BT 2HERMPABEA L2 Z &I X 0 | FRAICFRIFREITR
JBITOREEICH D LTV 2 < 2 H 2 e nh, BETEE (HAEEE) KOARE (U
—2AME) PR EINDZLIZRhDEVIBLDOTH D,

ZOXHpERMETT VL, BATO IAS B 17 ik L THRB SN TW A EDO VN D)
RS DEIEN B FF o T DTHA D, LnLanb, Fxid, EARICH L TLUT
DOREEL-STEY, B —RAZRTRTOY —RZxH L CTHERAEET VEEHAT 5
D E D DITHONTIE, BRGNS E L Z X TN D,

(a) EH L, V=225 0E0TZr P —eXRfmasn<sy, LiXLix
U — 2Ry & — B AR 2 KT 5 T EMREERG AN H D (B 1Tk
THNGEAREOBREZZM), EINTWDH Y —ZAOBNCET 5 ZRFHIZE
W, WICHEREET VEZEH LI2GE . Y — B R IZ OV T b B E K OVAE
WIS NDAREMERN D D (T 7T 7 9HH),

(b) BATOD IAS 85 17 ZZBITFH AL —T 1 7 « U—RF, EFICE > TREEDORH
AZEWHEEAE b0 e Z<HEMO Y — 2O LD E T, EFITZHETH D,
HHMEE T L TIE, U —ZAHIBNEWY — 2250 T, EEOM O KR O BHE %2 1T
ZHZEIZRDD, ZOLI RV —AD—HIZONTIE T A MEREOBLEN D,

Web



D

U—ZADHENHIT HNTND EFAITHEML TN D, 72720, TO L REH Y —
ALS DT RTIZH L AT T V2T 5 Z L izonTiE, U —2 BN EE
FEDIMFAFELICH L THYERELNGAIC VW TL, BOoNAHENETL D3R M
EBEIZDDOE ST L HEB O TRV,

20. F7o, #HARY— EXAZMITB WL, O RREHER S 5558121, BRIL—E R
BRARREI R SR OB BN EEITIHMAT HZ EBNMFFINIEREA L TND EE X
bid, ZDOX IR —ERAZICONT, BT 2 EERPAMBLRRT ENE I 0
IZOWTIE, EITHoOM& 7 L—ATU—27 « FuYx 7 MIBW TR SN Z LI
nHZlE, BarIFEHMEL WD,

21. LLEDS, Fxid, RV —R -7y MIBWTIL, HRILICEL 5B OFEFEHICE
WTC, RMETET LV EZEATREEGIOFEIZOWT, /3T 7T 7 19 (Z5a L7
KT 5 XD, B ALEEZEZ TS

EFOV—R%E 2008 FIHETDHZ L)

22. Fex it BEFICOVWTEMBHM AL~ DRRD 2ODFATDY) —AERTDENI
BANRICFAET S, ZNETEZL OBFRENOHEHINTWDLED . U —RAZHORKFR
FEITZHETHY . ZOX D eiRFFFE LB E A - R D23 EZR T 5 L0 ) FE X
FIEXFFTE 5,

Q2oODHA T DY —ADSHE)

23. AUGTABBEZETREIN TS 200X A4 7OV —AOBFEOFIEE, UV —AHM+ o
JFU& PE DA O & Z DOxiffi e LTHO Y —ZABHIZEN TV DL HEIEOBMRZZE L T
WHEWI T, ZOXIRBEZFITELLL 2 DEExBRD,

(fEFD & A 7 B Off FHHEE E O FZRE)

24. XA 7B OfE MG PEDFHIE DIRLENEIL, 2010 FFABER TORENET OMIB I
252 DT L CIRE SN2 BEA~ O3S ORGSR (BC185 ) Th 5 L L T 5,
LN, 20X RERAEDORR L UTAEL 2 AEEEOEHR (4 61 1H(e))

U — 2 %8 U THEIE (back-loaded) & 725 Z L1%, ATEEPEDEHIOHAL (1AS
%516 5D 62 H) XNITMPEEOHEAOTIR Y (1AS 5 38 5O 97 HH) LIS /fE
Kb,

25. Fex i, 2oL EHOY —ADa R N (EEX—ATHREIND) &V —2AEITE
HEBIOFHOBR L & OEFEEZ LML L TEANTOND X A 7 BOMEREEEIZ OV
T, ZOFERBAEN, BEOABEESCEEEFEOTR\E OBERTED L S IZIEHSLS
NDo0, -, BHEREEZEATH1CHT2>THA 7 ADOFEHAMEZPE L A TAS % 36
5 (8 51 HH) AWM RENE I NICoONTIE, B RER L OGHRANSLE L 2 T

Web



D

T3 BIER 7 6 DE S

® v/, L DHFEZHZFIHNEDNS, (EFDY —RPRESFHET T LD T
AE L TRETHNT RIS ZEIZO0 T, ROA SEDFEIZEEL TF
N —F 20 =X GBS SRR Y, V—XEFH LTS
BFEEFH L TORVBEDH DB ATREMEP SN E S = L6, #<
KFFTBESEZIT T B,

® Fii/t, ZLS DIMBAKIELEG DD, [HEFORF PG T S ERIIED 2
5, KDL 2 RKICONTHS KT SESL TS (FEAMIZO0 T
1Rz ZH) o

(a) K7rxz2 bMEDARID—D)E, F2NTF 2 X570
DHEBRIX N Z 2 F ¥V TDELEHO T ZEICHD, LLRIE,
BITHEE|Z BN TN —T 2 e J—=XE L TF TINTAIAT
WBEGY — R 3T NTHFNTFRETBEEEICLE 5T, HEHFEE
JRFNZAE LS 2 X N AT, 5 DIZH FE# R R HE TS5 ~NF 7
v fE LS D ThH S,

(b)) K7z MZEBINT, [FFERTXTDYV =X EEREESE
L Calik 75 Z EIZD0 T2 X MEGEDELRDE DB+ TT P
=D, FERD S,

(c) UV —RHEHEITES DEEICHEESZRIFT &DTHY, #H=2 X FE
TR T S B0 5 1L KD I 5 22 3B IHI 22 BRI IS T o 5,

(1) [FBYF#HAHENE (IFRS) TEZE L TS BENE (IAS F 1 FRF
IAS F 8 £) L 0 A1 HEMEDE AN e Wil 75 = &,

Q) ZEREIIWTOVSELIZHT SZN (PIZIL, F 29 HICKEITS
insignificant 2, 8 30 HIZ BT 5 major KON substantially all)
(EDNTHEANEHEF 775 = &,

(d) FBELAD Y =X 200 T, JREPEDIFAIZIL S D5, V-
—EXIRGNZITN & DE THeA TV, TDORKERP, 474 L%s
S &Ik ZDL DRI — XDEERIEE I E A KN T SRR E RSk
0,

Web



D

(e) AFELDIRBED FEHEIT, JTEEDIFAR G| DICEFFEE 115 %
LRV, REED BRI O TId, BHITD 7 74 72X « J—X(Z
FETSEEEIRE, RUGFTANHEZEDB N E T XETH S,

(1) Z+4 7 B DIEITEREDEINER, V=X BICHE DTS
EIEDN T, RKFTRPEZE TIL, M DIEAE 2E DM 7715 & F
7R D PR P Xf TR,

(g) 54 7 BIZHEITSFEEDFETEREIC, TAS 35 36 FDJ8 D E
G T 5= EF L0,

(h) BT S ERE S B & ilik 7 N& U —XIRG[IZDO0) T, B77o 14S
1T BN E 7 7 A TR e Y= FA DY —XZ, Flo B
7D IAS B 17 FHZ BT S 4N —F ¢ 22 e ) — X3 Ko 7 BIZ T
NETHB,

(1) BEDFFETE [, HFOH) TROEEIZON Tld, KKGFTAHHEE
TIEREN TS ERFIHZ N T oL E 170, BERENE L T~
ETHs,

(c). BFOEFLH

2->DY—2R)

26. Fx L, BRIZOWTIERHE AL — v DRI D 25D A T DY =R %EFFO LN HRE
WEIZRET 5,

27. ZNETEL ORARENDIER SN TE LB, UV —ABG|ORFNFFE TS (FE
PEOFEINGE NS DO, —ERADRMITENHDET) THDH, TO LD 7efRFrIsE
BICHESE R DR D2 — (T7bb, U —ARERFOFR T Y — A I
DL OV —AZKHIT 52 i, Hx DU — ARG O Z L EUICHE3
HIEIIhDHEEZEZDBND,

22DV —ADSHEH)

28. Fx X, BEFICLDFEEEOHEOREIZIE L TETFOV =R 20T 5 L VI REANR
IZONWT, BRICLAEGFEED Y AT HE~DOEGERBEIILTNRNE NS AN D,
FIE L2V,

29. BFRIL, (BFRICHEHEEEZBIELI-ZL., REEELRFFL TS, ZORPLEFD
RFORT v a L, V=R KDY —ZAE THZOWTIUTIB DT HIERFEFEIC DN T
DGR 72MEF L IT R D,

30. BFIX, HHERSICOWTIIEFA~Y A7 2B L TW0DE LTH, BIEEEICONT

10

Web



D

GIEEZORRF Yy v a - Tr—0LREBY XY (Thbb, EORTT 4 VT 1)
IS HINTWD, BRIFEHEIRDI Ry v 2 - 7r— L, BE, BEY) 2352
L HBHHATHZ L HOWVITRATLIZ LIk ESESNDL Z LD, Fxix, Y
—ADBREIZHTE->TUE, ZOLI RV AT EBETLHIERMNETHD EEZTND,

3l Flo, WERRB# 7 1 ¥ =7 MIBWTE, BITEFGO TR DHMWIZHT- > T, BENEE
DEFTAICHE D BE R U A7 LREFERIEREZA L T L0 E I R, 8IE o—o&anT
W5, Feid, BFEN Y —ABBRICIGRET 20020 (Thbb, BFD2-o0)
— A EDOL I T DD BRETHICHZY, FREOBZFNEENDHIRE LEZX
Tn5,

32. UL bmn | Fald, BENEICBW L, SFPBRAEEICET 2 SR EOMiE DR Z
TAVT AL EINTWAGEICH, BTN Y — ABHIFIC— R R OIS & 785k T D6
RERDHZERBFTELTND, BHER, U —ABBRICZIEWT, 20 X9 BRIRFEEICH
TOHMEDORT T 4 VT 4+ VAT ZES>TWDHEE, U — ABRIARFICFRHR S ALz 04813,
JUEFEN IR S-SR SN A FTREMED & ARSI L 0 LY R S 405 ATREMEAY &
DEL 725 THA A9,

(FTREME D B BRI A)

33. Hxld, BRICE ST 2004 A4 7DV —RE5ET HIFANL, BF0MEE Lt 55547
GREICET A DR T T 4 VT 4 DMENNE I E W) FANCHES S R& | 2 EZ 2T
%o BARRNZIZRD L5 REBEOWT NI E T 5 U — AL, RUGTAFRERIZBITS
AATALLTHBIESNGHDEEZTND,

(a) BFENFEEEICETAIZEALTRTOY 27 LEEEAEF~BILTZY —Z, 20
KoY —A T, EFICBEE L7 MR 0 OxH & L CIREPED S < OF 5713 A]
INENDZ END, BREBEOMEORTT 4 VT 4 1T/ NS b EXD
ns,

(b) WEWED & D4~ —7 v MBI HlEOT Mg DOBMBECLD | V-2 T
(CBT DFEAAEEDMEDITE S PN RERNZ EREBNICHLNTH D Y
— R, ZOXHRY —ATIE, FHEEIIH L TERFEEORI GV HYURESH L & LT
b ZO KD kAT — 2 DIFEFIC LY | RFEEOMEORT T 1 VT 11
IRESNDLEADND,

(FIREMED & 5 RIFZE B)

34, LU D, Fxid, REBRAIZEER L TWD indicator @9 5, (b) IZDOWT, FM6
~—7 v NOFIEENLERFEEOMEOR T T 4 VT 4 BIRE SN D Z & 2B
AOENCT D LiE, 2056, EE LOBANORETH LI LARNT LIZEH

11

Web



D

LTWo, £/, Hxid, V2G50 6, O)ICEYTLAEEDCHD Y —AD
population (I, (a) IZFEU T D ATRENMED H D U — A LB L T, FAXIANIZ/NSNEB R T
I/\E)o

35. Lo T, RBREROMEIZHDHEX S # L0 EITARERDDIZT S LWV 2B DI,
(@) DR Z BT, JUEFE L LB LT, RAFEEITHRD U A 7R MY RER
U — R RSGETARERICBIT 2 XA TAELTHERVEIZEEEZOND, ZDLH 7%
REEBIL, BRI, BUTEREICB T2 774 F v R V=R ARV —FT 47 - )
—ADE FROBIEAREMILT 52 L1225 THA 9,

T3 BIRRZ 7~ 6 DE S
® T4/t Z DHFEFFFLZE, HFDRFEEIZE TS 2R EICS]
LT KDPEHD G B LRVERE &1 T3,
(a) KT NHHZEDIEENE Tld, BFPRIFL T SHEEICA T
SlERCY X2 PEFE I THEHT, BFICE o TD Y —XIG|DFEFF
HIFERED B LI [ X 4L G R E 72 0 BITTD TAS 35 17 5706 D
ERLL,

(b) V=X HIZ, JREEEDRIEME (7 78 H 545 76 /) & 5iIC
HET S Z L1k, EFE LTS,

(c) JAEPEDLIEME PIRAEMBIL U b E OB E #iIZ U — X 4G HIZ
Flamd il 952 & (73 HROFE 74 8) 14, GFHITIZR, 2
RHIE, YV —RGHER TR 271 L7 555, BFICIHEEPRES
F7E & EITIERPTEAT B HREMER L D E < R E006 THS,

(d) EFDRFMEEIZ DU T, BITD IAS F 17 BHE 1M )1 FERE
TWoEEZONS, LEDFST, HFIRG ZHFFT & T S,

(d). FEENRBETHLNE I ML > TRADERFEA AT 52 &

36. Loy, FHixit, BFEOSEHICOWTIE, ERICLIFEEDHEDREICL - T
2O0DFATDY —AEBHT5HEVIMENEOFRANCFERE L T\, BLFTIE, #
RENTWASEDIFRIZRHHE L LA, REIFE & REPELIA D U — 43T TELR
FHIEZRITHEICHONTaAL R LTV,

37. AREFEIZONTIR, BFEITY) —2AHBICZFOMHENECLWTHA ) THIOERENEG £
TNDH LN HT, ZOMOERE S ITRBEIEE N R D, LEER-T, 20O L) 72 AR H)

12

Web



D

FEDORFHIMEEICEH LT, TOMOERE L IIRIEOBERFEEEZRIT D LWV IRENED
JimEICEET 5,

38. LIPLZ2nis, Fxld, EHIEEMOM L OEFZ G LABED ) —20HThH, ZOffi
TED KISy DFNG & @y & THE 2 OWNTRAR ED 5 U — RO TIE, RSN
TWDESRFIHICOWTIRD L 9 RIEEZ R > T\ D, 20X RIBSIT ST 218000
BN ZR T 5 2 L, JREEOHE OREZ L0 BUICR I ERE 7T L0 5 Bl
MHIFIES LS NS b LIvRuy,

(EWER 5y DR DO FEIE RN RAR O KE 53 2 5 D AREFE Y — A T2\ T0)

39. AR 5y OAMME DFNIG N AR D KER 57 % 5 6O 258121, BE 2T U — 2]
BBV THE SN DEDE. REESEROBEEORE2EET 5 ETEHTERNWEE
ZoND, ZOXIBREREPEY —AIZHONWTET, L DBAITEA T BDY —RITHH
THZEE, FEFEOHBEORE &\ ) ARMNE 2 H LIXR R DR A4 T S8 5 etk
WhbHEEZBND,

(EHIER 5y OAME DO EIE BN RR O K 55 2 b 5 AREE Y — {220 0)

40. ARIZ MR 53 OAE DTG 3 RAR D KER Sy % 15 6O 2 5E1TIE, B 5r DF% D DR BT
FES (B30 HEHG@EDE 33H) DIFEALEETEY —2T5L L TH, REFESKIC
DWTHEFERHET HEHDIIEETIIRVWE S A OREITNSWAEERH D EE XD
N, ZOXIBRAFEY —AIZDONWTET, B30 H (@ DEMZHT-LTnDHE LTE
KELTEATADY =TT 22 LT, JREE (T7205 L& @) OEEOR
EEWIEARMNEBX T LITR R LEREECSEHARERS L LEZ NS,

1155 PR #7025 DS

® IHDIRFIHDIEFEIZ DT, Mk DB I 70371 Tz,
(a) BBIELEIT, HEEDIEE (TB)REE FBEELISNDERE) 12D
NWT Y —X 2T SIEEAZIZONT, U — X DFEFHIERER MEFF
DFHETTINFLT L DB HKD X T, BELRIZ D56 5000
EE, RXTL THE,

(b)  FIDIEKZEI1E, JHEEEDIEE (FEIE E B ELISK DB PE) 125D
T Y —X T BIEENZNZ O T, A& L Tz, L LS I,
PEYPE Y — XD T, KDL D RFRE LT,

(1) 30 HIZF11 S IR PEDIE D DFEFHIMITER) 17 TIHEPEDE
EDOFEFHIMITFR ) I1ZIEIET RE TS, RERLIL, ERPIA

13

Web



D

T, V—XHHIE CEY DR CFEED Y —XIZH00 T, [HFFL
B FDREFIEBI AERIT R0 DIZ, FEEYDLEEITS 1 7 B Iz
DI ICT < PEBYDLEIES 1 7 A IS < 2o
TLFEIDPOLTHS, [ACEYD Y — P84 I 2 DAEDRIZ L
NHRBZEA TDY =R HINS Z EITFEEEER S,

(2) BEPTBED YT« J—X&7o TS —XIZH T, v XX
— « V= XDEFFIZHT BV —XEDKH L, V7« V— XD
Foro DY — & BGEIZRE IS HEDP BB, ZDL IREGE
IE, FEBFHIM I ERNZ D& Y — X DG F7T 5 = F 13085 T1d 722
W, LZEDS T, BITDAS 1T 5-DFE 12 HDHM L & [,
FEBYED Y — X DI D> T, 430 HWOEMIZNZ T, DM
DIFH (B2 12, ZB) Y — X BDIFE) ZET & TH S,

(3) FE)ED Y — X200 T, Y —XZRI955 30 1 (a) & (b) DT 1.0
DEWEIZZEE T BN, 54 7 AN T S &0 5 RS
FELRY, B E L0510k S B FBIED U — X IZ 0 TEY)
DI E TIE O DFEFHINITFE PR < 20 5E, €0V —X|T
G 30 H (a) DELFIZ %Y 75 A BEMEDNE VO, BIEE R KD LN IE Ml
812X 75 UV — X FLREEE DB MBI G A G E P b S, =
DRI — R I TH 30 H (a) DHRIE L D 2% B)E ) — X34
A T AN INS ZEid, LHE ST B EEDIEE D S BT
—MRANNTIAN 5 4 7B & TS5 & DEZGIZE "HT L]
ThS, LEF>T, 47T AIGHTS7E0DEEIZ, V—XH
KD 30 B (a) & (b) DK T7 &t /= L7235 & T X&E Th B,

e

B 5: JU—XHMHE

V— 2B T 2R (B#ET 2B R OEBR HoT-5HAa0 ) — 2O RE L 25
o) IZRET D0, BRSUI R ORI, KEOHE, T AR OETR Y — A H
MaEEDLITHRET DL HRET D0, TOHEAIIM),

41, Fexld, RUGTABEZE O BC140 IHIZEHBW T, BENFITTUTREEICK T 2 A EICHEE
CHUOBEEZRMET 2 b0 LERENTWDEZEICEALTWS, Fxid, LUF
OHAICEY, ZOLIREWVEETH D L) HERKIEEOAR T THM(L LT ET.

14

Web



42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

D

ZD XD A EFBNNEW T 5720 DRIE S L CUB I TIRE SN TV D 4 DDA
(IR —R | BPER— A PRER—ZROHG_N—ZADOHER) ZLEST DL 2RE
T2,

V=28 BIFHMEES T a v id [EFRICE>TOF T a U HETHDH, YbEES
T arMHEINAETIE, BFIRINICET ALY a VHIRICHOWT, JUGPE A
BT 2BEOHERN & Zited V — 282 ZH ) BIEDOFRBITA L TR0,

ZOXEI ATy a UHERIBFEITHE T D8R DI, (EFR. U — AR ORI R REED
FEFRMEI, A7 a VIR E LR T 52 B2 6ND, LirL, 2D XD
REFHBT Y — A DIER AT T g U R A T Y a v IR o ME (VT v
FTva W) Eb oI EEND, A LB BIREAIZR W TR Z ORE O T
¥ EORNEEMED Y,

—HTCZDOROIRIERF TV a a2 {@B# LNl Lid, A7 a vV HEXRHLHY —RE
Z D TRNWY — ZDRFHIFE D AR L M LR WFER & 72 D TREMED & 2 AV ER& S
nNo, LiehoT, —EDIEEAT v a VEIBEDL LAY — AR 2 EFO U — 2 &, I
CIZEFO Y —REHEICE O TREHLHT 2 LW O BBANFDE 2 FICHET 2,

DX R AFHET, FERANIETICE o TR, A7V 3 VHEMNMTE SR D £ TIRBUE
DEBTIEBRNAT > a VHIITRD Y — 2B LD FHITHOWT, AEZREHET 22 &1
DIRND, ZORNL, fEFOY —RAABEIIEFOY —AEHEL L TR SN D N EIE
BA7 v a VR, ATHEOMRESHEYEEICHENED LT RETHD,

AYUGTARERICB W TRESN TV D ERREENA BT 4 7 EWIZBZFN, #E
BN ED X ) RBIEZRIT 5 2 L1C D00, AGTABRERZROAI NS 34T LY
S TIERY, L LD D, RIZIRENROERAS, BC140 HITRENTWD L H 72
BUTHEHE L RRRO R WA AT 5 Lo Z & ThuE, ZomBEkEEO AR
WTHIR b SN D 2 & B, A IFRENFOHFMMEICFEET 5,

p=fill}

1155 PR 272 & DS

® Tt ZS DHBEFHELE DS [HEAXLEFIA T 7 1200
T KDL I RESREZIT TS,

> EAXLREFA T 7 1%, BIITIASIT 5D (5 PERIIC iEFEL )

(ZHEW T3 VO BIE & R T 5 &g DR (BCLA0 1H) (27 # Si T

WG, LED> T, [TERXLEFHGL >t T 1 7 5 [ EPEII EEL

ICEEHR D ZE T HEEDEODGEICIR> TY =Bz 79

15

Web



D

TEOSZ LWL T NE TDHE.

> BBHBAREE 1L, T 772 a3 AT HIZH 2 FREVT IR IZ 500 T
T a PDIEE L ETT 5 S EIC L o TIHFHEEFESR Y — X (EFHE DM
MR DIEIECHIR st Dilik S S (43 THEOFH 78 /) Z LIS &
RLTV S, H#bI1E, Z DL I RIRFEMBEDE I CHiE 7 Didiki %, 1F
JEFNEBA LT X N CEIEEEE BICFIHZIZ G R 2T
S EIEORBERNEEZ TS,

> BIDH BRI, BS B (d)ICFITS [EFOEEIZE > TOHE
PEDBENE (PIZI1T, JHEBEDLZE) | DFabizon T, Faagrn Ll T
W3, HEH1%, FEIEZFI LB ETT> T 355, HEEDY
D ZEIR] D 2 G351 Z B X741 T Y — X BIPRE X3 = & 128 T
17272 < BRILTEIZ 0T, B RIS 4 TS T N TOERK i85
HHZZE TS Z & WL T <& &R L T3,

EBf6: £ —XH#

28 ) — 2B OHEICET DRE (V — AR OFEITH A S h D FEUTROLEL N H
STHEORELE2ET) IZFET 20, BESUIES OBH ), KOG E, 1§
FROEFNEH ) =22 EO L I ITRFHLE 5 2 L 2R ET 57 £ OB 3]
VAR

47, Fexlx, BUTOEE 7 L — LU — 27 [ ZR LT & BEORRITENCKFT 2 EH) U — 2k}
Bz 1E, [BEFOEEUIEEOMERICER L-28 Y —2E) 2o\ TiE, fEFice -
TARBOTEFR BUEOEBENE I NLE NI ET) 2T NnE I, HENTIHARW L
LT\ 5,

48. L LG, 20X 5 RAEEORSITENKGFT 2L U — ZBHZ DWW TEFD U — %
AEEIIEFTOVU —AERHEL U TERMT 5 2 Lid, MEB#EFRAHAE TR L THBESH
RIEMAIREET S Z Lo s L,

49, F’x L, F7-. 2010 EABER~DOa A MEHE DL L 1L, 78 REEBIOLE) U — 2 BHT
OWNWTEHEMZ L > TRBLAZEIIREETH L ENZ VW EHEHL W2 LICEH
l/‘(l/\}:)o

50. L ErG, Foxid, BRFA T, SEECUIRISC TRELLE Y —2EHIMA T, 5
P2 b > TREG D Z LA ARREREDIERITENRGF T 2K8) U —2ABHI OV T (EF

16

Web



D

MOBFOU —AEES 2B EIIABOR - WEICEZD L 2 L 2ERT 5,

5l. 2%, BHESH SN TWAHAE 7L —La T —2 « Fud =7 MIBWTIL, RENEIR%Z
AR 2 B 72 LWBEE DR E DO FRROATENC A SN D GEIT, BIEDRBNFEL T
WDDNE D DRRFDITHONTWD, Foxid, ZB) Y —ZABOBHRWIZOWTIE, kK
FICBWTC, 20X l&7 L —2aU—7 - Tuvx7 FOHEmOMEERE 2. AE
LBWEENS LIV EE 2 T D,

52. F7o, ARUETABEZ O BC153 HTiX, FHEMREE Y — ABIOSFAWTET b
DTHDHEFLIRINTND, LovL, ATiF, TFEEWICEE] OEEY —AEHZ DOV
T, TOEFRSHPAD 2, ZORITONTIE, KEEEOARIZB N T, HiE LT 52
EBRELEEZ BILD,

HBEE

B 7 BARE

C2 /b C22IHTIE, FLAUETIL, V- AORBMAONEZ, 27T oKL E
BROMEICESW T BEEBLT 7 r —=F IR EBLT 7o —=F OFnz AT
1715281270 b ~T0 D, UREREICFEET D70 BRCUIS OBERITTh, X
XOLE. EO LD RRiTE 2R T 50, T OBEAIMH,

MBS DR RE BN RBEE ORSILH 20, TDHE. T ONE K OHLH
VAT 705,

53. V—AILIFLIFRMIBOZRKTH Y | BITRFZIHE W T, BFRELXMEFEN, w2k T 7
0 —F 2 AN D7eOORMNCET D IHERE R L T RWEERH L, Lien> T, Fx
E. BATRFO 2 2 MK 2R E M 28806 EEMLT 7o —F & 2 %R
%5 Z IOV TRET S,

54. FAaIX, IS 1T HLRIFEDY —ALMELTEH L TV AP EEAEEICK L TH ., RUGT
ABERICBITAREIERE FlxIX, BECT7 A F 2 U—2ZHE LY — A2
T % CLO HHA G C12 HOTHKEWY) 122V T, [FRROII W EZE O D Z L33 A Mg D@l
SN DIEYEEND AN H D Z D, ZORIZOWVWTAEBRRFIN TN D Z &R
HLEZEZ TN,

T BILR 270 5 DE SR

17

Web



D

® F /T, AR EEE D, KDEILEZIT7,
(a) Z< DR EFEZFEKEIZ TFEAHE) 1257 3 BENZEICIAE L T
W, KEFTAIEZE TId, BTTD IAS 17 BB S 4N —7 7
e = RDRGFIUIED K E LB EHEE L TS, LT, #
T2 ] H LRI fie L7  — X BRI L CTIFd i L e = &, X
(T, FrEEZ B H LLETIC RS L7 Y — X BRI L Tl A L5
IZ)a]02o TEHT S E 0 5 0S8 FEFE LD T NE Th S,

(b)  THEHIFHE) 12200 T, (EEIC E > THEZRRME 2S5 L 9
I, FEFICHE L. 2R EFHE (RICTYE 3 FEE) 2RETNE
Th S,

IS

Eﬁ:ﬁ 8: Eﬁﬂ—'\'

95 58 H/ B 5 67 TEH L OV 98 T B4 109 TH T, BT R OVE TS+ 2 BI/RER %
RLTWD, ZNDOIREITIE, ROFEPEEN TS, B5IFETO Y — AL O
Br. BCIRBEGH R EICERIR S LI BB O, V) — AT 2 kbR (B#) Y —
2R OA T a VT A EwRE D) RETHLH, INHLOREBICFET L0, &
B S BO DFRFR AT 2, B DA, ED X 9 BREBZARRT 50, T OFRHRIIM D,

55. Fex ik, ARUGETAERZOBI/REROIEZRICEA L T, #hkfFL s, LirL, BLFIZ
DWNWTaRAL T B,

56. ARWGETAMEROH 61 T TIX, (EFIIMHMEEE L IIRKmOFER L JREEOFEH
TLIZ, BATADY =R, AT BDY — R KO THRIE S 58 HEE PE 2 X5
LT, BImRT2ZENRBEINTWD, £70, RUGTAHEZREOH 103 K O 104 FHT
X, BRIXY — AMEHER OERFEEICON T, HEES EHRESORELEZHRT S 2
EBRREINTND, 2L, EFOMEMMEEEICET 2ERIZ OV T, TASB DA
BARZZR L TH Y, FASBIEL, ZOFEHROMEIE TRED a X MR ESLENRWEDE X
2B (BC206 THZMR) | FROZERZ LTy,

57. 6 OFERIZBT HPRERIZOWVWT, MBRERNMAE NS IR TLIERN RSN
=T, MBRERIERE D DIE, B SNDIEHROMEIELS = 2 OB S+ Ikt
PATONTZO0, BEDPRENTWVD, Fxld, TDO X RBIRERICOWT, k=
A b OBLENDIESLSN D0 E D D BNk & B E~OBARLETH L L FH
2 TWN5D,

18

Web



D

T BIRZ 7> 5 DE S
® b4 /d, HEEARFITE 6, KDL 5 REREZITTE,
(a) ARLFTRIIEZ DR DERFIHIZON T, AHRIFRZIZENS
bOEL T L TS, FFITKDIHEAIZO0 Tl LB 5 7 H]
Th S,
(1) EFFDY =X RIEDH T, BTV X2 DAHEIZ RO,

2) BFD Y =X EHEDHHIIE, 7RF v >z « 7 r—DFHIZ

waro,

(3) [EFOMITHERTER XY — X A 1 P & HIATE R O 2>
5. WIHRIES V) — X AFEORMO TR EHS = & 5T, M
WREF BG5S TV B BRIDBELESE - L 75 = &
#TEB,

(b) —T T, KUGTREZEDFINELRDHIZIL, K (1= %
A ma X PAHEFELESIE, EFELDOIISPHEL S DR EENL TS
AJEEMED D S0 > T, BEEWEDIFRIDOBLE S, HEELRGEIZIZH
NIENETESIHEA L DS EEZ D,

® 4t ZL DIYFEZLELEDI D, KDL I RPEEI G, KKFTLHEE
DB DERFIGIZJFE L E 0 DB E & 5217,

(a) K7rx 2 D HBID—D/THIFEIGIR DB IERIRDIEDIZ YV —
RIRG|F(EFFDONZ X — MRk T B EICHSEZ L6, EDfF
RE L THRDERFIHIIHTHEL VIS EXETH Y, 2 XA
[ s DBLIZD> 5 DILEH L PLEETH B,

(b)  BIZIE, KD DERFIHIZ O TIFHIEE X IZIE LT N&E Th 5,

(1) (FFDY =X DAFIZHET SIER (F 60 H(a)) ROVFFD Y —X
DABIZTT S IEHR (45 100 H (a)) 1200 Tld, ZEHD YV —XZ2F
FH TSI E o THRDIEDIZLELR[FRFIRET S = &1
FICHIEETSH ), REFIZE > TOEHIEIC & EEMPH 5,

@) 1EFFD Y —XBEDHH (F 67 H) 1200 Tid, MDOHFIT7A
18 E [FIRDPINER E T N&E TS, EFo, BFED Y —XEHED
B (75 106 IR) 1200 T, IDEREE [AEDFRZR E 5~
ETHS,

19

Web



D

(3) LU FDOHAIZO0TIE, MEZFRIFLEIZE > TEXL =X P
CED, HMFE#FZFIHEDONF 7 1w MIREK)TH S,
v HEFEOMESEREDMEX (461 H)
V  HFFEDY —XBEDFEL (5564 H)
v RBFDY—XEHEDHEL (F 103 1K)
vV BFEOFEFEEDMEX (104 1H)

IASE 40 5 THREFRBE]

B 12 (IASBDHA) : IASE 40 BDHEREMEIE

IASB 1T, ARULGFTAERICBITAIEOMEL L TOMOD IFRS DIEIEZIRE L TH
V. ZHUTIZIAS 55 40 5 THREAREIE] ODELENEEND, IASE 40 ZDOEETIL,
AREED Y — AN OAUTMMAMEEREIL, UV — A SN TV D AREENRE REIEDER
IR DA, 1AS 5 40 S OFIPHICE D 5 EIREL T\ D, T, BITO IAS
940 HOHPENOOER L 725, BEIX, AXV—T 47« U —RIZESNTRA
L TCWADAREIEDNKEABIPEDERICE Y T 25AI1C, HEAEPEL LTIASH 40 5
DNTEAMEE T V&2 AW TERFAIET 5 Z L 2RO TWNDH, ZRIT LT 7Zeu,

ERMEEEIL, U —A SN TOW D AREIESKEABEDERITE YT H5EI1TIE. 1AS
5540 SO EZ D H Z LICHET D0 BOdOHE, EOL ) RRBREERET D
2. OB,

T BIFZ 72> 6 DE A,

® Fi4/d, WAL EEZ D, %4 7 B DIEHHEEEDLIEME & 5 E LJ
EXNITT B Z L1, HEZLIEMEREIE D0 TEFEDPHEL L TELTE
HFEORBEDR D S & DESZZ1T/=, LR T, #6114, HFAIEME
DEFTE « FIRIZIZ 2 X FISZKIC 0050, BEPERITA T BRI Z 007
O, YFET X NI ARG OGS E LS &5z, KqT N HZED
TEEZICIAE L TR0,

ZF0MDAAT M (BEIY—X)
58. ARUETABIERIZBWCIL, BV — 22 U — 2O ER L BEAMICERZ Lo T-H
HELT, UV—ADA NI IZTF ¥ Vo TMMTONDREEMIZ DWW TE R LTS (BC298

20

Web



D

H) , LaL, Bxld, REGTARERORREBIZBWTE, 20X ANT7F v U
TaBIETHE NI BLANHHINTETCND EEZLXTWD, £z, EH U —XDHEIC
BWT, BENEDLIICTRTCOIEEA TV a VIR LB 2 ED 556, k47
I DRNY —RT, BEENEEZEZOND D, BENLREEHRVO BN EZER TE T
RNWEFEZ D,

59. Fex L, SERA T v a COITHERREME A BE T2 Z LIk T, fllx DY —2DRFMEE
IO D EMTEDHEEZD, ZOL D BRITHEAREMEOXBO FIETIERH Y 25
Hh Ly, UV —2HMICBI 2 EEAT Y a VOBV EFEREE 95 2 Lk, Bk
WOBHEEZRET D Z Lz o’ d B2z bnD,

%ok ook koK

PraDaAs bR BTy MIBIT HMEEROSEROFHICHNT 2 Z & 25
60

IWEIR K
PEDFAEEZRES RIEAR
V—2aEtHEMERS HEZEEER

21

Web



D

(4% BFOREHNE BT DIEREICH L THBERRERENoFEONEELER
LI, EFORFHLEICET 212 RIS L T BEERIERE PO FEONIZERTH 5,
Bl METFORFHLEIZBET 5 HARDOMB#RIERE OS2 dtllIIs X 5 2 &5, mF#
RNIBT 25 BOBFHHA L BEZ D T 200 TH S, 0B, L FOERAO T,
FANE LTEFOTRTO ) — 2k LTHAET A2 HAT 5 &0 5 IENAICIERE
LANE LA b b RICHAEET A ZEAT L L LESBORALEENTVD Z LIcH
ERRBETH D,

@) HITHEICLNTANL—F g 22 Y =X L THTINT X ER TS DD
BB Y — R A NT R E S BEHILE LT, BRI TOSHEFOLF
HEEL, BB 120 L T A A & 2 X fAMEE L SIWES 6D TH
U, 15 DICHBHZFIHZAAN T ENFEZ 1 > | & LS 6D Th B,

(b) AZ'2Zx2 MZBNT, FFRTXTCDOY —XEEERVAEE L TRk 52 &
(20U T IR MERDBED 5 DOBIFHANITPIIE DD, EER S B,

() V—REEIZTZ S DIEFEIZHEHERITT & DTDH Y, Bl = X FE%HT S8 05
VLR D L 9 7R B NHTRIRGE DA EE T S,

(1) EEEYFER G (IFRS) TEZE L TS HEENM: (1AS # 1 5K N IAS 7 8 &)
L0 b AL BENE DL Z TS Z L

(2) ZREIN TV S HFEEMFICE T 3 ZHF (BIZIT, F 29 HIZHITS insignificant
2. 30 HIZHEIT S major KON substantially all) 1220 THANEHI 7177
7524,

(d) V—ADBIET HRBITED  AEPELSD Y —ZADKENZ A 7 AITHEI N
HAER, MBORREF R EA~DOA L NT AT, MR O OO EFER] G E
ECIIAINECERALI L 725, LHALARRL, JFEENSREE TIERWY —2DH
TH, FEEOEAIENHDONG, h—EZARBNITWVWH DO E THA THY | 1%
NETIEZ DL D2 — ADOSRMEZ B RER I T E 20,

() IHFFDORFHPEIZEGT 5K TIt, FH Y — X LIS A~ DA N T
REHLRL TS, ZDFICIE, K DRE)EDERED L 212, FLE ALK
GIDEFE) FI1ZEZ AL VIRGIC, (EFHD 5 BERFARRI ATRER U — X ]G] (2%
FEFD = FHEFTT S BERLARFHIA T TEE L TORVES) bEFER
Bo DL D RIRG)IZF TIHHEZ 28k 75 = L1t RE|DEREIZ DT, i
ETD [ZEE) DEESIZHE<biv, €2 T, FBEERET, A AIEZE DR
PSR E L, BISRHGIC G2 T 2 RGN & & SPTEIRG| DA, KIEEDIRE 552 &
RSB, F EFITRERI I ) — X (200 T b ERENPEE 55 = & 218

22

Web



D

7/:%7—50

() 7 7B ICHEIT SEESEEEDEINEIT, #EET [ L, iR 735 E I
SETHREINSANE =2 R LRITIITR 6200 E T S MDIEBEPE (P12 ITH
JBIEE R ) DIEAN 775 & S U TR £ < i TE T a2 7 27 AP
ko TS, TORRE L THERE XIS R HER EDFM & 27 LR DI
BFEL DB, WMz T ZDL S LR E T SIZHIE > Tld, EF LI IZ ML
P EET 5,

(0) 51 7B ICHEIT S IBIEDRESTHER EIZ DU Tl BT B s R7GT 5 = & 2 H
HIELTY =X L TOHRINEV IITTE A TN DIEHIEZ E S |IEE P25 = 20
5., \AS 5536 G DJIEDHE Z #/HTNE TR,

(h) V—XDPHNZOU T, BIFTIAS 21T BHZ0E> T 2 DICK 49 S(F77IAS 417
5 TD Y — X DRHR LGB, ZFeR Y — X G| DEREF K L TS 7
0, ) ZEFHEETS, TIT, [ Tra TR V=X (T T RL, RGET
HEDZ 4 7N DY —XDEFHMPEEIT, [FNL—F o J—X ) (275255
FUL, T YV — R FFREIZE) ) BTN g2 NG X L, U — R e D EAE
UL S5 = & EEET B,

() EXDFIETE) L TOH) TR OVEEDLE S, TRPE24E Y —X RGN L VTS
BEDBEAD, 1EFEDFIESTEEDBEN L7600 TS BEMENZ LIOBHEIZIE, Kk
FINHHZE TIER X T SIED BN & KD 5L ENITHES . BERENPE L T~ &
TH o,

23

Web



Accounting Standards Board of Japan (ASBJ)

Fukoku Seimei Building 20F, 2-2, Uchisaiwaicho 2-chome, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo 100-0011, Japan
Phone +81-3-5510-2737 Facsimile +81-3-5510-2717 URL http://www.asb.or.jp/

International Accounting Standards Board
30 Cannon Street

London EC 4M 6XH

United Kingdom

Financial Accounting Standards Board
401 Merritt 7

P.O. Box 5116

Norwalk, CT 06856

United States of America

Dear Sir or Madam,

Comments on the Exposure Draft Leases

13 September 2013

We appreciate the many years of effortsin the Leases project by the International Accounting Standards
Board (IASB) and the Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB) (“the boards’) and their decision to

expose the revised proposals for the financial reporting of leases, an important transaction for many entities.

Re-exposing the Exposure Draft, Leases, (the “revised ED”) will provide awide range of interested parties

with another opportunity to comment on the revisions the boards have made to the Exposure Draft, Leases

issued in August 2010 (the “2010 ED").

Overall comments

1.  We support the objective of the boards' Leases project to improve the financial information about lease

transactions. However, we do not support the boards finaizing the standard as proposed for the

following reasons:

(8 Lessee accounting: We are concerned from a cost-benefit perspective that the right-of-use model

would be applied (and thus assets and liabilities would be recognised) for al leases except for

short-term leases. Accordingly, additional consideration from a cost-benefit perspective is

necessary in the forthcoming redeliberations (Please refer to paragraphs 19 and 21of this comment

letter).

(b) Lessor accounting: The extent of the risks and rewards associated with the residual asset retained

by the lessor should be considered for the classification of leases by the lessor (Please refer to

paragraphs 28 to 35 of this comment letter).
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(c) Identification of leases: For contracts that contain both alease component and a service component,
if there are no observable prices for any of the components in the contract (paragraphs 23(b) and
(c) of the IASB’s revised ED), it is inappropriate for the lessee to aways account for such
contracts as contracts with a single lease component (Please refer to paragraphs 8 and 9 of this

comment letter).

2. In addition to considering the proposals in the revised ED within the ASBJ, we solicited and received
public comments from constituents in Japan on the revised ED, taking into account the significance of
leasesin financial reporting. The purpose of this procedure was to better understand the impacts of the
proposals in the revised ED on Japanese accounting practices and to identify beforehand the aspects of
the proposal in which we need to ask for improvements from the Japanese point of view.
Accordingly, this comment letter includes the views of a wide range of constituents in Japan. Direct

guotations of views from constituents in Japan are shown in italicsin this comment letter.

3. Many preparers of financial statements who have commented on the aforementioned invitation to
comment are opposed to the proposal in the revised ED, arguing that the benefits arising from
recognising assets and liabilities based on the revised ED for what are currently classified as operating
leases in Japan would not outweigh the costs.’ In addition, for the purpose of relieving such costs,
these preparers are asking to consider the following treatments in the Leases project (Please refer to
‘Comments from constituents in Japan’ following paragraph 25 of this comment |etter).

(8 Providing more specific quantitative criteria for materiality than as defined in IFRSs (IAS 1 and
IAS 8).

(b) Providing specific quantitative criteria for criteria related to extent (for example, “insignificant” in

paragraph 29 of the IASB’srevised ED).

Responses to the specific questions in the revised ED
Our responses to the specific questionsin the revised ED are provided below.

Scope
Question 1: identifying a lease

This revised Exposure Draft defines alease as “a contract that conveys the right to use an asset (the
underlying asset) for a period of time in exchange for consideration”. An entity would determine

whether a contract contains a lease by assessing whether:

1 Accordi ng to the research recently conducted by the Japan Leasing Association, for listed companiesin the first section of
the Tokyo Stock Exchange (approximately 1,700 entities), the total of remaining lease payments arising from operating leases
disclosed in footnotes is approximately 170 billion U.S. dollars (17 trillion Japanese yen).  This amount accounts for
approximately 1 % of the total assets of these companies.
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(@) fulfilment of the contract depends on the use of an identified asset; and

(b) the contract conveys the right to control the use of the identified asset for aperiod of timein

exchange for consideration.

A contract conveys the right to control the use of an asset if the customer has the ability to direct

the use and receive the benefits from use of the identified asset.

Do you agree with the definition of alease and the proposed requirementsin paragraphs 6-19 for
how an entity would determine whether a contract contains alease? Why or why not? If not, how
would you define alease? Please supply specific fact patterns, if any, to which you think the
proposed definition of alease is difficult to apply or leads to a conclusion that does not reflect the
economics of the transaction.

(2). Definition of alease and the determination of whether a contract contains alease
4.  We agree, except for the following paragraphs, with the definition of a lease and the notion that the
determination of whether a contract contains a lease should be made based on whether the lessee
controls the use of the identified asset.

5. Regarding paragraphs 18 and 19 of the IASB’s revised ED, paragraph BC105(f) of the IASB’s revised
ED states that the customer is unable to derive benefits from the use of the asset when the asset has no
value or use to the customer without the other deliverables in the contract. We think that this
description, which is consistent with the proposal in the Revenue Recognition project, should be
incorporated in the main text of the final standard. This would be useful for constituents to better

understand the requirements.

6. Paragraph 19 of the IASB’ s revised ED describes cases where the customer is unable to derive benefits
from the use of the asset. However, we think that there could be other cases where the customer is
unable to derive benefits from the use of the asset even when the conditions in paragraph 19 of the
IASB’srevised ED are not met. Accordingly, we are of the view that it is necessary to explain that the
cases where the customer is unable to derive benefits from the use of the asset include, but are not
limited to, those described in paragraph 19 of the IASB’s revised ED.

(2). Separating components of a contract
(Lessor)
7. Under the proposed lease model in the revised ED, there would be more cases where the methods of
recognising revenue would be different between |ease components and service components compared to

existing standards and, accordingly, the need to alocate consideration to these components would be
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higher. We agree with the direction in the proposal to allocate to these components consistently with
the requirement in IFRS X “Revenue from Contracts with Customer” as referred to in paragraph 22 of
the |IASB’srevised ED.

(Lessee)

8. We disagree with the proposals in paragraphs 23(b)(ii) and 23(c) of the IASB’srevised ED that, if there
are no observable stand-alone prices for any of the components in a contract which contains a lease, the
lessee shall combine the components and account for them as a single lease component, for the

following reasons:

(1) In practice, there are cases where it would be difficult for the customer (lessee) to obtain
observable stand-alone prices for lease components and service components within a contract.
The requirement in paragraphs 23(b)(ii) and 23(c) of the IASB’s revised ED may be justified for
cost-benefit reasons when service components are relatively small compared to the lease

components.

(2) Otherwise, we are concerned that service components that do not meet the definitions of assets and
liabilities would be recognised by the lessee as right-of-use assets and lease liabilities. In these
cases, we think that it is necessary to consider which component (that is, the lease component or

the service component) is primary within the contract.

9. Based on the above discussions, we are of the view that, in the cases mentioned in paragraph 23(b)(ii)
or 23(c) of the IASB’s revised ED, the lessee should account for the components as a single lease
component or a single service component based on whether the primary component in the contract is a
lease component or a service component, rather than accounting for them as a single lease component
inal cases. The primary component would be the component which represents the predominant rights
the customer (lessee) obtains from the contract, normally the component which accounts for the
majority of the total consideration in the contract. Wethink that it is practicable to objectively identify
the primary component, even if there are no observable stand-alone prices for any component within a

contract.

Comments from constituents in Japan

® \We received comments from users of financial statements regarding the judgement used
to determine whether a contract contains a lease. These users argue that the
requirements in paragraphs 7 to 19 of the |IASB's revised ED and the illustrative
examples provided thereto would be insufficient in practice, because there are no

references to transactions in specific industries.  In some cases these industry-specific
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transactions make it difficult in practice for entities to determine whether a contract
contains a lease.

® \Wereceived the following concerns from preparers of financial statements.

(@) Paragraph 19 of the IASB’s revised ED, which describes the ability to derive
benefits from use of an asset, lacks the economic perspective required to
appropriately reflect the economic substance of the transaction. For example, in
paragraph 19(a) of the ED, even if an additional service that is necessary to obtain
the benefits from use of an underlying asset is provided separately from a different
supplier, there could be a technical or economic barrier to receive that service
separately from the other supplier.

(b) There is a concern that two separate transactions, which are indifferent in
substance from the customer’s perspective, could be classified differently (that is, as
a service or as a lease) under the proposal. This would impair comparability.
For example, in a case where the supplier (lessor) has the substantive right to
substitute the underlying asset and a case where the supplier does not have such
substantive right, these two cases are indifferent because in both cases the lessee
has the ability to use the underlying asset for a period of time.

(60 Under the proposal, if there are no observable prices for any of the
components in a contract which contains a lease, the lessee would combine the
components and account for them as a single lease component. If service
components are not insignificant compared to lease components, it would be
inappropriate for the lessee to recognise a right-of-use asset and a lease liability
for the service components. In such a case, the lessee should account for the
components as a single lease component or a service component considering
whether the primary component is a lease or service rather than always accounting
for them as a single lease component.

® \Wereceived the following comments from auditors.

(a) The requirements in paragraphs 7 to 19 of the IASB’s revised ED and the
illustrative examples provided thereto regarding the judgement used to determine
whether a contract contains a lease are unclear and insufficient to assure
consistent application to a variety of lease transactions. For example,
Examples 2 and 4 in the illustrative examples are insufficient to apply
requirements in paragraphs 11 and 19(b) consistently. These requirements and
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(b) The requirements in paragraphs 20 to 24 of the IASB's revised ED and

illustrative examples provided thereto may result in inconsistent application when

entities apply these requirements and examples to separate |ease components and

non-lease components. For example, example 1 and example 3 in the illustrative

examples are insufficient to apply requirements in paragraphs 20 to 24

consistently.  Additional examples or improvemens to existing examples are

needed to ensure objective judgement.

The accounting model

Question 2: lessee accounting

Do you agree that the recognition, measurement and presentation of expenses and cash flows arising
from alease should differ for different leases, depending on whether the lessee is expected to
consume more than an insignificant portion of the economic benefits embedded in the underlying

asset? Why or why not? If not, what alternative approach would you propose and why?

Question 3: lessor accounting

Do you agree that alessor should apply a different accounting approach to different leases,
depending on whether the lessee is expected to consume more than an insignificant portion of the
economic benefits embedded in the underlying asset? Why or why not? If not, what aternative

approach would you propose and why?

Question 4: classification of leases

Do you agree that the principle on the lessee’ s expected consumption of the economic benefits
embedded in the underlying asset should be applied using the requirements set out in paragraphs
28-34, which differ depending on whether the underlying asset is property? Why or why not? If not,

what alternative approach would you propose and why?

10. Our comments to Questions 2 to 4 of the revised ED are structured as follows:

(@ Symmetry between lessee accounting and lessor accounting
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(b) Lessee accounting (responses to Question 2)
(c) Lessor accounting (responses to Question 3)
(d) Leaseclassification (responses to Question 4)

() Symmetry between lessee accounting and lessor accounting
11. Our understanding is that many constituents have asked for symmetrical treatment between lessee

accounting and lessor accounting.

12. However, we think that, conceptually, lessee accounting and lessor accounting do not necessarily need
to be symmetrical for the following reasons:

(1) The classification of leases is a matter of cost allocation for the lessee, whereas the classification
of leases is a matter of revenue recognition for the lessor. Cost alocation and revenue
recognition have different objectives and, therefore, they do not necessarily need to be
symmetrical.

(2) Asdescribed later in paragraph 29 of this comment letter, economic positions of the lessee and the
lessor are different in that the lessor’s involvement extends to the residual asset as well as the

right-of-use asset transferred, whereas the lessee’s involvement is limited to the right-of-use asset.

13. In the following paragraphs, we will discuss lessee accounting and lessor accounting separately based

on the assumption that symmetrical treatment for lessees and lessors is unnecessary.

(b) Lessee accounting
(On-balance treatment of leases)

14. As mentioned earlier in paragraph 9 of our comment letter, we think that, if there is no observable price
for any component within the contract and the lease components are not the primary components of the
contract, the lessee should account for the contract entirely as a single service component. The
following paragraphs discuss whether a lessee should recognise associated assets and liabilities for all

leases, excluding these types of contracts.
15. Paragraph BC21 of the IASB’srevised ED states:

When the lessor delivers (or makes available) the underlying asset for use by the
lessee, the lessor has fulfilled its obligation to transfer the right to use that asset to the
lessee—the lessee now controls that right of use. Consequently, the lessee has an
unconditional obligation to pay for that right of use.

16. On this point, paragraph 4.46 of the IASB’s Conceptual Framework states:
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In practice, obligations under contracts that are equally proportionately unperformed
(for example, liabilities for inventory ordered but not yet received) are generally not
recognised as liabilities in the financial statements. However, such obligations may
meet the definition of liabilities and, provided the recognition criteria are met in the
particular circumstances, may qualify for recognition. In such circumstances,

recognition of liabilities entails recognition of related assets or expenses.

17. Therevised ED focuses on the rights to control the use of the underlying asset (that is, a portion of the
rights inherent in the underlying asset) by using the right-of-use model, whereas IAS 17 focuses on the

control of the underlying asset as awhole.

18. Our understanding is that, under this right-of-use model, a lease contract is no longer an executory
contract at the commencement date, when the right to control the use of the underlying asset is
transferred. This would result in recognising the associated asset (a right-of-use asset) and liability (a
lease liability).

19. Thisright-of-use model has the potential to resolve some of the problems with IAS 17. However, we
have the following concerns about the proposal and think that whether the right-of-use model should be
applied to al leases except for short-term leases should be considered further.

(@ In general, service components are more or less added to a contract which contains a lease. In
some cases, it would be operationally difficult to discern lease components from service
components (Please refer to the “ comments from constituents in Japan” which follows paragraph 9
of thiscomment letter). Therefore, if the right-to-use model were to be applied to all leases, there
may be cases where an asset and a liability would be recognised for such service components

(Please refer to paragraph 8 of this comment letter).

(b) There are avariety of leases that qualify as operating leases in accordance with |AS 17, including
transactions similar to purchases of the underlying asset and transactions with a relatively short
term. The proposed right-of-use model would require the lessee to capture the transfer of control
to use the asset, even if the lease term is relatively short.  Our understanding is that, for a portion
of such leases, the exceptiona treatment for “short-term leases’ is provided in the revised ED
based on cost-benefit considerations. However, for leases whose lease term is relatively short
compared to the economic useful life of the underlying asset, we think that it is unclear whether

the benefits to users would outweigh the costs resulting from applying the right-of-use model.

20. In addition, for typical service contracts with a non-cancellable period, it can be said that the customer
would have a resource whose future economic benefits are expected to flow to the entity at the
commencement of the service. Our understanding is that the IASB will discuss whether an asset and a

liability should be recognised for such service contracts in its ongoing Conceptual Framework project.
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21. Based on the above discussions, we think that, at least in the forthcoming redeliberations in the Leases
project, additional consideration is necessary about the scope of transactions to which the right-of-use
model is applied for the purpose of responding to the concerns mentioned in paragraph 19 of our

comment |etter.

(Classifying leases into two types)
22. For lessees, we agree with prescribing two types of leases with different expense recognition patterns.
As pointed out by many constituents, economic substances of leases vary widely, and we support the

notion that such economic substance should be reflected in the accounting for |essees.

(Classification of |eases)
23. We are of the view that the classification of leases proposed in the revised ED could be justified
because this proposal considers the relationship between the expected decline in the value of the

underlying asset over the lease term and the lease payments compensating for such declinein the value.

(Subsequent measurement of the right-of use asset for Type B leases)

24. Paragraph BC185 of the IASB’s revised ED states that, for the subsequent measurement of right-of-use
assets for Type B leases, the proposed approach is the result of responding to concerns raised about the
effects of the proposals in the 2010 ED on the lessee’'s profit or loss. However, the resulting
depreciation of the right-of-use asset would be back-loaded over the lease term, which would result in
inconsistent treatment with that for tangible assets (paragraph 62 of 1AS 16) or that treatment for
intangible assets (paragraph 97 of IAS 38).

25. Under Type B leases, the lessee would determine the amortisation of right-of-use assets in each period
as the difference between the periodic lease cost, which is recognised on a straight-line basis, and the
periodic unwinding of the discount on the lease liability. We think that, it would be necessary to

further discuss and explain the following regarding the subsequent measurement of right-of-use assets:

(@ How the proposed subsequent measurement can be justified compared to the treatment of

general tangible and intangible assets.

(b) Whether 1AS36 should be applied for impairment of right-of-use assets similar to Type A

|eases.

Comments from constituents in Japan

® From many users of financial statements, we received opinions strongly supporting the
on-balance sheet treatment for lessees based on the right-of-use model for most if not all

leases. They support the proposal because they will not need to adjust operating leases
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to compute, among other things, ROA and comparability will be improved dramatically

between entities that use leases and entities that do not.

® \We received the following strong objections regarding the proposed lessee accounting
from many preparers of financial statements (please refer to the Appendix of this

comment |etter for details).

(@) One of the objectives of the Leases project is to reduce the opportunities to
structure transactions in order to achieve off-balance sheet treatment. However,
costs incurred by preparers in connection with on-balance sheet treatment for all
equipment leases, which are currently not recognised, clearly outweigh the benefits

to users of financial statements.

(b) As to the requirement for lessees to recognise assets and liabilities for all
leases, it is doubtful that sufficient cost-benefit analysis has been undertaken in the

Leases project.

(c) Thefollowing additional treatments would be needed to relieve implementation

costs, because the lease standard will affect a broad range of entities.

(1) More specific quantitative criteria for materiality than as defined in IFRS (IAS
1 and IAS 8) should be provided.

(2) A specific quantitative criteria for criteria related to extent (for example,
“insignificant” in paragraph 29 of the IASB's revised ED and “ major” and
“substantially all” in paragraph 30 of |IASB's the revised ED) should be
provided.

(d) There are a variety of non-property leases, including transactions similar to
purchases of underlying assets and transactions similar to receiving a service. As
such, the proposal, which would classify most of these leases into Type A leases,

does not reflect the variety of leases.

(e) Most property leases cannot be viewed as an alternative to purchase the
underlying assets. Accordingly, most property leases, except for leases that are
currently classified as financial leases under 1AS 17, should be scoped out of the
revised ED.

(H  Amortization of right-of-use assets under Type B leases is back-loaded over the
lease term, but there is no reasonable explanation provided in the revised ED as to

why the amortization method for Type B leases is different from the

10
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depreciation/amortization methods for other non-financial assets.

(9 The requirements for impairment in IAS 36 should not be applied to
right-of-use assets of Type B property leases.

(h) For lease transactions in which an entity should recognise an asset and a
liability under the proposal, finance leases under IAS 17 should be classified as
Type A leases and an operating leases under |AS 17 should be classified as Type B

|eases.

(i) Regarding leases of non-core assets of an entity’s business, an entity should
recognise lease payments in the profit and loss on a straight-line basis over the

lease term rather than applying the proposed requirements.

(c) Lessor accounting
(Classifying leases into two types)

26. For lessors, we agree with prescribing two types of leases with different revenue recognition patterns.

27. Aspointed out by many constituents, the economic substance of lease transactions vary widely ranging
from those similar to sales of the underlying assets to those similar to providing services. We think
that differentiating the pattern of revenue recognition (that is, one-time recognition or over-time
recognition) based on such economic substance would result in faithful representation of the economics
of these transactions.

(Classification of leases)
28. We disagree with the proposal that the two types of leases for lessors should be differentiated based on
the extent of the consumption of the underlying asset by the lessee. Thisis because the proposa does

not consider the risks and rewards associated with the residual asset retained by the lessor.

29. The lessor continues to retain the residual asset after the right-of-use asset is transferred to the lessee.
Accordingly, the economic position of the lessor is different from that of the lessee because the risks

and rewards for the lessee under the lease is limited to those associated with the right-of use asset.

30. The lessor is exposed to the volatility of future cash flows arising from the residual asset (that is, the
volatility in price) even after the right-of-use asset is transferred to the lessee.  Such future cash flows
arsing from the residual assets are normally collected by the lessor through re-leasing the asset, using
the asset or selling the asset. We are of the view that, for classifying leases by the lessor, such
volatility in the residual asset should be considered.

31. In the Revenue Recognition project, it was proposed that the notion of a transfer of the risks and

rewards of ownership of the asset be included as an indicator for determining the satisfaction of

11
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performance obligations. Accordingly, we think that a similar notion should be incorporated for
determining whether the lessor should initially recognise revenue (or how the lessor should classify the

two types of leases) for its lease transactions.

32. Based on the above discussion, we are concerned that the lessor recognises one-time revenue at the
commencement date even when the lessor is exposed to a certain level of volatility in the residual asset.
This is because, in such cases, revenue recognised at the commencement date is likely to be reversed

subsequently as aresult of possible future losses when the underlying asset is returned.

(Our proposed Alternative A)

33. We are of the view that the two different types of leases for lessors should be distinguished based on the
extent of the volatility of the value of the residual asset retained by the lessor. On this point, when
either of the following indicators is met, the lease should be classified to Type A under the proposal in
therevised ED.

() Leases for which the lessor has transferred substantially all risks and rewards associated with the
underlying asset to the lessee.  For such leases, the volatility in the value of the residual asset is
relatively small because the lessor should have collected most of the value of the underlying asset

as consideration for the right-of-use asset transferred to the lessee.

(b) Leases for which the historical trends in the prices for the used assets in a liquid external market
indicate that it is evident that the volatility of the value of the residual asset at the end of lease
would be relatively small.  For such leases, even when the residua asset is not so small compared
to the underlying asset, the volatility of the value of the residual asset would be limited to a certain

extent because of the existence of the historical trend data.

(Our proposed Alternative B)

34. However, we note that, in terms of indicator (b) in our proposed Alternative A in the previous
paragraph, in many cases it would be operationally challenging for the entity to demonstrate that the
volatility of the value of the residual asset is small using sufficient data.  In addition, we think that the
population of leases for which indicator (b) is met would be relatively small when compared with the

population of leases for which indicator (@) is met.

35. Accordingly, our proposed Alternative B would focus only on indicator (a) in paragraph 33 of this
comment letter from the viewpoint of operationalizing the notion underlying Alternative A.  Under
Alternative B, leases for which the lessor transfers substantially all risks and rewards associated with
the underlying asset to the lessee is classified as Type A leases.  In this regard, the distiction between
the two types of leases for lessors under Alternative B would be somewhat similar to the distinction
between finance leases and operating leases under |IAS 17.

12
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Comments from constituents in Japan

® \We received the following opposing opinions from many preparers of financial
statements regarding the proposed lessor accounting.

(@ The risks and rewards associated with the underlying assets retained by
lessors are ignored in the proposed lessor accounting.  Accordingly, the proposal
does not reflect the economic substance of the lessor’s lease transactions and thus
does not improve IAS 17.

(b) Itisdifficult in practice for the lessor to always measure the fair value of the
underlying asset (paragraphs 73 to 75 of the IASB’s revised ED).

() In cases where the fair value of the underlying asset is greater than its
carrying amount, recognising profit at lease commencement date in all cases
(paragraphs 73 and 74 of the IASB's revised ED) is not reasonable. This is
because the likelihood of incurring a loss when the underlying asset is returned

would increase if profit is recognised at the lease commencement date.

(d) 1AS17 isconsidered to have worked well for lessors and, therefore, the lessor
accounting treatment in 1AS 17 should be retained.

(d) Lease classification
36. Asmentioned in paragraphs 28 to 35 of this comment letter, we disagree with the proposed notion that
the two types of leases for lessors should be distinguished based on the extent of consumption of the
underlying asset by the lessee. However, the following comments are related to property and
non-property leases based on the two types of |eases proposed in the revised ED.

37. Property is economicaly different from other assets in that it contains a land element for which the
lessor does not normally consume over the lease period.  Accordingly, we agree with the direction of
the proposa that, by focusing on the economic substances of property, different requirements are
provided for leases of property and leases of other (non-property) assets.

38. However, we are concerned with applying the proposed requirements to property leases with both land
and building components, when most of the value comes from either the land element or the building
element. Addressing this concern may be justified from the viewpoint of providing information that
better represents the extent of consumption of the underlying asset.

13
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(Property leases where most of the value comes from the building element)

39. When most of the value comes from the building element, the portion of the building consumed by the
lessee over the lease term may be critical for determining the extent of the consumption of the entire
property. Classifying most of these types of leases as Type B leases would result in a different
outcome from applying the general principle for classifying leases in the revised ED (that is, the extent

of consumption of the underlying asset).

(Property leases where most of the value comes from the land element)

40. When most of the value comes from the land element and the lease term is for the most of the
remaining economic life of the building (paragraphs 30(a) and 33 of the IASB’s revised ED), the
portion of the building consumed by the lessee over the lease term may be not critical when considering
the extent of consumption of the entire property (that is, the land and building combined). Classifying
all of these types of leases as Type A leases merely because the criterion described in paragraph 30(a) of
the IASB’s revised ED is met, would result in a different outcome from applying the general principle

for classifying leases in the revised ED (that is, the extent of consumption of the underlying asset).

Comments from constituents in Japan

® The views of preparers of financial statements were split regarding the proposal

regarding the classification of leases.

(@) Some preparers are opposed to the proposed classification of leases based on
the nature of the underlying assets (that is, property or non-property), because it
would not reflect the economic substance of leases and the lessors’ business model

and thus would not achieve faithful representation.

(b)  Other preparers agree with the proposed classification of leases based on the
nature of the underlying assets. However, they expressed the following views

regarding property leases.

(1) Theterm* remaining economic life” in paragraph 30 of the IASB’s revised ED
should be modified to “ total economic life” , because the requirement proposed
in paragraph 30 of the IASB's revised ED may result in different classifications
for leases for the same building, which have the same lease term. For
example, when the building is new it is likely to be classified as a Type B lease
and whenthe buildingisolditislikely to be classified asa Type Alease. It
is inappropriate for leases of the same building to be classified differently

merely because of the difference in the commencement dates.
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(2) When an entity sub-leases property, there could be cases where the lease
payments paid to the master-lease’s lessor are determined based on lease
payments received from the sub-lease’s lessee. In such cases, it would be
inappropriate to classify leases based on the economic life of the property
itself.  Accordingly, for the classification of property leases, consideration of
other characteristics (for example, the. existence of variable lease payments)

should be added as criteria, which issimilar to paragraph 12 of IAS17.

(3) Under the proposal, a property lease is classified as a Type A lease if the either
paragraph 30(a) or paragraph 30(b) of the IASB’s revised ED is met. If a
property comprises a used building and land and the remaining economic life
of the building is relatively short, such lease is likely to meet paragraph 30(a)
of the IASB'’s revised ED but the present value of the lease payments may be
considerably smaller than the fair value of the whole property. It is
inappropriate that such property lease be classified as a Type A lease merely
because paragraph 30(a) of the IASB's revised ED is met because it would
be inconsistent with the notion proposed in the revised ED that property,
including land, should generally be classified as Type B leases based on its
nature. Accordingly, the criteria for classifying property leases as Type A
leases should require that both paragraph 30(a) and paragraph 30(b) need to
be met.

Measurement

Question 5: lease term

Do you agree with the proposals on lease term, including the reassessment of the lease term if there
isachange in relevant factors? Why or why not? If not, how do you propose that alessee and a

lessor should determine the |ease term and why?

41. We note that paragraph BC140 of the IASB’ s revised ED states that applying the concept of ‘ significant
economic incentive’ would provide athreshold that is similar to the concepts of ‘ reasonably assured’ or
‘reasonably certain’ in existing US GAAP and IFRS.  We are of the view that the main text of the final
standard should clarify that the proposed threshold is as high as ‘ reasonably assured’ or ‘ reasonably
certain’ in existing standards and describe that all factors mentioned in paragraph B5 of the IASB’s
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45,

46.

D

revised ED (that is, contract-based, asset-based, market-based and entity-based factors) should be used
asindicators for objectively determining whether the threshold is met.

An option to extend the lease gives rise to aright for the lessee.  Until the lessee exercises the option,
the lessee does not have a present right to use the underlying asset nor a present obligation to make

lease payments for the optional period.

One possible method for the lessee to faithfully represent the economics of this option may be to
recognise an asset for the option as a separate component of the lease. However, this method would
be operationally challenging, at least as of today, in particular in terms of measurement. This is
because an option to extend the lease differs from general financial options in that an option to extend

the lease may contain the characteristics of areal option.

On the other hand, we are concerned about not recognising any options to extend the lease because it
would not reflect the difference between leases with and without options.  Accordingly, we agree with
the nation in the proposal that lease payments related to certain options to extend the lease term should

be accounted for as lease liabilities of the lessee and |ease receivables of the lessor.

This accounting would lead to recognising lease payments related to the option to extend the lease term
as a liability even though the obligation to pay such lease payments would not be a present obligation
until the option is exercised. Accordingly, the option to extend the lease should be recognised as a

lease ligbility or alease receivable only when the probability to exercise the option is sufficiently high.

It is not necessarily clear from the main text of the revised ED as to how high the proposed threshold
would be using the notion of “significant economic incentive’ in the proposal. However, if the
intention of the proposal is, as described in paragraph BC140 of the IASB’s revised ED, to provide a
similar threshold as high as that required in existing US GAAP and IFRS, we would agree with the

direction of the proposal on the condition that the main text of the final standard clarifies this point.

Comments from constituents in Japan

® \We received from many preparers of financial statements the following views with

regard to “ significant economic incentive.”

» Paragraph BC140 of the IASB's revised ED states that “ significant economic
incentive” would provide a threshold that is similar to “ reasonably certain” in |AS
17. Therefore, the wording “ reasonably certain” as described in 1AS 17 should be
maintained instead of providing “ significant economic incentive” to clarify that an

option period is included in the lease term only when the likelihood of the option
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being exercised is high.

> Some preparers of financial statements are concerned that an entity would need to
reassess significant economic incentive to exercise an option at a time close to the
end of the option period, remeasure right-of-use assets and lease liabilities and
recognise profits or losses (paragraphs 43 and 78 of the IASB's revised ED).
These preparers think that the remeasurement and the recognition of profits/losses

cause undue costs to preparers and would not provide useful information to users.

»  Other preparers of financial statements are concerned about paragraph B5(d) of
the IASB’ s revised ED which states that “ the importance of that underlying asset to
the lessee’s operations, considering, for example ... the location of the underlying
asset.” These preparers argue that, when a lessee is engaged in a retail business
using a leased property, it is inappropriate to determine the lease term by focusing
only on one factor such as the underlying asset’ s location. These preparers are of
the view that this should be further clarified so that an entity needs to consider all

factorsin paragraph B5 of the IASB’ srevised ED comprehensively.

Question 6: variable lease payments

Do you agree with the proposals on the measurement of variable lease payments, including
reassessment if thereisachange in an index or arate used to determine |lease payments? Why or
why not? If not, how do you propose that alessee and alessor should account for variable lease

payments and why?

47.

49,

50.

Our understanding is that the IASB’ s existing Conceptual Framework does not address whether it meets
the definition of a liability (in terms of whether a present obligation exists) if variable lease payments
depend on the entity’ s future actions (for example, variable lease payments which are linked to lessee’s

future performance or use of an asset).

However, recognising this type of variable lease payments as lease liabilities for lessees and lease

receivables for lessors may provide information that is relevant to users of financial statements.

We note that many respondents to the 2010 ED commented that it would be chalenging to reliably

estimate variable |ease payments which are linked to the lessee’ performance or usage.
From the above discussions, at this point, we propose that, in addition to variable lease payments that

depend on an index or arate, variable lease payments that depend on the entity’ s future actions should

17

Web



D

be included in lessee’ s liahilities and lessor’ s assets when these variable lease payments can be reliably
estimated.

51. The IASB’s ongoing Conceptual Framework project is currently discussing whether a present
obligation exists if the eventual need to transfer economic resources depends on the entity’s future
actions. We note that, for variable |ease payments, revisions may be necessary in the future, as aresult

of responding to the IASB’s conclusion in the Conceptual Framework project.

52. Further, paragraph BC153 of the IASB’s revised ED states that in-substance fixed lease payments are
unavoidable and, thus, economically are indistinguishable from fixed lease payments. However, such
in-substance lease payments are not defined or explained in the main text of the revised ED.

Accordingly, this point should be clarified in the main text of the final standard.

Transition

Question 7: transition

Paragraphs C2—C22 state that alessee and alessor would recognise and measure leases at the
beginning of the earliest period presented using either amodified retrospective approach or afull
retrospective approach. Do you agree with those proposals? Why or why not? If not, what transition

requirements do you propose and why?

Are there any additional transition issues the boards should consider? If yes, what are they and why?

53. Lease transaction may have long durations and the lessee or lessor may not have the information to
apply full retrospective approach at the transition date. Accordingly, we agree with, from the
viewpoint of relieving concerns about implementation costs, providing a choice of using the modified

retrospective approach.

54. For first-time adopters which have applied the lease standard equivalent to IAS 17 as their previous
GAAP, applying the proposed transition requirements in the revised ED may be justified from a
cost-benefit perspective (for example, paragraphs C10 to C12 of the IASB’s revised ED for leases
previousy classified as finance leases). On this point, we think that further consideration in the

forthcoming redeliberations is necessary.

Comments from constituents in Japan

® \Wereceived the following views from preparers of financial statements.
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(@) Many preparers are opposed with the transition proposals. The revised ED
proposes major changes to the treatment of operating leases from IAS 17.
Accordingly, more practical expedients, such as non-application to lease contracts
whose date of inception was before the effective date of the new |lease standard or
the prospective transition approach where the new lease standard will apply only to
lease contracts whose date of inception is after the effective date of the new lease
standard, should be provided.

(b) Regarding the effective date, preparers believe that a sufficient period (at least
three years) for preparation should be provided from a practical standpoint so that

it would alleviate any excessive burden on preparers.

Disclosure

Question 8: disclosure

Paragraphs 58—-67 and 98-109 set out the disclosure requirements for a lessee and alessor. Those
proposals include maturity analyses of undiscounted lease payments; reconciliations of amounts
recognised in the statement of financial position; and narrative disclosures about leases (including
information about variable lease payments and options). Do you agree with those proposals? Why or

why not? If not, what changes do you propose and why?

55. We generally support the proposed disclosure requirements in the revised ED. However, we have the

following comments.

56. Paragraph 61 of the IASB’s revised ED states that the lessee should disclose a reconciliation of opening
and closing balances of right-of-use assets by class of underlying asset separately for Type A leases,
Type B leases and right-of-use assets measured at revalued amounts. Paragraphs 103 and 104 of the
IASB’s revised ED state that, for lease receivables and residual assets, the lessor should disclose a
reconciliation of the opening and closing balances. However, the FASB’s revised ED does not have a
similar requirement for a reconciliation of balances of right-of-use assets because, in the FASB’ s view,
the benefits of the information would not justify the costs of providing it (paragraph BC206 of the
IASB’srevised ED).

57. For this requirement to disclose these reconciliations, users in Japan generally support the proposal but
preparers in Japan have expressed concerns about whether sufficient cost-benefit analysis for disclosing
such information has been conducted. We are of the view that further consideration and explanation
to congtituents is necessary regarding whether the benefits of providing such disclosure would justify
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the associated costs.

Comments from constituents in Japan

® \Wereceived the following views from users of financial statements.

(@ Disclosure requirements in the revised ED are highly appreciated because they
would provide useful information. In particular, the following items are useful

from the views described.

(1) The lessee’'s maturity analyses of lease liabilities are useful to understand

liquidity risks.

(2) The lessor’s maturity analyses of the lease receivables are useful to forecast

future cash flows.

(3) The lessee's reconciliation of opening and closing balances of the right-of-use
assets and the lease liabilities would provide information about the factors that
increased and decreased the balances and users can evaluate the certainty and

validity of the amounts provided in the statement of financial position.

(b)  On the other hand, the disclosure requirements in the revised ED may include
requirements which cause significant costs and difficulties to preparersin practice.
Therefore, some immaterial disclosure could be omitted from a materiality

per spective.

® \We received from many preparers of financial statements the following objections to the

disclosure requirementsin the revised ED.

(@ One of the objectives of the Leases project is to require lessees to recognise
assets and liabilities on their statements of financial position. Therefore, as a
result of this, the volume of disclosure requirements should be reduced.
Disclosure requirements in the revised ED should be reconsidered from a

cost-benefit perspective.

(b) For example, the following disclosure requirements should be deleted or
modified.

(1) With regard to the lessee’s information about the nature of its leases
(paragraph 60(a) of the IASB's revised ED) and the lessor’s information about
the nature of its leases (paragraph 100(a) of the IASB's revised ED), it is very
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challenging for preparers who have a large number of lease contracts to
collect this information for disclosures while there are doubts about
substantial benefitsto users.

(2) With regard to lessee's maturity analysis of the lease liabilities (paragraph 67
of the IASB's revised ED), it should be similar to the disclosure requirements
for other financial liabilities. Furthermore, with regard to the lessor’s
maturity analysis of lease receivables (paragraph 106 of the |IASB's revised
ED), it should be similar to the disclosure requirements for other receivables.

(3) The following proposed disclosures would cause significant costs to preparers
but limited benefits to users of financial statements.
v' Thelessee’s reconciliation of the right-of-use assets (paragraph 61 of the
IASB'srevised ED)
v" The lessee's reconciliation of the lease liabilities (paragraph 64 of the
IASB'srevised ED)
v' Thelessor’s reconciliation of the |ease receivables (paragraph 103 of the
IASB'srevised ED)
v" The lessor’s reconciliation of the residual assets (paragraph 104 of the
IASB'srevised ED)

IAS 40 Investment Property

Question 12 (IASB-only): Consequential amendments to IAS 40

The IASB is proposing amendments to other IFRSs as a result of the proposalsin this revised
Exposure Draft, including amendments to IAS 40 Investment Property. The amendmentsto IAS 40
propose that aright-of-use asset arising from a lease of property would be within the scope of IAS
40 if the leased property meets the definition of investment property. Thiswould represent a change
from the current scope of IAS 40, which permits, but does not require, property held under an
operating lease to be accounted for as investment property using the fair value model in IAS 40 if it

meets the definition of investment property.

Do you agree that aright-of-use asset should be within the scope of IAS 40 if the leased property

meets the definition of investment property? If not, what alternative would you propose and why?

Comments from constituents in Japan
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® \Wereceived an objection to the proposal regarding the consequential amendment to IAS
40 from preparers of financial statements. They are opposed to the proposal because
they are concerned that calculating the fair values of the right-of-use assets of Type B
leases is operationally difficult and the methodology of the calculation is far from
well-established in practice.  Accordingly, in their view, calculating and disclosing the
fair values incur significant costs and allow arbitrary judgements and thus the costs

outweigh the benefits of users.

Other comments (Short-term leases)
58. Paragraph BC298 of the revised ED states that the boards rejected the approach to defining short-tem
leases consistently with the definition of the lease term because of concerns that leases could be

structured to obtain short-term lease accounting. However, we think that the proposal focuses too
much on the viewpoint of avoiding structuring opportunities. Furthermore, including any optional
periods for defining short-term leases, as proposed in the revised ED, may not result in the
simplification of the proposal. This is because in practice it is considered to be rare for a lease

contract not to contain any option to extend the lease term.

59. We think that considering the probability of exercising the option to extend the lease would better
reflect the economics of leases. There may be more than one way to reflect this probability but
treating the definition of short-term leases similarly to that of the lease term would result in avoiding

complexity.

sekefokok
We hope our comments will contribute to the forthcoming deliberations of the L eases project.
Yours sincerely,

Aoe ff Jaa

Atsushi Kogasaka
Chairman of the Lease Accounting Technical Committee
Vice Chairman of the Accounting Standard Board of Japan
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(Appendix) Major comments from preparers of financial statements in Japan
regarding lessee accounting
The following paragraphs summarize the major comments from preparers of financial statements in Japan

regarding lessee accounting. We attach these comments in our comment letter because we think informing
you of the Japanese preparers concerns in detail would be useful for the boards’ future discussions. Some
of the comments are provided on the assumption that the right-of-use model is applied, even though

preparers may not agree with applying the right-of-use model in the first place.

(@ On-balance sheet treatment for insignificant amounts of equipment leases, which are currently not
recognised as operating leases, is hardly meaningful, while the proposed |essee accounting would
cause significant practical burdens and costs to preparers of financial statements. Such costs

clearly outweigh the benefits to users of financial statements.

(b) Asto the requirement for lessees to recognise assets and liabilities for all leases, it is doubtful that

sufficient cost-benefit analysis has been conducted in the Leases project.

(c) The following additional treatments are needed to relieve implementation costs because the lease

standard would affect a broad range of entities.

(1) A more specific quantitative materiality criteria than as defined in IFRSs (IAS 1 and 1AS 8)
should be provided.

(2) Specific quantitative criteria should be provided for criteria related to extent (for example,
“insignificant” in paragraph 29 of the IASB's revised ED and “ major” and “ substantially all”
in paragraph 30 of the IASB's revised ED).

(d) Under the proposal regarding classification of leases, most non-property leases would be
classified as Type A leases. As a result, in addition to on-balance treatment, front-loaded
expenses would be recognised in the statement of profit or loss and other comprehensive income.
However, there are a variety of non-property leases, which include transactions similar to
purchases of the underlying assets and transactions similar to receiving services. As such, the

proposal, which would classify most |eases as Type A leases, does not reflect this variety of leases.

(e) The proposal for lessee accounting requires on-balance treatment for all leases except for
short-termleases. Such leasesinclude (a) lease transactions, which are clear not an “ alternative
way to purchase the assets’ and (b) lease transactions, which can be cancelled anytime by the
lessee (but the lessee does not have a significant economic incentive to cancel the option).
Recognising right-of-use assets for these types of lease transactions does not reflect the economic
substance of these transactions and such treatments are inconsistent with the notions of tangible

assets and intangible assets. Accordingly, most property leases should be scoped out of the
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revised ED and only certain exceptional transactions should be in the scope of the lease standard
with on-balance treatment. In addition, for lease transactions that can be cancelled anytime by
the lessee, the lessee should recognise lease payments in profit and loss on a straight-line basis

over the lease term.

(f) Amortization of the right-of-use assets for Type B leases is back-loaded over the lease term.
Comparing it to the amortization/depreciation method used for other non-financial assets (such as
property, plant and equipment), which shall reflect the pattern in which the asset’s future economic
benefits are expected to be consumed, there is no theoretical justification to the amortization
method under Type B and thus it would be inappropriate accounting. As a result of the
amortization, the carrying amount of the right-of-use asset would have no meaning.  In addition,

this accounting would require very complicated calculation in practice.

(g) The requirements for impairment in 1AS 36 should not be applied to right-of-use assets of Type B
property leases because the right-of-use assets of Type B property leases have a different nature
from those of Type A leases in that the entity's purpose of entering into Type B property leases is

not to acquire the underlying asset.

(h) Regarding classification of leases, leases should be classified based on the 1AS 17 (because the
lease classification and accounting treatment in |AS 17 reflect economic substances of the variety
of lease transactions properly). A lease transaction currently classified as finance leases should
be classified as Type A leases under the revised ED. With regard to lease transactions currently
classified as operating leases, an entity should recognise lease payment liabilities on an

undiscounted and recognise lease expenses on a straight-line basis over the lease term.

(i) In cases where the leased assets are non-core assets in an entity’s business (that is, the amounts of
the leased assets compared to the amount of the entity’s total business assets is immaterial), the
entity should recognise lease payments in profit and loss on a straight-line basis over the lease

termrather than applying the proposed requirements.
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