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to extend the timeframe from 20 working days to 40 working days remains insufficient for
Auckland Airport to complete the necessary legal, audit and Board reviews that need to
occur sequentially before making disclosure.

Auckland Airport considers that 60 working days is an appropriate disclosure timeframe.
Although Auckland Airport would like to have more than 60 working days, that timeframe
strikes an appropriate balance between providing prompt disclosure for interested parties
and the internal processes that must be followed before disclosure is made to the market.

Auckland Airport also notes that the proposed amendments to clause 2.5(1), (2) and (3)
are perhaps more ambiguous than the current wording. The phrase "a decision by an
airport to fix or alter a price that will be a price setting event" is circular and confusing,
given that a price setting event is defined to mean the fixing or altering of a price.
Auckland Airport believes that the better way to establish an unequivocal trigger for
disclosure is when an airport notifies its prices to its customers. Accordingly, Auckland
Airport proposes the following amendments to clause 2.5(1), (2) and (3):

Within 4060 working days following a-desisien-by the day on which an airport
gives notice to its customers that a price setting event will has occurred, or
within five consecutive years of the previous disclosure under this clause, an
airport must disclose information relaling 1o its forecast total revenue
requirement ...

We note that, in practice, such notice will always be given before the new prices are
imposed.

Feedback on other proposed amendments / consequential amendments

Subject to our comments in the introduction section above, Auckland Airport is generally
comfortable with the majority of the Commission's proposed amendments. However some further
minor clarifications, queries and/or issues are raised in the table below.

Auckland Airport notes that much of the following feedback relates to minor drafting issues, such
as incorrect references in clauses that have not yet been updated to take into account the
proposed amendments, and amendments that have been proposed but are not yet reflected in
the Amended Determination.

Due to the short timeframe Auckland Airport has had to review the Commission's consultation
paper and the Amended Determination, Auckland Airport cannot be confident that it has been
able to identify all drafting errors similar to those described. However, Auckland Airport trusts that
the Commission will take due care in ensuring that all references and proposed amendments are
properly implemented prior to finalising the amendments. Auckland Airport is happy (with
sufficient notice) to receive a final draft of the ID Determination to review prior to finalisation.

The issues raised in the feedback table below have been separated into the following broad
categories:

Specific proposed amendments;

Definitions;

Incorrect references;

Inconsistencies between the proposed amendments and the Amended Determination;
Additional space/entry rows; and

A related IM Determination issue.
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AUCKLAND AIRPORT'S FEEDBACK ON PROPOSED AMENDMENTS

Specific proposed amendments

Clause 2.5(1)(e)

Auckland Airport supports the proposed amendment that “in
clause 2.5(1)(e), the aims and objectives description should
only relate to key capital expenditure projects and not ‘any
proposed investments’. The Commission proposes to
delete 2.5(1)(f) and clarify 2.5(1)(e).” However, we note that
the draft amendment does not relate only to key capital
expenditure projects, but also the aims and objectives of
forecast capital expenditure by category. Auckland Airport
notes that it has several hundreds of small asset
replacement and renewal projects contained in its forecast
and considers that it extending the disclosure to this level of
detail is without merit.

Clause 2.5(1)(h)

Auckland Airport considers that proposed clauses
2.5(1)(h)(i) to (iii) should only require disclosure in relation
to the category or type of service. This is because in
Auckland Airport's case, ‘"revenue requirement not
applicable to price setting event" captures not only aircraft
and freight services, but also leases and tenancies. Our
proposed amendment would make it clear that a description
of every single tenancy is not required. If full disclosure of
each service was required, then this would be overly
onerous and unhelpful disclosure as there are over 100
leases in the terminals and tens of aircraft and freight
leases. Subject to better understanding the Commission’s
motivation for this disclosure, Auckland Airport proposal
would instead be to provide descriptions in relation to
categories of aircraft and freight tenancies, terminal
tenancies etc and the nature of the price setting event for
these categories.

Definitions

Revenue  smoothing
adjustment

Auckland Airport considers that a clearer definition of
revenue smoothing adjustment is required. Auckland
Airport submits that the proposed definition should be
amended as follows:

Revenue smoothing adjustment means
the—allocation—of-an_adjustment to forecast
total revenue requirement between for _a
disclosure year, intended to achieves: The
revente smoothing of revenue across
adjustments—for all disclosure years for the
price setting event (which should be NPV
neutral). For example, an airport may
choose to forecast to recover less or more
than its total revenue requirement in any
disclosure year, on the basis that this will be
NPV neutral when aggregated for all
disclosure years for the price setting event.
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Incorrect references

Clause 2.6(2)

The reference in clause 2.6(2) should be changed from
subclause (1)(a)(vi) to "subclause (1)(a){vii)".

Clause 2.6(2)(ii)

The references in clause 2.6(2)(ii) to:
¢ clause 2.6(2) should be changed to "clause 2.6(3)";
and
subclause (v)
2.6(1)(vi)".

should be changed to "clause

Schedule 21

Auckland Airport's notes that the scope of the certification
reference in Schedule 21 is inconsistent with Clause 2.7(2)
and should be aligned.

Inconsistencies between

the proposed amendments and the Amended Delermination

Clause 2.5(1)(f)

On page 7 of the Commission's consultation paper, the
Commission proposes to delete 2.5(1)(f). As per the
Amended Determination, Auckland Airport understands that
the Commission intends to delete 2.5(1)(f)(i), not the entire
clause 2.5(1)(f).

Schedule 13
Terminal categories

The Commission has proposed to insert a clarifying note to
the column heading "Common Area" as follows: "t For
functional components which are normally shared by
passengers on international and domestic aircraft”.

Auckland Airport supports the proposed amendment but
notes that the clarifying note states "t Common area
functional components which are normally shared by
passengers on international and domestic aircraft". This is
slightly different to the wording proposed in the consultation
paper and Auckland Airport believes "common area" should
be excluded from the note (as it is confusing to use the
term being explained in the explanation).

Schedule 18b(iv)

The Commission has proposed to correct row 155 of
Schedule 18b(iv) and change the reference "Total
operational expenditure" to "Forecast operational
expenditure”.

Auckland Airport supports the proposed amendment but
notes that this proposed amendment has not been reflected
in the Amended Determination,

Additional space/entry rows

Schedules 9 and 10 -
Allocators

The Commission has proposed to increase the number of
asset allocator and cost allocator rows from 22 to 60.

Auckland Airport expects to require a minimum of 70 rows
for Schedule 10, and therefore requests that the
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Commission provides at least 70 rows for both Schedule 9
and Schedule 10.

Schedules 9b(i) and
10b(i) - Changes in
asset and cost
allocators

The Commission has proposed to add more space to
accommodate a further four changes in cost and asset
allocators.

Auckland Airport considers this additional space is
sufficient, provided that the ID Determination definitions of
“change in asset allocator” and “change in cost allocator’,
and the IM Determination definitions of “asset allocator” and
“cost allocator” are either amended to delete references to
changes in “calculated metrics” (ID Determination) and the
wording “proportion of a quantifiable measure” (IM
Determination), or to clarify that disclosure of changes in
allocators is not required simply because computed
percentages change from one year to the next while rules
themselves do not change. Otherwise far more space
would be required because the computed allocation
percentages change year to year for the majority of
Auckland Airport's allocation rules.

Schedule 164

The Commission has proposed to increase the number of
airline disclosure cells to 20 local airlines and 20
international airlines.

Auckland Airport notes that it already services 20
international airlines and therefore recommends that
Schedule 16d provide space for a minimum of 30
international airlines.

Schedule 18b(iii)

The Commission has proposed fo increase the number of
entry rows for capital expenditure by key capital
expenditure project to 20.

Auckland Airport requests a minimum of 25 entry rows for
Schedule 18biii).

Schedule 23(iv) - Land

The Commission has proposed to increase the number of
land categories from 7 to 15,

This will be sufficient for Auckland Airport.

Schedule 7 - | The Commission has proposed to insert a row "Allowance

Segmented for long term credit spread” in Schedule 7.

Information
Auckland Airport supports this but as noted earlier would
like to discuss further with the Commission how this
allowance is calculated.

Other related issues

Definiton  of  "net | Auckland Airport would appreciate if the Commission could

revenue” in IM | follow up on the treatment of tax concerning land held for

Determination

future use. The definition of "net revenue" in clause
3.11(6)(c) of the IM Determination does not allow tax
payable to be deducted from the revenue. Auckland Airport
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considers this to be inappropriate as it implies that tax could
be disincentive to hold land, rather than being a neutral
consideration as it should be. Auckland Airport would
appreciate further consideration of the definition by the
Commission.

If you have any queries or would like to discuss this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely

T
|
-~

Adrienne Darling
Regulatory Affairs Manager
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