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This report summarises the main costs realised in the testing of International Profiling as part of the 

ESSnet on Profiling which has been carried out between 2011 and 2013. It is split into two distinct 

sections. Section A covers the financial costs of profiling and proposed a model which could be used 

to estimate the time taken to internationally profile and the Section B details covers all other 

realised and potential costs that has been concluded from the last three years of testing.   

 

Section A – Financial Costs Model For Profiling 

1. Summary 

 

As part of the ESSnet on Profiling MBGA, ONS was required to investigate the possibility of building a 

model to predict the number of hours required, per business, to complete an international profile. 

The intention is to use this model to predict the total costs involved in international profiling. It Is 

important to note that this model is based on the actual time taken on the profile and not the 

elapsed time which may be a great deal longer. However this report includes some analysis of 

elapsed time as it is important to reflect this information for stakeholders. 

 



This document is a final report based on profiling test data available as at January 2014 and is based 

on the hours taken.. Section 2 examines the data on timings available to date, whilst section 3 uses 

data from finished cases to develop a model to predict timings.   It should be noted that the timings 

included in the model and therefore report are based on the number of hours of staff time required 

for each International Profile – it is not based upon the elapsed time and does not include the other 

costs associated with profiling which include costs of changing IT systems, training of staff, 

recruitment and travel and subsistence (which is covered in section B). 

 

The report concludes that there is some evidence of inconsistency in the timings of the country of  

Ultimate Controlling Institution (UCI – defined in section 2.1) timing data provided by different 

National Statistical Institutes (NSI’s) and by partnering countries.  Details are given in the data 

section below.  

 

ONS collected two sets of timings. One set from the country of the Ultimate Controlling Institution 

(UCI) who takes responsibility for leading the profile. The majority of the tasks will be taken by this 

country including contact with the Global Enterprise Groups (GEGs) via visits and telephone contact 

and also fully analysing all Legal Units (LEUs) across the world. The second set of timings data were 

collected from the partnering countries. For a particular profiling case, if there are legal units 

carrying out activity within another country, then the data are shared. Therefore in order to collect a 

comprehensive record of how long a profile takes both the UCI and the Partnering Timings needs to 

be taken into consideration.  

 

ONS have tried to identify the reasons behind these large inconsistencies and can conclude through 

feedback from NSIs that there are many possible reasons. The main reason given is that timings 

differ as a result of the experience of profiling which differs greatly between NSIs. These and other 

reasons are discussed in detail in Section 2.  

 

Nevertheless an attempt was made at building a statistical model to explain the total time taken, 

with the focus initially placed upon the UCI timings. Alongside all the timings data a set of indicative 

group characteristics was also collected in order to try and establish whether a relationship between 

these and the total time taken was present. For each case the following characteristics were 

collected:- 

 

Type of Profile (Light or Intensive) 

Start Date of Desk Profiling 

End Date of Profiling 

Group Employment 

Group Consolidated Turnover (Millions) 

NACE code of the Group 

Number of Legal Units in the EuroGroups Register before profiling action 

Number of Legal Units in the EuroGroups Register in the UCI country 

International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS) Compliant (Yes/No) 

Number of countries with at least a Legal Unit Present 

Number of Partnering NSI's to share the data with 

Number of Global Enterprises derived 

Access to Outward Foreign Affiliates Statistics data? (Yes/No) 



Number of Legal Units present at the end of the profile. 

 

The best model found used 64 cases and explained 34% of the variation; this resulted in predictions 

accurate to approximately 50 hours.  Although it is difficult to draw conclusions from relatively few 

data points, it appears that the differences between countries are significant. In such circumstances 

using an overall model will be problematic leading to underestimates of the time taken by some 

countries, and overestimates for others. The partnering times were also extremely variable with a 

number of potential outliers. 

 

The overall model reached is a composite model of the form: 

 

Total time to profile one case for the first time (hrs) = 

59.15592 + (35.54602 * intlight1) + (0.00040975 * employment) + (4.5 * no. partners) 

 

The design of the model is explained further in Section 3. 

In summary, there seem to be difficulties in identifying a model sufficiently accurate to be used for 

predicting times – the adjusted r-squared value is only 34%.  Collecting more data in a more 

consistent fashion may help, but it must be pointed out that there is no guarantee that a more 

useful predictive relationship will be found for an EU-wide model as long as the countries continue 

to operate and complete the same tasks to such different timescales.  

2. The Data 

2.1 Ultimate Controlling Institution (UCI
2
) 

 

The Ultimate Controlling Interest (UCI) data is comprised of seven tasks detailed in Annex X. Each 

task is monitored and recorded in hours, resulting in a total time taken for the UCI aspect of the 

Multi-national Enterprise (MNE) to complete their section of the profiling. 

There appear to be large discrepancies, by country, when considering the time spent on tasks; for 

some MNEs with a largely similar employment but profiled by different countries, the total time 

differed, in some instances, by as much as 360 hours.  

Several of the ESSnet members have a great deal of experience in profiling with programmes which 

have been in place for decades. In other cases, including many of the smaller NSIs, profiling is a 

completely new process.  

 

Another reason given for the differences in timings was due to differing working practices. Although 

there are guidelines in place to help guide profilers through the process, there is still a great deal of 

flexibility in how to conduct a profile. Profilers use different tools and systems to process data which 

also causes variation.  In addition, the organisation of stakeholders is not always situated within 

                                                      
1 Intlight is an indicator variable, distinguishing between intensive and light profiling. 
2 Definitions of acronyms used throughout this document can be found in section 5. 



NSIs. For example in some NSIs, OFATs and FDI are produced by the Central Banks and consequently 

liaising with these customers adds to the time taken.   

 

Variability 

The chart below 1 goes some way to showing the variation between the average time taken on the 

various tasks by country. 

Countries outside of the ESSnet group (un-shaded) have a much smaller number of profiling cases, 

with the data provided showing extreme variation. Spain, with an average total time exceeding 400 

hours, is not far short of the sum of the averages for all of the ESSnet countries. These results led to 

the decision to exclude non-ESSnet countries from the UCI element of the modelling. The model is 

intended to predict the cost of a generic profiling case. As the non-ESSnet countries develop and 

their profiling experience increases, it is expected that their average times will tend towards that of 

the ESSnet countries, which have the more experienced profiling teams or systems. The model 

therefore predicts a cost for established profiling set-ups, towards which others can aim.  

The modelling of this data is discussed further in section 3.1. 
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Chart 1: Average time in hours for tasks 1 to 5 by country, including the number of profiled cases split by country. 

 

ESSnet Countries 



 
Chart 2: Average time in hours for tasks 1 to 5 by ESSnet country. 

“Profiling Visits” have the largest range of means, with France spending significantly more of their 

time on this than the other countries. “Analysing” and “Setting Up” also show slight variation across 

the countries – for instance, when comparing “Setting Up” in Germany with the respective task in 

Italy.  There is no single profiled business skewing Italy’s mean; there appear to be no outliers. This 

pattern was also noted in the interim report earlier this year.  

Finally, there appears to be a fundamental difference between the composition of two groups of 

countries - Germany and France when compared with that of the remaining four - Finland, Great 

Britain, Netherlands and, to some extent, Italy. 

The latter group spend a large proportion of their time on “Setting Up” with this task ranking much 

lower for the others. Conversely, Germany and France have a much larger proportion of their time 

spent on profiling visits. One could expect this to be quite a variable task given that it is not required 

in all instances. 

France have confirmed that the reason that they have spent more time completing profiles is that 

alongside the International Profiling task, INSEE have also been running a change to their national 

programme of profiling. This has used many of the same tasks as International profiling including 

restructuring the Business Registers and defining new Enterprises but this has involved in addition a 

great deal of contact with the group accountants at the businesses (i.e. up to 5 visits in some cases). 

INSEE have confirmed that if we deducted this extra time, then the data would be more inline with 

the other ESSnet Countries.   

 2.2 Partnering data 

 

While the UCI data are made up of timings for those tasks which focus on the domestic element of 

the profiling, the partnering data are made up of those tasks which are completed by the partnering 

countries in which a subsidiary or branch of the MNE is located. 

The total partnering time consists of six tasks detailed in Annex X: 

Many cases contained missing data but in most cases it can be concluded that these tasks were not 

carried out either as it was not required for the profile or that the process was not carried out in the 

correct manor.  



In order to allow us to filter out those partnering returns which were deemed incomplete, the 

partnering data had the following filtering criterion applied: 

 tasks 1, 2 and 6 must have a non-zero value -- where they did not, the partnering return was 

discounted. 

This allowed us to filter out those partnering returns which were deemed incomplete, where 

incomplete is defined as not having a valid response for each task. Approximately X  cases were not 

returned due to incompletion by the deadline. It should be noted that these may introduce some 

bias into the model – with unfinished cases possible having a differing relationship to that of 

complete cases. This highlights the importance of receiving the data in their entirety at as early a 

stage as possible. 

 

3. Modelling 

 

3.1 Ultimate Controlling Interest (UCI) 

 

For the modelling of UCI a set of simple linear models of the form 

 

UCI Time = constant   +    (β * var1) + (γ * var2) + ..... + error 

 

were fitted to a set of variables listed in Annex III.   

As discussed in earlier sections, UCI is made up of 7 tasks. These have all been included in the total 

UCI time incorporated within the models. 

The r-squared values for each model can be interpreted as the percentage of variation explained by 

the model and are found within Annex III. 

Log models were also tested; however these showed no improvement on the above and have thus 

not been detailed here. 

The best model is that which uses both the employment of the company and the intlight indicator as 

explanatory variables. The intlight indicator denotes whether the company received intensive or 

light profiling.  

Although models containing three and even four explanatory variables were tested, it was decided 

to select the below model due to the r-squared values not improving substantially with the 

additional variables. We were also unable to prove that the additional variables were significantly 

contributing to the model, based upon the current data. Using large numbers of variables in models 

can often result in random interactions, raising the r-squared despite the result being almost 

impossible to interpret.  

It should be noted that this is the best model which does not include a country indicator. The 

inclusion of country indicators produced r-squared results in excess of 50%. However, the request 



was such that the model should be generic for all countries and so country indicators could not be 

used. None of the collected variables were able to successfully explain this country effect – with it 

being likely that ‘experience of profilers’ is a key factor. This is something that could be investigated 

in future versions of such a model. 

 

UCI Time = constant   +    (β * intlight) + (γ * employment) +    error 

 

Here the percentage of variation explained is 34%. Both variables are statistically significant. 

However, the model overall is not a useful one, particularly when comparing it to that which 

includes a country indicator. 

The problem with identifying an accurate model can be seen by considering some of the 

relationships between the variables and the total time taken. For these variables to provide a good 

model, a relationship should be easily visible, which it is not, mainly due to the relationship 

appearing to alter for those cases with a group employment in excess of 100,000. 
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Chart 3: Scatterplot of total UCI hours plotted against employment. 

 

3.3  Partnering Time 

 

For the final component of the model, we shall now consider the ‘partnering time’. As detailed 

previously in section 2.2, partnering time is the time spent by the partnering countries, completing 

tasks detailed in Annex II.  

Adjusted r-squared = 29.25% 

Plot of UCI hours against group employment 



These data are completed by all countries where the MNE has an element of its structure within 

their NSI. It is not sensible to limit this section of the model development to just the ESSnet 

countries as in the UCI modelling, due to ESSnet countries having partnering links with those outside 

of the ESSnet group and vice versa. 

The median time for each task was calculated (Annex IV) and the sum of these added to produce a 

further component of the model: 

number of partnering cases * ( 4.5hrs ) 

 

3.4 Composite model results 

 

The model is now comprised of: 

 

Total time to profile one case for the first time (hrs) = 

59.15592 + (35.54602 * intlight3) + (0.00040975 * employment) + (4.5 * no. partners) 

 

 

Differences seen within the ESSnet countries are highlighted in Annex VI. The average difference by 

country is seen to vary widely, with Germany being overestimated by approximately 20 hours on 

average, while other countries, such as France had their cost underestimated on average by 

approximately 45 hours. This is likely to be further exacerbated when considering the non-ESSnet 

countries with their more variable results. 

It should be noted therefore, that this model may not provide robust results at the country level. 

 

4. Elapsed Timings  

Analysis has also been carried out to determine the average of the elapsed time for test cases. This is 

calculated from the start and end dates of cases profiled between January 2012 and December 

2013.  A distinction has been made between the light profiling cases and the intensive as in principle 

and following the methodology, there are less tasks to complete with a light cases.  

 

 

 

 

  

                                                      
3 Intlight is an indicator variable, distinguishing between intensive and light profiling. 



5. Section A Conclusion 

In summary, there seem to be difficulties in identifying a model sufficiently accurate to be used for 

predicting times – an adjusted r-squared value of 34% is not a useful model.   

 

If a future costs model is to be carried out in the next ESBR project then there are lessons to be 

learnt.  Firstly, it is important profiling tasks are carried out in a more consistent manor. This may be 

difficult due to differences in experience, systems and tools but given this was the first attempts at 

testing, it must be noted that this should improve with further work. Secondly, that strict timetables 

for the delivery of timings data is adhered to as in this testing phase the majority of timings were 

received within the last few weeks of the project deadlines which made it very difficult to look at 

every aspect of the collected data. It is also worth evaluating the separation of the tasks provided 

and the difficulties experiences with NSIs trying to allocate accurate timings to each task. It may be 

worth, collecting fewer variables and characteristics in order to improve the quality of the timings 

data.  

However to conclude, collecting more data in a more consistent fashion may help, but it must be 

pointed out that there is no guarantee that a more useful predictive relationship will be found for an 

EU-wide model so long as the countries continue to operate and complete the same tasks to such 

different timescales.  

 



Glossary and List of Abbreviations 

BR Business Register 

D&B Dun & Bradstreet 

EG Enterprise Group 

EGR Euro Group Register. European Register that includes the 10000 largest groups 

operating in the EU.  

ENT Enterprise as is in present practise in the NSIs for economic statistics 

ESBR European System of Interoperable Business Registers 

ESS European Statistical System 

EU European Union 

European 

Countries 

In this report: EU member states + EFTA countries 

FATS Foreign Affiliates Statistics 

FDI Foreign Direct Investment 

GDC (Global) Group Decision Centre 

GDP Gross Domestic Product 

GEG Global Enterprise Group 

GEN Global Enterprise 

GGH Global Group Head 

GOD Group Operating Division 

IDBR UK Interdepartmental Business Register 

IFATS Inward Foreign Affiliates Statistics 

IFRS International Financial Reporting Standards 

Intensive 

Profiling 

 

LeU Legal Unit 

Light Profiling  

GEG Multinational Enterprise Group.  This corresponds to the GEG. 

MS Member States 



NA National Accounts 

NACE Nomenclature statistique des Activités économiques dans la Communauté 

Européenne 

NSA National Statistical Agency 

NSI National Statistical Institute 

OFATS Outward Foreign Affiliates Statistics 

ONS Office for National Statistics (UK) 

TEN Truncated Enterprise 

UCI Ultimate Controlling Institutional Unit  

 

 Definitions 

 

Intlight An indicator variable to denote whether “Light” or “Intensive” profiling 

took place. 

R-Squared The percentage of variation explained by the model. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Annex I : UCI Tasks 

 

Task   Main Task when UCI NSI Profiling 

1 Analysing the 

EGR 
Checking the inclusion of the main affiliates of the group and of its main 

holdings (consolidated perimeter, organisation structure for the main 

holdings). Investigating potential multiple accounts of affiliates (same 

name, same country, same address). Checking the national Legal Units 

using National Business Register (Name, NACE, ID number, Legal status, 

Society or Permanent establishment). Checking or collecting the 

individual legal unit information (employment, turnover). Using national 

sources (SBS statistics, other national surveys or sources, national 

website of the groups). 

 

2 Investigating 

Financial 

Annual 

Reports 

Investigating the group organisational structure including checking the 

main consolidated figures of the group, standards of the consolidated 

accounts, segmentation, perimeter of consolidation, consolidated 

accounts and the main financial figures by segment. Also check for a 

table of main participations and affiliates of the parent company.   

 

3 Setting up 

Preliminary 

Profiling 

Template and 

Profiling 

Reports 

Deriving provisional Truncated Enterprises (TENs) and Global Enterprises 

(GENs). Providing identification numbers, GEN, TEN name, NACE code 

and providing Group Employment and Turnover values. Linking Legal 

Units to GEN and TES and associating NACE code and other data 

variables if possible.  

 

4 Profiling 

Visits 
This should include time to find the appropriate contact in the group 

and to prepare the meeting. Asking the group for:-              

1. Validation of the Worldwide scope of the group in term of Legal 

Units.  

2. The breakdown in GEN's and TEN's (validation is also required 

on the name and activity code of these statistical units and their 

composition in Legal Units). 

3. The collection consolidated financial figures for GEN's and TEN's 

(at least employment and consolidated turnover)  

4. The possibility to collect directly from the UCI complete set of 



core variables in IFRS for all the GEN's and TEN's. 

 

5 Updating the 

Profiling 

Template and 

Profiling 

Report 

Integrating the information collected from the group and other 

confirmed sources including survey data, business register dat. 

Confirmation of the consolidation perimeter and the main figures. 

Sharing data with Partnering NSIs via E-damis (the tool for electronic 

data transmission between Eurostat and NSIs). 

 

6 Updating the 

Template with 

the 

information 

supplied by 

Partnering 

NSI’s 

Updating the Profiling Template and the Profiling report with data 

confirmed by partners. This also includes the time taken to query 

responses with partners and carrying out analysis of the returned data.  

 

7 Feedback to 

the GEG, 

Users and 

Partners the 

Final Agreed 

Structure and 

Profile 

Evaluation of the profile and Producing final version of the template and 

Report. If an intensive case seeking approval of the approved group 

structure with the group contacts and Statistical users.  

 

Table 1: UCI tasks. 

 

Annex II : Partnering Tasks 

Task   Main Partnering Task 

1 Checking the data on the Profiling 

Template 
To make an evaluation of the size (all Legal Units) 

of the group including the national perimeter. To 

include the comparison with the previous version 

of the EGR to identify differences. 

 

2 Updating the PT with the 

information found including adding 

TEN information 

Adding National Employment and T/O data and 

correcting ACE codes if applicable. To make an 

evaluation of the size of the group moreover for 

the national perimeter. Comparison with the 

previous version of the EGR to identify differences..  

 

3 Investigating Financial Annual 

Report 
To understand the business of the group and its 

structure. To find what is the national contribution 

to the global activity of the group (is it by revenue 

by destination or by origin                                                    

To check the list of the main national affiliates 4- to 

find all the national information which could be of 



help to complete the national part of the group. 

 

4 Validating the TENs/GENs with 

Users 
Discuss with Users from SBS, STS, OFATS and FDI if 

the proposed TEN are suitable for data collection 

(through survey, or use of administrative data) and 

if one legal unit could represent the TEN in the 

country). 

 

5 Contacting the Group (if applicable) Contacting the national financial services of the 

group  (the SBS contacts can be a good departure 

point to find the appropriate contact) to check the 

perimeter and collect, in case it's not possible from 

the UCI ( case of very decentralized group with a 

large autonomy by country) both individual 

information and main consolidated figures for the 

TENThe purpose is to check the national scope of 

the group and to collect, in case it's not possible 

from the UCI, consolidated turnover and 

employment by TEN (or more if possible). 

 

6 Updating the Partnering Tab 

information on the Profiling Report 

(PR) 

Make a short note of the process used to check 

and complete the TENs for the NSI responsible for 

the European profiling. Sending back to UCI 

country. 

 
Table 2: Partnering tasks. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Annex III 



 
variable(s) 

adj r- 
squared 

p value significan
ce 

RMSE # 
obs 

β γ δ ε  

emp    0.2925    <.0001    Y 54.12947 64 

noleus    0.1548    0.0004    Y 57.08955 70 

nogens    0.0587    0.0243    Y 60.24648 70 

intlight    0.2007    <.0001    Y 56.42733 74 

               

emp  noleus   0.2914   0.0004 0.3453   Y N 54.17120 64 

emp  nogens   0.2996   <.0001 0.2063   Y N 53.85591 64 

noleus nogens   0.1723   0.0020 0.1230   Y N 56.49436 70 

intlight  emp   0.3397   0.0231 0.0003   Y Y 52.29445 64 

intlight  noleus   0.2315   0.0068 0.0232   Y Y 54.43677 70 

intlight nogens   0.2199   0.0002 0.0415   Y Y 54.84652 70 

               

intlight emp noleus  0.3301  0.0376 0.0020 0.7198  Y Y N 52.67144 64 

Intlight emp nogens  0.3517  0.0182 0.0015 0.1498  Y Y N 51.81727 64 

               

intlight emp noleus nogens 0.3409 0.0267 0.0047 0.1649 0.9008 Y Y N N 52.24761 64 

Table 3: Regression analysis. 

 

 

Annex IV 

Partnering Task Mean Median Min Max 

1 3.59 2.0 0.05 36.00 

2 2.01 1.0 0.10 25.00 

3 1.15 1.0 0.00 12.00 

4 0.54 0.0 0.00 30.00 

5 0.12 0.0 0.10 7.00 

6 1.05 0.5 0.75 40.00 
Table 4: Statistical summary – partnering data. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Annex V 

 

Chart 4: Scatterplot of the modelled total hours plotted against the residuals (actual – modelled). 

 

 

Annex VI 

Country Difference 

(hrs) 

DE -19.41 

FI -21.55 

FR 45.33 

GB 1.48 

IT 35.08 

NL 61.09 

Table 5: Average difference between actual times and modelled times in hours. 

 

 

 

 



Section B – Challenges and Potential Costs of International Profiling 

1. Introduction 

This section of the report details all other challenges and costs observed from the last three 

years of testing the new profiling methodology.  It is based on ONS UK testing experiences 

but it is accepted that many of these costs have been observed by many NSIs. The UK 

successfully completed 26 of the 112 profiles and therefore it can be assumed that these 

costs are representative of the experiences across all of the testing. It is important that this 

is reviewed in conjunction with the International Profiling Benefits paper which has also 

been produced by ONS UK and both reports should provide a fair and balanced view of the 

experiences of testing a new profiling methodology.  

As with the financial model and the benefits paper also produced by ONS UK, cost will vary 

between each NSIs. These will be a result of the large differences in working practices 

between NSIs and the reasons for these including differing levels of experience, differences 

in business registers, the structure and organisation of profiling teams, different tools and 

systems. These differences should be taken into consideration when evaluating the costs. 

2. Co-operation/buy-in from GEGS  

For ONS UK, the recruitment process took place at the start of each year, contacting Global 

Enterprise Groups (GEGs), identified as being suitable for profiling by letter, raising 

awareness and inviting them to take part in the project. The letters were sent to the 

Outwards Foreign Affiliates Statistics (OFATS) contact as they would already have an 

understanding of the GEG structure.  

To achieve the agreement of 20 GEGs to participate in the project in 2012-13, contact was 

made with 79 GEGs. This is a success rate of 25% and highlights the challenges faced trying 

to convince the GEGs to take part in a voluntary project. It also should be noted that the 

time taken to recruit businesses was not included in the Financial model (section A).  

It has been shown that there is great variation between NSIs in securing cooperation from 

the GEGs. For example,  one ESSnet NSI secured 100% buy-in from the Groups but in others 

it was far less than the 25% achieved by the UK. This variation in success may be put down 

to several reasons including cultural differences, better relationships with groups, number 

of groups in profiling remit, good relationships with Business Federations and the amount of 

existing burden that is placed on the largest of Enterprise Groups. 

If this profiling methodology is due to be implemented across Europe, there needs to be a 

legal framework in place in order to collect Global or European data.  

On the whole, the UK’s experience confirmed that once cooperation was given by the GEG, 

most had no issues regarding sharing of data securely to other NSIs in Europe. For some 

cases, the majority of this information was available in published accounts and therefore no 



resulting issues of sensitivity. In a few cases, especially in the Oil Industry cases where data 

was requested at a more detailed level than what was published and data provided by a 

country level, caused data sharing issues.   

The cost of not getting buy in from the groups and not having a legal framework in place is 

that some of the key GEGs present in Europe were unable to be profiled during this testing 

period. For some GEGs, who agreed to cooperate, subsequently informed NSIs that data 

sharing was not a possibility. This should be flagged as a concern going forward if profiling is 

to be a successful too in profiling all of the largest and key GEGs.  

3. Transmission of Data 

As the transmission of potentially sensitive data between partnering countries needs to be 

conducted using a secure method, the existing Eurostat operated eDAMIS file transfer 

system has been used for profiling. The system however has been unreliable and at times 

unusable. The tight deadlines in place to deliver all profiling documentation and a final 

report to Eurostat by the end of December 2013 have meant that the ONS has been unable 

to meet its deadline. The failure of the eDAMIS system has also resulted in the delay of 

receiving UCI and partnering timings data which is required to complete the profiling 

timings model being developed by ONS.   

The Interactive Profiling Tool (IPT) currently in development by Eurostat is understood to 

eventually allow both online and offline updating of the profiling variables and ultimately 

the EGR. It will also be used by partnering countries to update a profile of other NSIs. This 

ability will be crucial as it will provide a secure environment for potentially sensitive data to 

be shared amongst partnering countries.     

The risk going forward are the implications of not having the IPT tool. If the existing e-damis 

tool is to be continued to used then this will have an impact on time taken and resources. 

This is not only for NSIs but also Eurostat who currently forward files to relevant contacts. 

It could also be argued that it it will have an impact on morale and motivation from NSIs if 

technical difficulties hinder the profiling process.  

4. Quality 

4.1 Partnering Actions 

The quality of the partnering work varied quite considerably across all partnering countries. 

For some GEGs all LEU variables and TEN data from the profiling template were provided, 

for other countries the partnering response was limited simply to the words ‘we agree’. The 

profiling report was equally inconsistent in its completion with responses ranging from the 

history of the GEG to no comments at all. 

4.2 Profiling Documents (Template and Report) 



It must be noted, that the documents used for the profiling process are very detailed and 

complex and it is to be expected that quality issues have arisen. In some cases the 

anomalies have not affected the overall outcome of the profiles but in other cases, the 

quality and comprehensiveness of the data collected is not sufficient enough in order to 

draw any successful conclusions from the reports.     

Detailed guidance notes on the completion of the documents and a quality management 

programme has been produced by the ESSnet which has helped some of the newer NSIS in 

the completion of the reports. However, it must be highlighted that for many of the initial 

profiles completed, quality remains a large issue.  

Since the start of the 2012 profiling programme we have seen a number of minor changes 

to the profiling template and profiling report. A number of issues have been identified 

during completion of the profiles and the partnering exercises with other NSIs. It would be 

beneficial to have clarification before the start of the next stage of profiling in the 

forthcoming Vision Infrastructure Project (VIP). The following are the main issues identified:-

   

The profiling template contains the variables: employment, turnover and classification 

(NACE) at both GEN and TEN levels that require ‘date stamping’ i.e. the reference year of 

the variable. As the reference year will be unique to both variable and country it is difficult 

to get consistency, this makes analysis of the data variables very difficult. This issue has 

caused a lot of debate at workshops and meetings and is one of the biggest issues identified 

by profilers. 

As the updated profiling template will ultimately update the EGR which is used as a 

sampling frame, it is the UK opinion that the reference year of each of the variables should 

always relate to the most up to date information available at the time of the profile. There is 

little value in updating the EGR with a structure that is already out of date 

With there being a number of different currencies in use by EU member states it is 

inevitable that problems occur with exchange rates. We need to ensure that the same 

source is used by all profiling countries for currency exchanges with an agreed standard 

criteria used i.e. using XE.com historical rates on the reference date of the annual report or 

annual consolidated accounts.       

The use of millions or thousands when referring to turnover depends on whether you are 

talking about GEN, TEN or LEU turnover. The current requirement is to provide the GEN and 

TEN turnover in millions and the LEU turnover in thousands. From an LEU perspective this 

seems like a sensible option as the LEU data primarily comes from surveys or the ONS 

business register both of which are recorded as thousands. However the guidelines have 

changed a number of times over the past two years which has lead to confusion from 

partnering countries. The ideal preference from an ONS perspective is to record all turnover 

as thousands, which is consistent with the EGR. This would also help with issue. 



The use of commas and or decimal points in the turnover values have varied from country 

to country with some countries using the comma to indicate the thousand delimiter whilst 

others use a decimal point.  (I.e. in the UK we would display a number in millions as 

1,234,567 whereas in Germany it is displayed as 1.234.567) This seems to be a practice that 

varies between countries according to local practices but can cause real confusion. The 

simple answer is to remove all delimiters i.e. 1234567 and record data as thousands. 

A related issue is the use of decimal points to allow the smaller economy countries and the 

smaller GEGs to show turnover values that are less than 1 million.  The need to use decimals 

can cause confusion amongst countries and the simple answer would be to record all 

turnover across both profiling and EGR platforms as thousands. 

As a result of all the difficulties experienced above, this has resulted in a compromise to the 

quality of the data.  Unfortunately, for the UK, we were unable to fully analyse the profiled 

data against existing data held on the Business registers and returned questionnaire data 

due to all the inconsistencies in the profiling documentation and it was impossible to draw 

any conclusions.  

Going forward, this lack of quality will have implications for our Statistical users in terms of 

understanding the impact of changes to data and the provision of high quality and timely 

data.  The difficulties in the quality of the profiling templates will also have an impact on the 

time taken to carry out profiling.  

 

5. Delineation of Global and Truncated Enterprises 

One of the main goals of this ESSnet was to test the application of a new statistical unit 

definition in the form of Global Enterprise (GENs) and Truncated Enterprises (TENS). ONS 

has experienced difficulties in some cases in seeking agreement of new enterprise 

delineation in getting agreement from all stakeholders involved. For example:- 

Of the 26 GEGs profiled by the UK the GEN structure was accepted by the partnering NSIs 

for 19 of the GEGs. In 5 GEGs the initial GEN proposal was rejected and subject to a change 

before the final GEN proposal either as a result of the intensive profiling visit or because of a 

partnering NSI request. In 3 UK cases, there has still not been a formal agreement reached 

in the structure which would be suitable to all stakeholders including statistical users, GEGs 

and partnering NSIs. 

Although there are many UK cases where there has been successful agreement on GEN and 

TENs and the groups have confirmed that in future a set of core variables can be collected, 

there have been cases where this has not been possible.  There are some cases where the 

Enterprise structure has been agreed by all parties, however not all variables can be 

collected from the GEGs.  



The UK’s experience in discussions with the GEGs also confirmed that in the majority of 

cases, not all could supply the core variables on a monthly basis which would be suitable for 

the Short Term Surveys. Most could happily supply this on an annual basis but as a result of 

internal reporting processes, this data is not available.   

One of the main difficulties encountered in dealing with the new GEN statistical unit was 

how to treat Legal Units (LeU’s) that are present (operate) in more than one GEN. This 

scenario occurred in around six of the 16 intensive profiles completed over the three year 

testing process. It is important to note that the identification of LEUs operating in more than 

one GEN, was only possible for an intensive profile due to the information being provided 

during the profiling visit. It would not be possible to identify this scenario in the case of a 

light profile.   

Seeking agreement of new Enterprise structures from all parties including the GEGs, 

Statistical Users and Other NSIs has had a large impact on the time taken to profile. In some 

of the UKs cases, an agreement still has not been reached (not as a result of the effort and 

dedication to resolve this). 

There are examples of cases where NSIs have disagreed on the proposed Enterprise 

structure, however there is currently no mechanism to resolve such disputes. They are 

currently left unresolved. These cases would need to be re-examined in the next ESBR 

project.  

There are several cases that in the ‘State of the Art’ report which have not yet got 

agreement on the profile from all stakeholders. This could potentially have large 

implications on all data users including national and European customers as it could result in 

new enterprise (data collection) structures which have been decided by other NSIs, which 

may not be suitable for national needs.  

The main cost being the risk that NSIs would loose control of their own decision making 

powers when it comes to the delineation and classification of GENs and TENs and crucially 

these that will be the units used to collect key national and European data.  

6. Collection of Data Variables 

During this ESSnet Testing program, only Employment, Turnover and Classification at the 

Legal unit, Global Level and in some cases (Truncated) Enterprise Level data has been 

collected within the new Enterprise structure. The UK collected three additional variables 

which included Stocks, (before and after and Capital Expenditure (including acquisitions and 

disposals) from one GEG but unfortunately agreed at the GEGs request, not to share these 

data with other NSIs.  

In addition, different NSIs will have differing priorities on which should be the core variables 

depending on how the data is treated. The 12 core variables proposed in this ESSnet are 



only a small set of data (mainly the Profit and Loss Accounts and Balance Sheet variables) 

which is unlikely to satisfy all the significant statistical users across all NSIs. Therefore 

further work needs to be carried out and agreement needs to be reached regarding the core 

variables early on in the new ESBR project.  

As a result of not collecting a full set of core variables from the GEGs means that the new 

Enterprise definition has not yet been fully tested. Potential impact for all statistical users 

both nationally and for European users has not been evaluated at yet. For example, the 

impact on time series data and discontinuity issues.   

In terms of assessing the impact of the new Statistical units definition of Enterprise, ONS has 

only been able to carry out limited comparisons of Employment, Turnover and Classification 

against profiled and existing data held.  It is critical that the next ESBR, profiling will require 

the collection of many more economic key variables from GEGs in the new Enterprise 

structures.  

The risks is that the agreed final core variables might not be inline with the variables that 

have been identified for national needs.  

 

7. Kind of Activity Units (KAU’s) 

The UK had queries surrounding the use of Kind of Activity units in this methodology and 

how these fit with the new Enterprise definitions.  The new definition relies upon the 

delineation of Enterprises that align as closely as possible to existing group reporting, are 

market orientated and autonomous but are also being suitable for data collection for all 

NSIs involved in the GEG. In some instances, the UK experienced examples where these 

Enterprise would not be suitable for the collection of very important national data variables. 

The methodology states that Kind of Activity could be used as Reporting Units to collect a 

more detailed level for national purposes.  

The potential issue with this proposal is that it allows KAUs to be used in all such cases, 

therefore going against the need to define consistent Enterprises for data collection across 

Europe. More clarity needs to be provided on the use of KAUs in conjunction with the 

Enterprises.  

 

8. Burden on NSI’s 

This profiling methodology required the Country of the UCI of the Group to take the lead in 

profiling.  For those with large economies and in those NSIs where there are many GEG 

Head Offices the burden will be much greater. It should also be noted that this testing 



period, highlighted the volume of work carried out as a partner involved in the profile and 

therefore this places even more burden of the larger NSIS.  

International Profiling will be disproportionately more costly to some NSIs than others 

depending on where the UCI is present.  Going forward, this needs to be taken into 

consideration with any costings decisions/allocations. 

9. EGR and Profiling Perimeters currently not aligned 

 

The EGR holds data on relationships between parents and subsidiaries based on “Cluster of 

Control”.  However profiling have collected data on legal units and relationship s on all those 

that are consolidated in financial group accounts, with some legal units consolidated but not 

controlled and vice versa. Therefore this testing process has shown that there are large 

differences between the EGR and profiling perimeters.  

 

The EGR data is only on presently released on an annual basis although this is likely to 

change in the future as a EGR User interface is being updated which will enable updates to 

the EGR on a daily basis.  If the profiling data and EGR fails to differences in perimeters 

could result in the loss of valuable profiling data. 

  

10. Challenges and Costs Conclusions 

Considering the ambitiousness of the objectives of the ESSnet on International profiling 

which includes satisfying a large number of stakeholders who each have different and 

demanding targets, a great deal of progress has been made.  It is important that this report 

is taken into consideration with the ESSnet on Profiling Benefits paper and should not be 

treated as a stand alone report.  

The project faces many challenges and these have been listed in this paper. Some of these 

challenges can be easily addressed within the project by introducing standardisation, fore 

example currency exchange, denominations for expressing turnover. However, the project 

has to accept that some of these challenges are reliant on external factors. For example, the 

cooperation of GEGs and their appetite to share data. More work needs continue to explore 

and understand all possible implications for all stakeholders.  All of these listed potential 

costs and challenges highlighted in this report need to be acknowledged, understood and 

addressed as a priority in the future Profiling and EGR Work Package of the ESBR.   
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