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INTRODUCTION  

This document is a summary of the deliverable “Identification and evaluation of Member States 

inconsistency” of the ESSnet on Consistency of concepts and methods of business and trade-

related statistics (WP1 – 2010 Project on statistical units).  

The purpose of this document is to present the main results of the “Inquiry on the Statistical 

Units”, developed within the framework of the ESSnet on Consistency. The general aim of the 

inquiry was to identify and analyze the following typologies of inconsistencies: 

 inconsistency in statistical units applied in different statistical domains of the system of 

business and trade-related statistics according to the European legislation; 

 inconsistency in the application of the statistical units definition in different Member States. 

To achieve this task the collection of direct information from Member States was necessary, 

concerning definition of national legal units, statistical units used for each business statistics 

domain, actual and practical definition of such statistical units, use of the legal units as proxy of 

statistical units, weight of specific statistical units in some domains, criteria used for statistical 

units estimation, treatment of specific unit typologies (e.g. artificial subsidiaries). Furthermore, 

the inquiry also collected suggestions and proposals for the revision of the system of statistical 

units and their definitions. 

The inquiry was launched at the end of October 2011. Through a web-based questionnaire it 

was possible to acquire both qualitative and quantitative information. The compilation of the 

questionnaire was open to the 27 Member States of the European Union and to the EFTA 

Countries. 

The questionnaire was composed of 7 sections, related to the statistical domains under 

investigation1 and for each section a national expert in the statistical domain was required to fill-

in the information. Each section of the questionnaire was composed of modules, one for each 

investigated unit, Legal Unit (LeU), Enterprise, Local Unit (LU), Kind-of-Activity Unit (KAU), 

Local Kind-of-Activity Unit (LKAU), and it was structured in order to acquire two typologies 

of information: qualitative and quantitative. 

The dissemination of the enquiry results takes place through the ESSnet Portal (available at 

http://www.essnet-portal.eu/) 

                                                           
1
 Section A: Business Register (BR); Section B: Structural Business Statistics (SBS); Section C: Short-Term 

Statistics, variable “Turnover” – Annex A: Industry; Section D: Short-Term Statistics, variable “Production” – 
Annex A: Industry; Section E: Short-Term Statistics, variable “Turnover” – Annex C: Retail Trade and Repair; 
Section F: Short-Term Statistics, variable “Turnover” – Annex D: Other Services; Section G: National and 
Regional Accounts (NA/RA). 

http://www.essnet-portal.eu/
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1. The qualitative part of the questionnaire 

1.1. Response rate and quality of the information 

The qualitative information concern rules and criteria of how statistical units are identified in 

the National Statistical Institutes (NSI) for different statistical domains, in order to identify 

inconsistencies in terms of “applicability” of the statistical units’ definitions in the Regulation. 

The experts were asked to fill-in information about: the main sources used to identify units; 

how you apply each part of the definition of the Regulation; the possible existence of “special 

types” of units; variables used to identify the unit; criteria used to select subset of units to be 

identified; “operative” definition of the unit, the effective operational definition of the unit, in 

terms of rules and criteria used to identify it and its scope. 

In addition, at the end of each module, the experts were asked to kindly provide each comment 

and information they considered important, for example if the questions were relevant for them 

or not pertinent and about contents and availability of the information.  

 
Table 2.1.1 – Response rate by Sections 

Section
Completed 

modules

Response 

rate

Section A 146 94.2

Section B 78 83.9

Section C 145 93.5

Section D 145 93.5

Section E 140 90.3

Section F 135 87.1

Section G 44 71.0

Total 833 89.6  

 

The response rate of the qualitative part 

was very high, about 90% for all the 

sections 1-6 regarding BR, SBS and STS 

domains (Table 2.1.1). For NA/RA the 

response rate was about 71%. On the 

whole, the inquiry was a success, above all 

in terms of interest aroused. In theory the 

number of experts involved is 217, one for 

each country (31) and for each section (7). 

Actually the number of experts who gained 

access to the web questionnaire was very 

high (89.9%), however the same person could be the respondent for more than one section in 

his country. If referred to the actual number of experts who had access to the questionnaire this 

percentage is 55.8%, corresponding to 121 persons involved in the inquiry, with an average 

number of 1.6 experts per section. 

 

1.2. Legal Unit and Enterprise 

1.2.1. Business Register 

Most of the questions regarding LeU and Enterprises were mostly supplied by the BR experts, 

since the identification of these units is generally seen as a BR task. For example, for 71% of 

SBS experts the enterprises are the ones identified in the BR without any further manipulation. 

The NSIs were asked to give information on the administrative sources used to identify both 

the LeU and the Enterprise, since both of them could be fundamental to achieve information 

regarding enterprises. In most countries there is a close relationship between the LeU and the 

Enterprise, in most cases a one-to-one relationship, thus information on the identification of 
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Enterprise is strictly dependent on how the LeU is identified in view of the fact that the 

consistency of the BR with the definitions of statistical units in the regulation can depend on 

national legislation, especially in economic and fiscal area.  

For LeUs, more than 61% of countries use more than one source and the average number is 2.7 

per country. As regards enterprises, all countries use more than one source even to detect the 

characteristics of the unit. Exactly as expected (Table 2.2.1), the fiscal sources are the most used 

for the variable “turnover” (71.4%) in the same way as the Social Security is for “employment” 

(75%). It is worthy of note that a considerable number of countries make use of surveys as a 

primary source to detect the values of the main characteristics and this is true above all to assess 

the economic activity code (43%).  
 
Table 2.2.1 – Respondent Countries by main administrative/statistical sources used to implement the 
enterprises in the BR and main detected characteristics (% out of 28 respondent countries) 

Fiscal 

sources

Social 

Security and 

Labour 

sources

Statistical 

Sources

Legal 

Registers

Business 

Accounts

Other 

Sources

Turnover 71.4 0.0 39.3 7.1 10.7 7.1

Employees / Persons employed 7.1 75.0 35.7 7.1 7.1 7.1

Id variables / Localization / Legal Form 10.7 7.1 17.9 17.9 0.0 3.6

Main and secondary economic activity 17.9 10.7 42.9 25.0 3.6 17.9

Status of activity / Dates of birth and death 21.4 14.3 7.1 17.9 0.0 3.6

Main administrative / statistical sources

Main detected characteristics

 
 

Most of the questions mainly referred to the definition of the enterprise as stated in the 

Regulation N.696/932. The aim was to observe which are the processes and statistical 

treatments applied by the NSIs to identify the statistical units stored in their BR, and 

successively to understand if these processes are consistent with the Regulation. The definition 

has been divided in three parts, the first one regarding the concept of “productive activity” (Part 

1), the second one the concept of “autonomy” (Part 2) and the third one the “combination of 

LUs” (Part 3). The application of each part of the definition has been investigated using specific 

questions. 

As regards “Part 1” of the definition, most of the countries perform some analyses to apply the 

concept of productivity, about 42% of countries say they use more than one method to find out 

that a unit is an organizational unit producing goods or services (Table 2.2.2). 13% of the 

countries consider each identified legal unit as a productive unit without further analysis, while 

more than 80% of countries say they perform further analyses to understand how the unit is 

actually productive, above all by using sources that could give this information (45%) or by 

using thresholds of certain variables (42%) or profiling methods (35%). Other methods are also 

relevant (19%) in this multiple choice. The most used variables for “threshold” are 

“employment” (61,5%), “turnover” (61,5%) and other sources like “income” and “wages” 

(53,8%). 
 
 
 

                                                           
2
 The Regulation N.696/93 states that “the enterprise is the smallest combination of legal units that is an 

organizational unit producing goods or services, which benefits from a certain degree of autonomy in 
decision-making, especially for the allocation of its current resources. An enterprise carries out one or more 
activities at one or more locations. An enterprise may be a sole legal unit”. 
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Table 2.2.2 – Respondent Countries by methods to apply "Part 1" of the Enterprise definition 

No of countries %

No Response 2 6.5

Each identified legal unit is considered a productive unit without further analysis 4 12.9

Further analysis (multiple answer): 25 80.7

1. By using sources that identify exactly a legal unit that exercises a productive activity 14 45.2

2. By using thresholds of one or more variables (e.g. turnover, employees,...) 13 41.9

3. By using more complex methods (deterministic/probabilistic models) 3 9.7

4. Profiling methods 11 35.5

5. Other 6 19.4  
 

As regards “Part 2” of the definition, more than 61% of countries say they consider more than 

one issue among the practical concepts stated on Eurostat BR Recommendation Manual 2010, 

in the Chapter 19D (Operational rules for the enterprise — Defining the enterprise), with an 

average number of 1.7 issues per country. It was assumed that the concept of “autonomy in 

decision-making” could be connected to the following issues (Table 2.2.3): for about 68% of 

the countries it is relevant that the enterprise has accounts at its disposal and 42% consider if 

the operations of the enterprise are managed in an integrated manner. Not so many used the 

third concept, as only 39% of the countries consider the market orientation of an enterprise as 

an important issue. It should be noticed that 26% countries consider also some other issue as 

fundamental in the concept of autonomy. 
 
Table 2.2.3 – Respondent Countries by features of "autonomy", to apply "Part 2" of the Enterprise 
definition 

No of countries %

No Response 2 6.5

1. "An enterprise has accounts at its disposal" 21 67.7

2. "The operations of an enterprise are managed in an integrated manner" 13 41.9

3. "Market orientation of an enterprise" 12 38.7

4. Other 8 25.8  
 

As regards “Part 3” of the definition, half of the countries declare to follow only one approach 

and half of the countries follow precisely two of them (Table 2.2.4). In particular, 45.2% 

countries has a one-to-one relationship between legal units and enterprises, thus, unexpectedly, 

more than half countries perform some activities to combine together legal units for the 

identification of the enterprise. The majority combine more than one legal unit in the same 

enterprise (39%), while only one country consider it possible to split one legal unit in more than 

two enterprises. 6.5% declare to use some other methods to identify the enterprise as the 

smallest combination of legal units, for example in some cases the ancillary units that serve 

another unit are identified but the accounts are not consolidated. 
 
Table 2.2.4 – Respondent Countries relationship between LeU and Enterprise, to apply "Part 3" of the 
Enterprise definition 

No of countries %

No Response 2 6.5

One Legal Unit to one Enterprise 14 45.2

One Legal Unit to more than one Enterprise 12 38.7

More than one Legal Unit to more than one Enterprise 1 3.2

Other relationship 2 6.5

Total 31 100.0  
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To understand better which are the operations performed in case of combination/split of legal 

units and how far they are applied, some questions were asked to the subset of 15 countries 

where the link between LeU and Enterprise differs from a one-to-one relationship. With 

regards to this subset of countries, there is a different coverage in the application of the 

operative criteria to combine/split LeUs (Table 2.2.5): only five countries broaden them to the 

whole population, while the other ones restrict the analysis to a relevant subset of units in the 

BR, having a large dimension (20%) or a particular legal form (30%), a specific economic 

activity (10%), or limiting the analysis just to the units involved in surveys or under manual 

investigations (40%).  
 
Table 2.2.5 – Coverage of the application of "Part 3" of the Enterprise definition (combination/split of 
LeUs) 

No of countries %

Criteria applied to the whole population 5 33.3

Criteria applied to a subset of units 10 66.7

of which:

"statistical" restriction 4 40.0

subset of particular legal form 3 30.0

subset of particular economic activities 1 10.0

subset by dimension 2 20.0  
 

As regards the typologies of LeUs to which the rules to obtain an enterprise combining legal 

units could be applied (Table 2.2.6), the discussed situations are the ones stated in Eurostat BR 

Recommendation Manual, Chapter 19E (Operational rules for the enterprise — Applying the 

definition). The most common situation is that the legal units carrying out vertically or 

horizontally integrated activities are combined to form a single enterprise (73.3%) but there are 

also 60% of the countries that take into consideration the LeUs set up to hold the assets of two 

or more enterprises within an enterprise group.  

Only eight countries (53.3%) out of this subset seem to perform a more intensive activity as 

they take into account more than two situations among the previous ones when applying a 

combination/split of units.  
 
Table 2.2.6 – Respondent countries by typology of LeUs to be combined/split to apply "Part 3" of the 
Enterprise definition 

No of countries %

1. Legal units carrying out ancillary activities (within an enterprise) 7 46.7

2. Legal units carrying out integrated activities (vertical/horizontal integration) 11 73.3

3. Separate legal units for factors of production 6 40.0

4. Legal units providing shared services to more than one enterprise within an EG 6 40.0

5. Holding companies within a group 9 60.0

6. Other typologies (e.g. SPE or Artificial Subsidiaries of Corporations from SNA2008) 6 40.0  
 

Taking into account the information shown in the last three tables, together with the additional 

description of the activities performed by the Member States, it was possible to classify better 

the countries in terms of their treatment of legal units (Table 2.2.7). According to the high/low 

coverage of the treated units in the BR and the number of typologies taken into consideration, 

about 52% of the countries perform some activities to combine legal units in the same 
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enterprises when they considered them “not autonomous”, but actually only 30% of the 

countries carry out a complete analysis and apply in practice the procedure of the profiling 

approach in a “strict” sense. They represent 20% of the total enterprises in Europe and 18% of 

their employment. 
 
Table 2.2.7 – Respondent countries and related number of enterprises and turnover, by treatment of 
legal units, to apply "Part 3" of the Enterprise definition (combination/split of LeUs) 

No          

countries

%      

Countries

% 

Enterprises 

(out of Total 

EU/EFTA)

% 

Employment 

(out of Total 

EU/EFTA)

No LeUs treatment 2 7.41 4.16 4.13

No combination/split of LeUs 11 40.74 43.67 40.54

Combination/split of LeUs 14 51.85 52.17 55.33

of which:

"soft" combination 6 22.22 32.39 37.32

"strict" combination 8 29.63 19.78 18.01  
 

The experts were also asked about the existence of special types of LeUs in their BR, like the 

Special Purpose Entities or the Artificial Subsidiaries of Corporations or similar units, having 

relevance in the System of National Accounts 2008 (see Chapter 4 “Institutional units and 

sectors”). The response rate was quite good overall, even if not every expert gives a valid 

description of the special type of unit that he suggested. Out of the total respondents, 10 

countries (32%) affirm to have at least one of them, out of which 50% NSIs have two special 

types of units and 30% more than three. 

 

1.2.2. Structural Business Statistics 

For Structural Business statistics the mandatory observational units according to Regulation 

N.295/2008 are the enterprise and the kind-of-activity unit. As regards enterprises the SBS 

experts did not add any other information to the one supplied by BR respondents, since the 

identification of these units is generally seen as a BR task. Out of the total respondent countries, 

71% of the SBS experts take the list of the enterprises directly from the BR without any further 

manipulation and the other five countries use the BR as the main frame and they just combine 

it with the information coming from other sources. 

 

1.2.3. Short-term Statistics 

In view of the complexity of the questionnaire only four STS experts per country were involved 

in the analysis, each one related to an STS index, provided in the Regulation N.1165/98: for the 

Annex A (Industry) the two Production and Turnover indexes and for the Annex C (Retail 

Trade and Repair) and the Annex D (Other Services) the Turnover index. The four experts 

have a similar behavior regarding enterprises. Out of the total respondents, all the countries 

who affirm to use this unit for STS statistics, even when not mandatory according to the STS 

Regulation (32% for the two indexes in Annex A and 74% for both the indexes in Annex C and 

D), they always use the list identified by the BR without any further manipulation. 
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1.3. Kind-of-activity unit (KAU) 

As regards the role of KAU in the Business Regulations, there are different requirements for 

each of the main statistical domains involved in the inquiry. The BR Regulation requires 

information to be held on Enterprise and Local Unit but not on KAU or Local KAU. Some 

variables in the SBS Industry and Construction modules should be based on KAU as well as on 

Enterprise, some on Enterprise only; the other SBS modules are based on Enterprise. The 

Industry and Construction Annexes of the STS Regulation specify KAU as the only statistical 

unit to be used. The Retail and Other Services Annexes specify Enterprise. The National 

Accounts Regulation specifies Institutional Units (~ Enterprise) as the unit for describing 

income, expenditure and financial flows, and balance sheets. It specifies Local KAU as the unit 

for describing processes of production and for input-output analysis. 

Table 2.3.1 summarizes which countries have KAU in each statistical domain. In the Business 

Register (not required by Regulation) 11 countries implement this unit, 17 countries use KAU 

to produce SBS statistics (required by regulation), 13 countries use KAU to produce STS 

Industry statistics (required by regulation) and 2 countries use KAU to produce other STS 

statistics (not required by regulation).  

There may be more countries using KAU in SBS than are indicated in the table below, but there 

is not enough information in the questionnaire to determine this. There are also some 

incoherencies in the responses: 6 SBS experts answered that they rely on their Business Register 

to produce KAU, but the related BR experts answered that they do not have KAU.  
 
Table 2.3.1 - Respondent Countries by presence of KAU in the statistical domains 

Business 

Register

Structural 

Business Statistics

STS Industry (Annex A) - 

Production and Turnover 

Indexes

STS Retail Trade and Repair 

(Annec C) and Other Services 

(Annex D) - Turnover Index

Total

x x x x 1

x x x 6

x x 4

x x 4

x x 1

x 2

x 1

11 17 13 2 19  
 

 

1.3.1. Business Register 

As regards the BR section of the questionnaire, 29 countries answered the questions on KAU, 

even though this unit is not mandatory in BR Regulation. 15 of them do not have KAU or 

Local KAU on their Business Register (Fig. 2.3.1).  

Some of them at least collect in their BR the secondary economic activities, more than 77% of 

the countries collect information on this optional variable in their BR, out of which half of the 

countries have it available for all the enterprises. As regards the number of sources used to 

detect the secondary economic activity of the enterprises, 67% of the experts have more than 

two administrative/statistical sources to rely on. 
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Fig 2.3.1 - Respondent Countries by presence of KAU and Local KAU in the BR 

only KAU

14%

only Local KAU

10%

Both KAU and 

Local KAU

24%

Neither KAU nor 

Local KAU

52%

 

 

When asked about the reasons for not implementing this unit (Table 2.3.2), most of the BR 

experts declare not to have enough information to identify the KAU (39%) or not enough 

resources (17%). Some of them do not consider it as a priority nor a value added, neither for 

users (28% ), only 6% of them will implement it in the future.  

 
Table 2.3.2 - Respondent Countries by reasons for not implementing KAU in the BR 

No of Countries %

Not enough information to implement 7 38.9

Not mandatory 3 16.7

Not enough resources 3 16.7

Not requested from users 1 5.6

Not a priority 1 5.6

Wouldn’t add value 3 16.7

Will be implemented 1 5.6

Implemented outside BR 1 5.6

Use another unit as proxy for KAU 1 5.6
 

 

The Regulation N.696/93 states that the kind-of-activity unit (KAU) groups all the parts of an 

enterprise contributing to the performance of an activity at class level (four digits) of NACE 

Rev. 1 and corresponds to one or more operational subdivisions of the enterprise. The criterion 

to identify a KAU is that the enterprise's information system must be capable of indicating or 

calculating for each KAU at least the value of production, intermediate consumption, 

manpower costs, the operating surplus and employment and gross fixed capital formation. 

The 11 countries that implement KAU in their BR were asked if they can observe/estimate 

these six variables (Table 2.3.3). It seemed very high the 35.5% of NSIs who store information 

on KAU, at least for a subset of units (73%). This could mean that the experts have not clear in 

mind the exact definition of this unit, confusing it with the definition of secondary activity. The 

very low percentages in table 2.3.3 could be evidence for this fact. All the NSIs are capable of 

observing/estimating the variable “employment”, while only less than half of them have some 

information on all the six variables.  
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Table 2.3.3 - Respondent Countries by observed/estimated variables for KAU in the BR 

Can observe/estimate:
No of 

Countries

%

all 6 variables for KAU 5 45.5

all variables except Gross fixed capital formation 1 9.1

all variables except Intermediate Consumption, Operating Surplus 1 9.1

all variables except Intermediate Consumption, Operating Surplus, Gross fixed capital formation 1 9.1

only Employment for KAU 3 27.3

Total 11 100.0
 

 

 

1.3.2. Structural Business Statistics 

As regards the SBS section of the questionnaire, half countries are able to identify the KAU for 

SBS using information available in the BR or from other sources, while the other half definitely 

take the list of these units directly from the BR without any further manipulation (Table 2.3.4).  
 
Table 2.3.4 - Respondent Countries by presence of KAU in the SBS 

No of Countries %

KAUs are the ones identified in the Business Register without any further manipulation 14 51.9

KAUs are identified by other sources 7 25.9

KAUs are identified using both the BR and other sources 7 25.9  
 

Also in the case of SBS the respondent countries gave further details on the variables they 

observe or estimate to identify the KAU (Table 2.3.5). 67% are capable of observing/estimating 

the variable “value of production”, while only 33% of them have some information on all the 

six variables. 
 
Table 2.3.5 - Respondent Countries by observed/estimated variables for KAU in the SBS 

Can observe/estimate:
No of 

Countries

%

all 6 variables for KAU 4 33.3

all variables except Gross fixed capital formation 1 8.3

all variables except Intermediate Consumption, Operating Surplus 1 8.3

all variables except Intermediate Consumption, Gross fixed capital formation 1 8.3

only Value of Production 1 8.3

none of these variables 4 33.3

Total 12 100.0
 

 
 

Combining the information in the two previous tables (2.3.3 and 2.3.5), it is possible to have a 

total picture of the KAU variables that can be observed/estimated by SBS, using either the BR 

or other sources, as shown in Table 2.3.6. 

In conclusion, 16 countries can observe/estimate some or all the variables for KAU in SBS, 

using information available in the BR or from other sources. 3 countries definitely cannot 

observe/estimate any variables for KAU in SBS. For the remaining 10 countries it is not 

possible to come to a certain conclusion as there is not enough information to do it. 
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Table 2.3.6 - Respondent Countries by observed/estimated variables for KAU in SBS, including BR as a 
source 

Can observe/estimate:
No of 

Countries
%

all 6 variables for KAU 9 31.0

all variables except Gross fixed capital formation 2 6.9

all variables except Intermediate Consumption, Operating Surplus 2 6.9

all variables except Intermediate Consumption, Gross fixed capital formation 1 3.4

all variables except Intermediate Consumption, Operating Surplus, Gross fixed capital formation 1 3.4

only Value of Production 1 3.4

none of these variables 3 10.3

no answer 4 13.8

unclear/contradictory answers 6 20.7

Total 29 100.0
 

 

1.3.3. Short-term Statistics 

As regards the STS sections of the questionnaire, the answers for almost all countries were very 

similar in both sections Annex Industry – Index Turnover and Annex Industry – Index 

Production. For these two Indexes the unit KAU is mandatory to be used in the statistics, 

however it is used in 41% of the countries (Table 2.3.7).  

 
Table 2.3.7 - Respondent Countries by presence of KAU in STS Annex A – Industry 

No of 

Countries

% No of 

Countries

%

KAUs are the ones identified in the Business Register without 

any further manipulation 7 24.1 7 24.1

KAUs are identified by SBS 2 6.9 1 3.4

KAUs are identified by other sources 0 0.0 1 3.4

KAUs are identified using both the BR and other sources 3 10.3 3 10.3

Enterprise is observed statistical unit 10 34.5 10 34.5

Local Unit is observed statistical unit 4 13.8 4 13.8

Local KAU is observed statistical unit 2 6.9 3 10.3

Not answered 1 3.4 0 0.0

Total 29 100.0 29 100.0

Index Turnover Index Production

 

 

The percentages are lower in the section regarding STS Annex C and D for the index Turnover, 

where the Enterprise is the mandatory unit to be used. There are one and two countries 

respectively for Annex C (Retail Trade and Repair) and D (Other Services) who make use of 

this unit., so it is not possible to draw generalized conclusion for these domains.  
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1.4. Local unit 

This chapter summarises the analysis of the Local Unit (LU) part of the inquiry concerning the 

qualitative questions. A local unit is defined in Reg. N. 696/93, as “an enterprise or part thereof (e. g. 

a workshop, factory, warehouse, office, mine or depot) situated in a geographically identified place. At or from 

this place economic activity is carried out for which — save for certain exceptions — one or more persons work 

(even if only part-time) for one and the same enterprise”.  

Table 2.4.1 reports the global response rate of the LU module in the five statistical domains. 

The information on Local units is mainly issued from BR experts (27 countries, section A). 

Only one country has submitted a module on Local Units in section D (STS in industry, 

Production) (see §2.4.3 for further details on STS). 
 
Table 2.4.1 - Respondent Countries by availability of answers on LU in the statistical domains 

Business 

Register

STS Industry (Annex 

A) - Turnover Index

STS Industry (Annex 

A) - Production 

Index

STS Retail Trade and 

Repair (Annec C) - 

Turnover Index

STS Other Services 

(Annex D) - Turnover 

Index

No responses 2 28 28 28 27

Empty modules 2 3 2 3 4
Filled-in modules 27 - 1 - -

Total 31 31 31 31 31  
 

1.4.1. Business Register 

The response rate for each question regarding the BR domain is shown in Table 2.4.2. The 

values are all very high, above 90%, except for the requested description of “other geographical 

details” in the open question 3.4, where the response rate is only 50%. Some questions were 

then analysed in terms of quality of the collected information. 
 
Table 2.4.2 - Respondent Countries and response rate by questions in Module 3 (Local Units) 

Qualitative questions in Module 3 - Local Units

Number of 

respondent 

countries

Respondent 

rate (%)

3.1. List the main administrative/statistical sources used to implement the local units in the BR:

Name of the source 29 93.5

Fill in the administrative definition of the identified unit: 28 90.3

3.2. Reg. 696/93 states that "at or from" the place where the local unit is situated "economic activity is carried out 

for which one or more persons work for one and the same enterprise". How does NSI identify local units? 29 93.5
Methods of further analysis (multiple answer) 16 88.9
Description of method used 16 88.9

3.3. Do you have local units without employment? 29 93.5

List the main sectors/typologies for which you have local units without employment in your BR: 19 90.5

3.4. Which is the maximum geographical detail used to identify a local unit of an enterprise? 29 93.5
Description of "Different geographical details" or "Other" 2 50.0

3.5. Is it possible in your NSI to georeference the local units? 29 93.5

3.6. Do you store more than one economic activity of the local units in your BR? 29 93.5

3.7. If 3.6=Yes, list the main administrative/statistical sources that permit to store more than one economic activity 

of the local unit: 18 90.0

3.8. If 3.6=Yes, does NSI identify these economic activities for the whole population of local units in the BR or just 

for a subset of them? 18 90.0
Description of the subset 10 83.3

3.9. Fill in your Local Unit "operative" definition: 28 90.3

Please provide us your feedback: 10 32.3  
 

To implement the local units in the BR, 66% of countries use more than one input source. 

Most countries use one or two sources, the average is 2.2 sources per country (Table 2.4.3). 
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Only one country indicates no source. This question has a good response rate and for almost all 

sources a declared definition has been given. 
 
Table 2.4.3 - Respondent Countries by admin/statistical sources used to implement the LU in the BR 

Number of sources

Number of 

countries Percentage Total Number of sources

0 1 3% 0

1 9 31% 9

2 10 34% 20

3 4 14% 12

4 2 7% 8

5 3 10% 15

Total 29 100% 64

Mean 2,2  
 

The sources used may be administrative or statistical sources (Figure 2.4.1). For 4 countries, 

only statistical sources are used; for 11 countries, only administrative sources and for 13 

countries, both the two types of sources are used (hereafter named “mixed sources”). The main 

administrative sources used are Social Security (11 countries), Legal sources (10 countries) and 

Tax sources (7 countries). Statistical sources include Structural Business Surveys, Profiling 

sources and others business surveys.  
 
Fig 2.4.1 – Administrative / Statistical input sources to identify the LU in the BR 
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To understand if the processes and statistical treatments applied by the NSIs to identify the 

local unit in their BR are consistent with the Regulation, some questions are asked regarding the 

application of the definition and the applied procedure using the available information. 

“Each place” is considered a Local Unit without further analysis by 13 NSIs (42%), however 

the majority of countries (16 countries, 52%) performs further analysis (Table 2.4.4). This 

question supported multiple answers but 87% of these experts state of performing only one 

kind of analysis. The majority (69%) has some administrative sources to rely on and 25% of the 

countries use threshold methods. 

Furthermore the application of the LU definition is investigated, as regards the existence of a 

minimum amount of employment in each unit, as requested by Regulation. The answers suggest 

that there is, in practice, some confusion between the ‘employment’ concept and the ‘salaries’ 
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(or wage earners) one. Reg. 696/93 mentions “for which one or more persons work”: this 

criterion is probably not implemented in the same way by all countries, depending on the 

available information (Figure 2.4.2).  
 
Table 2.4.4 - Respondent Countries by methods to apply the Local Unit definition in the BR 

No of 

countries

%

No Response 2 6.5

Each place is considered a local unit without further analysis 13 41.9

Further analysis (multiple answer): 16 51.6

1. By using sources that identify exactly a local unit with employment 11 68.8

2. By using thresholds of one or more variables (e.g. persons employed, employees,...) 4 25.0

3. By using more complex methods (deterministic/probabilistic models) 1 6.3

4. Other 3 18.8
 

 

The high percentage (61%) underline the considerable importance, for the majority of the 

Member States, of some particular economic activities where there could be a different 

coverage, where there are also stored local units without employment. The majority of countries 

(19) do have LUs without employment in their BRs. However for 3 of them there is probably a 

confusion between employment and salaries, and for 6 of them, the answer underlines 

problems in BR quality or the absence of information about local employment. In practice, the 

employment criterion seems not to be a necessary condition to define a legal unit in the 

Business register. 
 
Figure 2.4.2 - Respondent Countries by presence of LU without employment in the BR 
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Almost all countries (81%, 25 countries) use the address to identify the LUs, even if in some 

few cases the BR is built at a different level, e.g. the municipality level or the zip code, as shown 

in table 2.4.5. A majority of countries is able to assign the geographical coordinates for the 

location (latitude, longitude), even if this code is not stored inside the BR (16 countries). Two 

more countries mention that they could be able to do it in the short term. 

A majority of countries (58%, 18 countries) store more than one economic activity of the local 

unit in the BR, although only 8 of them store it for all LUs and 10 of them store it only for a 

subset of their LUs. The subset is defined by surveys, sector (agriculture) or “If known by legal 

source” (Table 2.4.6). 
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Table 2.4.5 - Respondent Countries by maximum geographical detail used to identify the Local Unit 

No of countries %

No Response 2 6.5

1. Address 25 80.6

 of which:

Address and georeference 16 51.6

Address without georeference 9 29.0

2. Zip code 1 3.2

3. Municipality 1 3.2

4. Different deographical details for different economic activities 0 0.0

5. Other 2 6.5  
 

Conversely, one country out of three (11 countries) store only one economic activity per LU in 

its BR. 
 
Table 2.4.6 - Respondent Countries by economic activity of LU available in the BR 

No of countries %

No Response 2 6.5

Only the main economic activity code 11 35.5

Also the secondary activity 18 58.1

 of which:

for all the local units 8 44.4

for a subset 10 55.6  
 

As regards the number of sources used to detect the secondary economic activity of the local 

unit, half of the experts have more than two administrative/statistical sources to rely on. As 

shown in Figure 2.4.3, they are only statistical sources for 3 countries, only administrative 

sources for 5 countries and mixed sources for 10 countries. 
 
Figure 2.4.3 - Administrative / Statistical input sources for secondary activity of the LU in the BR 
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The countries were also asked to provide an “operational” definition of the LU, with the aim to 

obtain a precise description of the operational criteria used to define and identify this unit. 

According to the answers to this question (Figure 2.4.4), most of the countries (15) answer 

Eurostat’s definition or similar as their operative definition of LUs, 8 countries use 

administrative definitions, 3 countries use Local KAU, 2 countries use “active locations” and 
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for one country the Local Unit is equal to the Enterprise. Some of the countries that use 

administrative definitions may also use the results of survey(s) to define Local Units. 
 
Figure 2.4.4 - Respondent Countries by operative definition of Local Unit in the BR 
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As regards the relation between Local Unit and Local KAU, some results could be obtained 

looking at the answers in module 3 (concerning Local Unit) and module 5 (concerning KAU). 

The following results are not directly issued from an explicit question in the web questionnaire, 

but from the confrontation of the different answers and more generally, from the qualitative 

answers in module 1 (BR section).  

For most countries (16), the questionnaire answers suggest that LUs are not explicitly different 

from Local KAUs. Moreover, some countries do not implement different statistical units for 

Local Units and for Legal units (or Enterprises). But in other countries, the definition of LU is 

clearly derived from the LKAU, or the reverse: LUs are defined by aggregation of LKAUs in 5 

countries, whereas LUs are surveyed to define LKAUs in 3 countries. One country implements 

more complex methods to define LUs and 4 countries did not give any information about 

LKAU. 

 
Table 2.4.7 - Respondent Countries by relation between Local Unit and Local KAU 

No of countries %

No Response 2 6.5

LU is a proxy for Local KAU 16 51.6

LU is surveyed to define Local KAU 3 9.7

Lu is defined from Local KAU by aggregation 5 16.1

More complex method (profiling…) 1 3.2

No information (and/or no Local KAU) 4 12.9

Total 31 100.0
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1.4.2. Structural Business Statistics 

The module 3 on Local Units was a part of five questionnaires of the inquiry: section A on 

Business Register (BR), and sections C-D-E-F on Short Term Statistics (STS). There is no result 

from SBS experts dealing with Local Units, because this module was not included in section B 

on SBS. Local Unit is not a statistical unit to be used in SBS regulation (see KAU or 

Enterprise). 

 

1.4.3. Short-term Statistics 

The four STS domains involved were for the Annex A (Industry) the two Production and 

Turnover indexes and for the Annex C (Retail Trade and Repair) and the Annex D (Other 

Services) the Turnover index. None of them have the Local Unit as a mandatory Unit in STS: 

the mandatory unit is KAU in Industry, and the Enterprise in other activities. 

 
Table 2.4.7 - Respondent Countries who use the Local Unit to identify the population of STS 

STS Sections No of countries %

Industry - Turnover 4 12.9

Industry - Production 4 12.9

Retail Trade and Repair - Turnover 0 0.0

Other Services - Turnover 0 0.0

Total 8 25.8  
 

In services, the mandatory unit is the enterprise. So, it is not surprising that no country declares 

using the local unit in these activity sectors (sections E and F). 

In manufacturing, the mandatory unit is the Kind of Activity Unit. But this unit is not 

mandatory in the statistical business register, and some NSIs may use proxies for KAUs. 

Among them, 4 countries declare implementing STS on the basis of Local Units observation 

(13% of countries, 14% of responses).  

This is why the information on Local Unit is mainly issued from BR experts, and not from STS 

experts. No country was prompted to answer any module 3 in sections E or F. In sections C 

and D, among the 4 countries using Local Units, no module 3 was to be filled in if the first 

choice ‘‘…without any further manipulation” was made. 

Generally, the answers for both sections (Turnover and Production) are very similar, whatever 

statistical unit used, but specially as far as Local Units are concerned.  

The 4 countries reporting LUs for STS in industry are the same in the Turnover (C) and the 

Production (D) sections. In one country, the statistical unit Local KAU was replaced in 2008 by 

the Local Unit for administrative simplification reason. 

All 4 countries using Local Units for statistics in Industry choose the option 1: ‘Local Units are 

the ones identified in the Business Register without any further manipulation’ (Turnover 

section). Only one country reports a different option in the Production section: ‘Local units are 

identified using both the BR and other sources’ (more precisely : BR is completed by SBS and 

Prodcom). 
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As regards Retail Trade and Repair and Other Services, even if no country declares using LUs, 

some countries do use Local KAUs: 4 countries in Retail Trade and Repair and only 2 in Other 

Services. In both sections E and F, the answers are very similar for almost all countries, 

whatever the unit used. Generally, most countries say they use the statistical unit identified in 

the BR  without any further manipulation. No country declares using Local Unit. 

 

1.4.4. Conclusion 

The analysis on Local units was essentially evaluated by BR experts. The local unit is not a 

relevant statistic unit for Short Term statistics, except for a few countries in the industry sector, 

to monitor the Production by commodity. The available information from STS experts was 

issued just from the filter questions, and most answers were ‘without any further information’. 

And few countries (4) were concerned. 

The module on Local Unit was not required from SBS experts, although the Local Unit may be 

used (as proxy for Local KAU) for SBS statistics. In fact, in a lot of countries, there seems not 

to be a clear distinction between Local KAU and LU. In one country, for administrative 

simplification, the statistical unit Local KAU was replaced by the Local Unit. 

The main conclusion from BR experts is that there is a great variety of definitions of Local 

Units, in practice. But all countries do have local units (or proxies) in their register. The 

geolocalisation of Local Units is operational or possible in a large majority of countries. 

Although the Eurostat definition is often stated, many countries have to combine several 

sources of information to define Local Units, often related to employment (social security 

files…). In some countries, the information on local employment is missing. More generally, in 

practice, the employment criterion seems not to be a necessary condition to define a legal unit 

in the Business register. Two countries out of three monitor more than one activity in the BR 

(18 countries), but usually not for all units. A variety of combinations of administrative or 

survey sources is used for that. Moreover, in some countries, there is no distinction between 

local and legal units (or enterprises). The scope of LU in registers may vary too, for example, 

some countries cover non market activities.  

Local Units could be relevant for some more domains, not detailed by this already large inquiry, 

as domains relating to the labour’s market, where the local issue is important; or other domains 

that will be under review, as environmental accounts (see the new regulation 691/2011 of 6 July 

2011), where it is also important to collect information locally. 
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1.5. Local Kind-of-activity unit (Local KAU) 

1.5.1. Business Register 

As mentioned in Council Regulation (EEC) No696/93 on statistical units, the Local Kind-of- 

Activity unit (Local KAU) is a part of kind-of-activity unit, which corresponds to local unit. 

Each KAU must have at least one Local KAU which corresponds to a local unit. Each 

enterprise should have at least one Local KAU. 

As regards the BR domain, the information collected in the inquiry and the respondent rate for 

each question is shown in Table 2.5.1. 

 
Table 2.5.1 - Respondent Countries and response rate by questions in Module 5 (Local KAU) 

Qualitative questions in Module 5 - Local Kind of Activity Units
No of 

Countries

Respondent 

rate (%)

5.1. Has NSI implemented the Local KAUs in the BR (even if it is not mandatory in the EC Reg. 177/2008 on BR)? 29 93.5

Description of reasons: 18 85.7

5.2. If 5.1=Yes, list the main administrative/statistical sources used to identify the Local KAUs: 10 83.3

5.3. If 5.1=Yes, where does NSI start the identification of Local KAUs from? (Multiple answers)

1.  From KAUs (just if KAUs are implemented in BR) 10 83.3

  If Yes, description of activities: 3 60.0

2.  From Local Units 10 83.3

  If Yes, description of activities: 3 60.0

3.  Other 10 83.3

  If Yes, description of activities: 7 77.8

5.4. If 5.1=Yes, which are the data that the enterprise's information system is capable of indicating or calculating for 

each identified Local KAU? (1. Value of Production; 2. Intermediate consumption; 3. Manpower costs; 4. The 

operating surplus; 5. Employment; 6. Gross fixed capital formation; 7. Other values) 10 83.3

Description of "Other values" 4 66.7

5.5. If 5.1=Yes, does NSI identify the Local KAUs for the whole population of local units in the BR or just for a subset of them? 10 83.3

Description of the subset 6 75.0

5.6. If 5.1=Yes, fill in your Local KAU "operative" definition: 10 83.3

Please provide us your feedback: 5 16.1  

 

As regards the BR section of the questionnaire, 29 countries answered the questions on Local 

KAU, even though this unit is not mandatory in BR Regulation. 19 of them do not have Local 

KAU on their Business Register (Table 2.5.2) and in accordance with the information from the 

Inquiry, 10 countries have implemented Local KAU in the BR. As well as for KAU, also in this 

case it seems unexpectedly too high the 35% percentage of NSIs who store information on 

LKAUs, when combining this information with the availability of economic variables 

investigated in the following part of the questionnaire. As in the previous case this could mean 

that in some cases the filter questions could have been misunderstood or the experts have not 

clear in mind the exact definition of the unit, confusing it with the definition of secondary 

activity for local unit. 

 
Table 2.5.2 – Countries by presence of LKAU in their BR 

No of Countries %

Local KAU is implemented in the BR 10 34.5

Local KAU is NOT implemented in the BR 19 65.5

Total respondent countries 29 100.0
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The positive and negative answers were analysed separately with appropriate questions of the 

inquiry, to understand both the reasons not to implement this unit and the practical procedures 

applied by countries who implemented it. 

As regards the negative answers, when the NSIs were asked about the main reasons not to 

implement the Local KAU in their BR, the most frequently mentioned reason was in general 

the lack of information (Table 2.5.3). Actually, out of 19 respondent countries who have not 

implemented Local KAU in their BR, five of them mentioned the lack of information to cover 

the population as the main reason, which is 26% of the total number of countries. Another 21% 

of countries affirm not to have enough information, due to the lack of input sources.  

Another important reason is the lack of importance given to this unit, both from a legal point 

of view and in terms of users’ needs. Four countries (21%) mentioned as a reason the fact that 

identification of the LKAU is not mandatory in Regulation No. 177/2008 establishing a 

common framework for business register and thus it is not required in other provisions of law 

(either on the national or European level). Two countries (11%) have no internal and external 

users for Local KAUs and have no request for them. 5% of respondent countries mentioned 

that Local KAU was not a priority and another 5% said there are no strong needs for 

implementing Local KAUs in the BR. 

Two countries also mentioned the lack of resources, as the maintenance of these units would 

require extra resources and the system maintenance is not ensured.  

A notable percentage (11%) of the countries answered that the local units are used as proxies 

for Local KAUs or that local units have been used as a substitute for Local KAU.  

 
Table 2.5.3 – Countries by reasons for not implementing Local KAU in their BR (multiple answers) 

No of Countries %

Not enough information to cover population 5 26.3

Legislation / it is not mandatory 4 21.1

No sources 4 21.1

No resources 2 10.5

Not requested from users 2 10.5

The local units are proxies for LKAUs 2 10.5

Not a priority 1 5.3

No strong needs 1 5.3

Use local unit as a substitute for LKAU and LU 1 5.3
 

 

As regards the positive answers, it was analysed firstly the main sources that could give 

information to identify the Local KAU (Table 2.5.4). In general the administrative information 

and the statistical sources have quite the same importance: they are used respectively in 90% 

and 80% of the countries. In details, 90% is the percentage of the total number of 

administrative sources declared (9) out of the total number of sources that had been indicated 

(18). In one country the units themselves inform the NSI about new Local KAU.  

The 40% of countries who implemented KAU use only information from Statistics as the main 

source, which includes Statistical surveys like Employment survey, SBS survey, BR survey and 
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information from other statistics. 20% of the countries use only administrative sources, while 

the majority (40%) use both administrative and statistical sources at the same time.  

 
Table 2.5.4 - Countries who implement the Local KAU in the BR by main admin/statistical sources 

Register of 

Companies / 

Administrative 

Register

TAX 

Register

Social 

Security 

Register

Statistical 

Survey

Other 

Statistics

only admin 

sources

only 

statistical 

sources

both admin 

/ stat 

sources

x x x x 4 x

x x x 3 x

x x 2 x

x x 2 x

x x 2 x

x 1 x

x 1 x

x 1 x

x 1 x

x 1 x

4 3 2 5 3 1 18

40% 30% 20% 50% 30% 2 4 4

20% 40% 40%

of which:

Total

80%90%
10%

Administrative sources Statistical Sources

Units 

themselves

 

 

Since the Regulation N. 696/93 states that “the local kind-of-activity unit is the part of a KAU 

which corresponds to a local unit”, thus it is essential the availability of observing/estimating 

the six variables that appear in the KAU definitions, as seen before for the identification of the 

KAU. The availability of the six variables listed in the definition of the KAU is investigated, for 

the 10 countries who declare to store the Local KAU in their BR, as shown in Figure 2.5.1 and 

in Table 2.5.5. 

 
Fig 2.5.1 - Respondent Countries by available variables to identify the Local KAU in the BR 

70%

10%10%10%

40%

10%

40%

1
.V

al
u
e 

o
f

P
ro

d
u
ct

io
n

2
.I

n
te

rm
ed

ia
te

co
n

su
m

p
ti
o

n

3
.M

an
p

o
w

er

co
st

s

4
.T

h
e

o
p

er
at

in
g

su
rp

lu
s

5
.E

m
p

lo
ym

en
t

6
.G

ro
ss

 f
ix

ed

ca
p

it
al

fo
rm

at
io

n

7
.O

th
er

 v
al

u
es

 

 



ESSnet on Consistency (project ID 2.1.1.1.10) WP1 – STATISTICAL UNITS 

Identification and evaluation of Member States inconsistency – Summary – 

 23 

70% of the NSIs are capable of observing/estimating the variable “employment” and 40% 

observe and/or estimate the variable “value of production”. Another 40% use other variables 

and in most cases it is the turnover. Only one country has some information available on all the 

six variables, while at least 60% of the countries are not able to observe/estimate any other 

variable. 

 
Table 2.5.5 - Respondent Countries by observed/estimated variables for Local KAU in the BR 

Can observe/estimate: No of Countries %

all 6 variables for KAU 1 10.0

Employment and Value of Production 2 20.0

Employment and Others 2 20.0

only Value of Production 1 10.0

only Employment 2 20.0

only Others 1 10.0

none of these variables 1 10.0

Total 10 100.0  

 

It was thought that the identification of the unit could be achieved in two different ways: 

starting from KAU and then analysing the different locations, or starting from the local units 

and then grouping by the different economic activities performed in each unit. An idea of the 

extent of the two different approaches is shown in Figure 2.5.2. 

Figure 2.5.2 shows that 20% of the respondent countries use KAUs and local units for the 

identification of Local KAUs. The main source for this approach is the statistical surveys. The 

10% of respondent countries mention that they identify Local KAUs directly from KAUs, using 

statistical surveys as the main source but also making use of administrative sources like the Tax 

register. Another 10% identifies Local KAUs from Local units, above all using branch 

approach. In most of the countries (60%) the identification of Local KAUs starts using other 

sources like surveys, different registers or legal units. 
 
 
Fig 2.5.2 - Countries who implement Local KAU in the BR by starting point for identification 
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The countries who implement the Local KAU in the BR were also asked if the identification 

involves just a subset of units or if it takes into account the whole population of local units in 

the BR. As shown in Figure 2.5.3, 40% of respondent countries identify Local KAU for all local 

units, while 60% succeeds in act upon a subset of them. 

The main criteria to choose the subset is by using the variable “persons employed” or 

performing some operations on certain specific NACE classes that are considered relevant by 

the NSIs. 
 
 
Fig 2.5.3 – Coverage of the implementation of the Local KAU in the BR 
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The countries who have the Local KAU implemented in the BR were also asked to provide an 

“operational” definition of this unit, with the aim to obtain a precise description of the 

operational criteria used to define and identify this unit. According to the answers to this 

question, the 10 countries were classified into three groups, shown in Figure 2.5.4. 
 
 
Fig 2.5.4 – Countries by Local KAU "operational" definition 
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(30%) who define Local KAU in accordance with the same statistical units regulation although 

at the same time they have defined their own individual selection threshold or criteria. The last 

group - other option – include different situations; in one of this, the definition of the Local 

KAU is the same as Legal Local Kind-of-activity unit, although some of the Legal Local Kind-

of-activity Units might be combined in case the Enterprise is formed by a combination of Legal 

Units. 

 

1.5.2. Structural Business Statistics / Short-term Statistics 

For the SBS and the STS the use of the Local KAU is not mandatory. For this reason all the 

experts in these domains did not respond to this part of the questionnaire. 
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2. National and Regional Accounts 

In the following part the main results of the National and Regional Accounts questionnaire are 

presented. First of all it should be mentioned that the questionnaire for the national (NA) and 

regional (RA) accounts part was – in comparison to other parts of the inquiry - relatively short. 

The focus lay on the collection of the following information: 

 Statistical unit used in National and Regional Accounts 

 The most important data sources regarding statistical units 

 Quantitative effects of statistical units used  in National and Regional Accounts  
 

The first part of the National Accounts questionnaire contains the statistical unit used for 

compiling national production accounts. 71% (17 countries) answered that they mainly use 

enterprises or legal units. The remaining 29% (7 countries) mentioned that they compile their 

National Accounts on the basis of KAUs or Local KAUs (Table 3.1).  
 

Table 3.1 – Statistical units used to compile national production accounts from respondent countries 

 

 
 

Additionally countries who indicated that they mainly use enterprises/legal units were inquired 

if they split these units into more homogeneous ones. 7 countries answered yes, 10 countries 

negated it. But some countries analyze and split certain branches (e.g. fishing industry) or 

certain units (e.g. governmental units) into more homogenous ones. Taking this additional 

information into account it is possible to interpret the results of the questionnaire as follows: 10 

countries are definitely using data on the enterprise/legal unit level and 14 countries are using 

more disaggregated information (either mainly Local KAU/KAUs or own estimations for 

certain units/branches) in their accounts.  

The question “which statistical unit is used” was also asked in the Regional Accounts part. The 

results are: 10 countries use enterprises/legal units as their observational unit, 9 countries use  

Local KAUs, 2 member states KAUs and the remaining 3 use mainly local units to compile 

regional production accounts (Table 3.2). 
 

Table 3.2 – Statistical units used to compile regional production accounts from respondent countries 

 

 

 

 
 

Out of these 9 NSIs who use the local Kind-of-activity unit, 5 stated that this ideal observation 

unit is used for all branches. Three countries use the Local KAU only for the most important 

ones and one country mentioned to use it only for specific branches (Table 3.3).  

   No of Countries % 
Mainly enterprises/Legal units 17 70.8 

Mainly KAUS/LKAUS 7 29.2 

Total 24 100 

 No of countries % 
Enterprise /legal units 10 41.7 
Local KAUs 9 37.5 
KAUS 3 8.3 
Local units 2 12.5 
Total 24 100 



ESSnet on Consistency (project ID 2.1.1.1.10) WP1 – STATISTICAL UNITS 

Identification and evaluation of Member States inconsistency – Summary – 

 27 

 Tables 3.3 – Local kind of activities are available for: 

 

 

 

 

 

The 10 countries who are presenting their national production accounts with the statistical unit 

enterprise/legal unit were asked if they think that some branches are over or underestimated 

due to the fact that their chosen/applied observation unit is not the local kind of activity unit 

(Table 3.4).  
 

Table 3.4  Over- or under-estimation of some branches due to the fact of missing KAU - data? 

 

 
 
 
 
 

The 4 NSIs that assume that the economic picture of their branches could potentially be biased 

mentioned the following divisions as distorted: manufacturing, mining and quarrying and 

construction; transport and wholesale. The majority of the countries who mentioned that they 

don’t think that some branches are over or underestimated argue than 90% of the output is 

produced by mono-activity units. 

 

The NSIs which declared that they refer to the statistical units KAUs/Local KAUs as defined 

in ESA 2010 (paragraph 2.148) where asked to give an overview of the most important data 

sources. Not surprisingly all 8 countries claim that the SBS is the most important data source 

for estimating output, intermediate consumption, compensation of employees, operating 

surplus, employment and gross fixed capital formation. In addition to the KAU/Local KAU 

information covered in the SBS, the countries gain data from administrative data sources and 

special surveys in their countries. 

 

The second part of Section G of the questionnaire “National and Regional Accounts” gathered 

information on the empirical effect of GVA produced from Local KAU and non Local KAUs 

in the different NSI. For this reason the countries gave an overview of the distribution of total 

GVA produced by Local KAUs and non Local KAUs for the NACE sections in their 

countries. From 27 member states 14 filled-in the empirical exercise, 11 NSIs did not fill-in and 

2 tables (countries) could not be interpreted (Table 3.5). The summarized results of the 14 

countries are as follows: The share of produced GVA on the LKAU level differs widely from 

country to country. The highest share in a member state is 89 %, the lowest 1% (not taking into 

account the NSIs who filled-in 0%).  In 6 countries more than 50% of total GVA is calculated 

with the help of the statistical unit Local KAU. 

  No of countries % 
All branches 5 55.6 
The most important ones 3 33.3 
Only specific ones 1 11.1 

 Total 9 100 

 No of Countries % 
Yes 4 

 

23.5 

No 6 

 
35.3 

Missing 7 41.2 
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Table 3.5 – Overview of the empirical effects (National accounts table) 

 

 

This question was also asked in the Regional Accounts part. The response rate was very low.  

Only 2 regional tables could be evaluated. For these two countries the empirical effect of GVA 

produced on the LKAU level and non LKAU level for the NUTS 2 regions illustrated the 

following picture: The distribution is not homogenous amongst regions. For some regions the 

Local KAUs play a more important role than for others and in fact not having this data would 

lead to over – or underestimated regional GDP data sets.    

Figure 3.1 

 

 

 The correct statistical unit is important on the one hand to guarantee comparability among 

countries and on the other hand to provide data sets with a high level of quality (accurate 

production data for industries on the national level; accurate regional gross domestic 

product data). 

 The findings of the inquiry showed that among countries the core data base regarding 

KAU/Local KAU units is the Structural Business Statistics. 

 Moreover the extent of the implementation of the statistical unit KAU/Local KAU as the 

analytical unit to describe the process of production differs widely from country to country. 

 The results of the questionnaire showed that at present NSIs practice a rather varying 

interpretation and implementation of the statistical unit concept in NA and RA accounts. 

Although the results of the questionnaire show that the status quo of the implementation 

needs some further effort in National and Regional Accounts, it has clearly turned out that 

detailed information below the enterprise level is essential to produce harmonized and 

comparable macroeconomic data sets. 

 No of Countries % 
Filled- in 12 

 

44.4 

Not filled-in 13 

 
48.1 

Not clear 2 7.4 


