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Briefing on public country-by-country reporting for EWC coordinators 
 
Objective: to update the EWC network on a proposal for a tax transparency directive, known as 
public country-by-country reporting, with implications for tax justice, Corporate Social 
Responsibility and workers’ rights to information and consultation on a company’s economic 
situation.  
 
Summary:  
 

• Public country-by-country reporting (CBCR) would oblige MNEs to report key data on 
how much money they make and taxes they pay in every country in which they do 
business. 

• The European Commission has, following a campaign of which EPSU was a key part, 
proposed a CBCR directive. However, the provisions are currently too weak to bring 
transparency to corporate taxation.  

• As well as being a measure allowing citizens to see whether MNEs are paying their fair 
share of taxes, public CBCR would also strengthen information and consultation rights 
for trade unions.  

• The extra information, that would be automatically reported on an annual basis, would 
strengthen trade unions’ position in collective bargaining, particularly as profitable 
companies will no longer be able to claim there isn’t the money.  

• In cases of job losses, restructuring or relocation the real financial situation of the 
company would be more transparent. 

• The information would also help in the setting up and organising of EWCs by providing 
information on number of employees and size of a company’s activity in a country. 

• That this data would be public means that unions could use the information with 
journalists or politicians in order to secure political backing or wider societal support for 
wage demands, campaigns against closures or better conditions.  

 
What is public country-by-country reporting (CBCR)?  
 
Public CBCR would oblige MNEs to publish a series of key figures such as headcount, revenue, 
profits, tax paid etc. for every country in the world where they do business. This would help 
trade unions, civil society and journalists hold companies to account by making it much more 
visible which MNCs are reducing their tax bills through tax avoidance schemes.  
 
It has long been a demand of EPSU as well as of the wider tax justice movement. It was part of 
our 2010 Tax Justice Charter following work on the issue by some UK and Norwegian affiliates.1 
It is an essential measure to contribute to the objective of making companies pay tax where 
profits and value are generated. 
  
Thanks to the campaign, the European Commission put forward a directive on public CBCR in 
April. The discussions on this proposal are now beginning in the European Parliament and 
between national governments in the Council 

 
1 http://www.epsu.org/article/tax-justice-alternative-public-service-cuts  

http://www.epsu.org/article/tax-justice-alternative-public-service-cuts
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This is a step forward, however the proposal as it currently stands contains too many loopholes 
and is not sufficient to ensure tax transparency or better information for workers. 
 
EPSU, together with our partners in civil society and the ETUC, believes the proposal needs 
improved in three major areas: 
 
1) The current proposal limits the information to be reported to EU member states and other 
countries on an as-yet-undefined list of tax havens. The data for the rest of the world would be 
aggregated into one figure. This would only incentivise MNEs to change shift their tax avoidance 
structures to countries for where there is no obligation to report (eg. the US). A full breakdown 
for all countries would allow unions to get a full picture of a group’s financial situation and 
identify relocation outside of the EU.  
 
2) The current threshold for reporting is a consolidated group turnover of €750 million a year. 
This is too high. Whilst the Commission estimates that 6,000 multinationals in the EU would 
need to disclose publicly their tax-related information, it would however exclude many 
companies large enough to engage in cross-border tax avoidance. Nor would it cover many 
companies in our sectors that have a large employment impact. The Swedish social services 
company Ambea is one such example. We are proposing a threshold of €40m annual 
turnover which is in line with the current definition of a large undertaking in the EU Accounting 
Directive.2  
 
3) The number of pieces of information must be widened from the items currently proposed. The 
directive as it stands would oblige reporting on the following, with further information that we are 
demanding in bold italics: 
 
- Name(s), nature of activities and geographical location; 
- the number of employees on a full-time equivalent basis; 
- the amount of the net turnover including turnover with related parties; turnover with 
unrelated parties; and total turnover; 
- the amount of profit or loss before income tax; 
- the amount of in come tax accrued (current year) which is the current tax expense recognised 
on taxable profits or losses of the financial year by undertakings and branches resident for tax 
purposes in the relevant tax jurisdiction; 
- the amount of income tax paid which is the amount of income tax paid during the relevant 
financial year by undertakings and branches resident for tax purposes in the relevant tax 
jurisdiction; 
- the amount of accumulated earnings; 
- sales and purchases; 
- value of assets and annual cost of maintaining those assets; 
- tangible assets other than cash or cash equivalents; 
- stated capital; 
- public subsidies received; 
- payments to governments; 
- list of subsidiaries operating in each Member State or third country alongside the 
relevant data 

 
2 Directive 2013/34/EU (Accounting Directive), Article 3 
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What is in it for trade unions? 
 
Strong public CBCR would provide key information about a multinational’s tax structure acting 
as a major deterrent against using tax avoidance strategies. This transparency would create 
more pressure from the public for a company to change its behaviour and thus generate the 
necessary political backing that tax inspectors need to go after the bigger and more complex 
cases of tax dodging by multinationals. 
 
Although first envisaged as a measure to improve corporate tax transparency, the information 
would be very useful to trade unions and works councils, both at national and European level for 
the following main reasons:  
 

• Trade unions would be able to see in a comparable, comprehensive and accessible way, 
the number of employees in each country, assets, capital, profits and loss and sales, tax 
paid, or not.  

• This would give unions a much clearer idea of the health of the company, not just at a group 
level but in their own country. 

•  It would aide organising by showing how many workers are employed in a country.  

• It would assist collective bargaining as unions could see if the company is making money 
and get a good picture if it is being kept artificially in loss. This would allow them to build a 
stronger case for wage demands.  

• Public CBCR would complement existing information and consultation rights: if a company 
restructures or begins collective redundancies, the information would allow unions to see if 
jobs, investment or assets were being moved elsewhere and be in a better position to 
respond accordingly. 

 
Today, companies established in the EU are already required to disclose some of this 
information in their financial statements that are filed with business registers and thus, in theory, 
accessible to the public and EWCs. But this information is piecemeal and it can be complicated 
and costly, especially for works council or trade union representatives to reconstitute all the 
information related to a group’s operations per country. Also the right of works councils to use 
accounting experts or access essential accounting and financial information can vary depending 
on the country and situation.  
 
Comprehensive public CBCR rules would strengthen these provisions by guaranteeing unions 
information on an annual basis for all countries.  
 
Furthermore, in being public, trade unionists would not be bound by confidentiality clauses that 
may prevent them from sharing the information with journalists or politicians in order to secure 
political backing or wider societal support for wage demands, campaigns against closures or 
better conditions.  
 
What has EPSU been doing? 
 
EPSU has been working very closely with the ETUC, NGOs and MEPs to push for this proposal 
and we are now in close contact with   the rapporteurs Evelyn Regner and Hugues Bayet (S&D, 
AT & BE).  
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In November 2015, on the anniversary of the LuxLeaks revelations, EPSU and the ETUC co-
signed a letter to the Guardian newspaper with Thomas Piketty, and a number of MEPs, MPs 
and former finance ministers calling for public CBCR.3 
 
We worked closely with MEPs to secure the Parliament’s adoption of public CBCR as part of the 
Shareholders’ Rights Directive in 2015 which is currently stuck in negotiations with the Council 
and the Commission.  
 
EPSU responded to the Commission’s public consultation on corporate transparency that 
helped provide sufficient support for the submission of the CBCR proposal. 
 
EPSU hosted a meeting, co-organised with the ETUC, in July to coordinate the campaign with 
NGOs.4 Several EPSU and ETUC affiliates participated and as a result of this meeting we have 
begun joint lobby meetings, recently with the FGTB in Belgium, and cooperating on publications, 
materials and advocacy.5 
 
What still needs to be done?  
 
The proposal amends the Accounting Directive (2013/34/EU) meaning that the proposal is 
subject to qualified majority voting, not unanimity as is the case for taxation, and to ‘co-decision’ 
between the European Council and the European Parliament giving us opportunity to influence 
the outcome. In Brussels we will continue the advocacy work toward the Parliament and the 
permanent representations of the member states.  
 
As is so often the case, the best place to apply pressure is in member states themselves, 
whether on MEPs or governments.  
 
We will soon be providing a template letter that can be sent to governments and MEPs in order 
to engage them on the issue and request a meeting to further discuss the file. The EPSU 
secretariat can of course provide further support and assistance in preparing for any meetings.  
 
This directive will have a direct impact on many companies where we organise. Colleagues 
could consider raising the issue with management, particularly highlighting how public CBCR 
contributes towards good corporate social responsibility and engagement with their workers. 
There are a number of clear business arguments in favour, not least better information for 
investors, and a number of business voices have come out in support.6  There are examples of 
national or EU Works Councils using  tax information (however complicated and costly this is) to 
bring pressure against restructuring plans (e.g. Colgate Palmolive),  socially irresponsible 
policies or anti-trade union practices or a combination of all of these (e.g. McDonald’s, see 
SEIU/EPSU/EFFAT report Unhappy meal and related tax shaming campaign7 and McDonald’s 
Paris-Ouest works council’s case against McDonald’s for tax fraud).8 

 
3 https://www.theguardian.com/business/2015/nov/04/a-year-after-luxleaks-it-is-high-time-for-eu-action-
on-corporate-tax-dodging  
4 http://www.epsu.org/article/trade-unions-ngos-meet-achieve-real-public-country-country-reporting-
multinationals   
5 See for example attached two page briefing.  
6 http://www.nytimes.com/2016/09/21/opinion/how-companies-like-apple-dodge-taxes-and-their-own-
investors.html?_r=0; https://www.ifac.org/global-knowledge-gateway/business-reporting/discussion/11-
reasons-be-transparent-tax  
7 http://www.epsu.org/article/unhappy-meal-%E2%82%AC1-billion-tax-avoidance-menu-mcdonalds-0  
8 http://www.lefigaro.fr/societes/2015/12/18/20005-20151218ARTFIG00089-des-salaries-de-mcdonald-s-
portent-plainte-contre-l-enseigne-pour-fraude-fiscale.php  
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