
NON-CONFIDENTIAL VERSION 

RBB Economics  Page 1 

 

RBB  Economics 

 

 

 

 

AkzoNobel/Metlac: Dataroom Report 
 

 

 

 

RBB Economics, 4 October 2012 

 

1. Introduction 

The Competition Commission (‘CC’) has made available to us a limited dataroom in which 
we were given access to Metlac’s sales transaction dataset and ANPG’s MIS database as 
submitted to the CC.  Furthermore, we have been provided with a description of the CC’s 
methodology of the comparison between Metlac’s sales in its transaction database and its 
sales in the MIS database.  This description also contained a sample of some of the 
allegedly poorly matched sales between customers.  Although requested, we were not 
provided with access to the actual calculations of the CC. 

In this report, we assess the relevance of such inaccuracies and review the CC’s matching 
exercise. 
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In section 2, we explain that the previously submitted RBB analyses on the limited extent of 
customer-product overlap between Metlac and ANPG as compared to the overlap between 
ANPG and other suppliers are not sensitive to Metlac’s volumes to each individual customer.   

In section 3, we show that there are several examples where the CC has failed to correctly 
match customers between the MIS database and Metlac’s sales database. 

In section 4, we present an analysis that shows that the majority of Metlac’s customers are 
identified as such in the MIS database. 

The underlying files to our analyses can be found on one of the dataroom computers. 

2. RBB Analyses of Customer-Product Overlaps are not 
Sensitive to Inaccuracies in Metlac’s Sales Volumes 

2.1 Summary of RBB Papers on Extent of Customer-Product Overlap 

In the course of the proceedings, we have submitted to the CC two papers assessing the 
extent to which both ANPG and Metlac supply the same customer with products for the 
same end use.  Such customer-product pairs are the only ones potentially adversely affected 
by the transaction if one assumes, as is the case in the PFs, that qualifying new suppliers 
represents a significant barrier to switching.   

In the first paper, we showed that Metlac overlaps with ANPG far less than PPG and Valspar 
in the overall market for metal packaging coatings.  In the second paper, we addressed 
some of the criticisms of our analysis raised by the CC relating to the time period chosen 
and the fact that we looked at an overall metal packaging coatings market.  Our analyses in 
the second paper took these criticisms into account.  However, the analyses continue to 
show that if we cut the data in all ways suggested by the CC, Metlac overlaps significantly 
less with ANPG than either PPG or Valspar, or indeed a number of other suppliers.  This is 
true even when looking at the very narrow B2E segment. 

2.2 Methodology of RBB Analyses on Extent of Customer-Product Overlap 
between ANPG and Metlac 

Our analysis of the degree to which the products of ANPG and Metlac overlap was based on 
the data in ANPG’s MIS database for all EEA member states, excluding Italy.  Our premise 
of the analysis is based on the CC’s observation that there are some costs of qualifying a 
new product for a certain end use at a customer.  This means that the most direct source of 
competition are suppliers that already have a product that is qualified at a customer.  

We use all categories available in the database – customer, country, three levels of 
classifications of end use, as well as variables on product categories – to identify customer–
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product pairs.  For each of these customer–product pairs, we check which metal packaging 
coatings producers are listed as having been a supplier at some point.  Importantly, the 
amount of sales of a particular producer is not relevant to identifying overlap customer-
product pairs: provided the supplier made a sale, we counted the supplier as present.  Those 
suppliers are clearly very well placed to either continue or resume supply to the customer–
product pair in question, and are therefore the most direct source of competition. 

It is to misconstrue our results to suggest that we claim that there can be no competition 
from other suppliers, or even that these narrow customer–product pairs constitute relevant 
markets.  This does not rule out customers turning to other suppliers if all its existing 
qualified suppliers were to attempt to increase prices by 5%. However, as the PFs 
acknowledge, switching to an existing qualified supplier is easier than switching to a non-
qualified supplier: we make no claim beyond that.   

2.3 RBB Analysis is Insensitive to the Type of Discrepancies Found by the 
CC 

The inaccuracies identified by the CC primarily relate to discrepancies between the actual 
volumes supplied by Metlac to a customer and the Metlac volumes recorded in the MIS 
database.  However, as explained above, our analysis only considered the presence of a 
competitor for a customer–product pair.  This means that whether Metlac supplies 50,000 kg 
or 200,000 kg or only 10,000 kg to a customer–product pair is irrelevant to our assessment 
of the amount of competitive pressure Metlac can exert: all competitors that are present are 
easily able to continue or resume supply. 

A second type of discrepancy identified by the CC refers to the years in which Metlac 
supplied products to a given customer–product pair.  For example, the CC found that there 
were no sales by Metlac to [] in the Metlac transaction database in 2007, whereas the MIS 
database showed sales for all years.1

There are only two types of inaccuracies that would in fact influence our results: 

  As we only consider whether a supplier was present 
for a customer–product pair at any point in time, such discrepancy in timing of the sales 
again has no impact on our central finding that the degree of customer-product overlap 
between ANPG and Metlac is much less than that between ANPG and Valspar, PPG and 
other suppliers, individually. 

• Metlac is shown as having zero sales in MIS, but does in fact have sales, when 
ANPG also has sales.  This would understate the extent of the customer-product 
overlap.   

                                                           
1  Note that there were actually sales by Metlac to [] in 2007 but the CC failed to match customers correctly 

as set out in section 3.1. 
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• The sum of the volume from all suppliers to customer–product pairs where both 
Metlac and ANPG are present is lower in the MIS database than in reality.  This 
would understate the weighted overlap between Metlac and ANPG. 

Regarding the first point, we show below that in the majority of cases, Metlac is identified as 
a competitor correctly.  Those customers in the Metlac database that are not identified in the 
MIS database only account for less than [0-10] per cent of total Metlac sales. 

It is not possible to carry out a complete check of the second potential inaccuracy as we do 
not have access to the actual sales volumes of suppliers other than ANPG and Metlac.  
However, we have assessed the discrepancy between actual Metlac sales and Metlac sales 
as recorded in the MIS database as a proportion of total sales for all customers where ANPG 
was also present.  This proportion is just [0-10] per cent, which means that this second 
potential type of inaccuracy cannot have a material effect on the customer-product overlap 
results.  In addition, the MIS database often records unknown suppliers as “Others”, which 
may well compensate for the discrepancy in Metlac sales. 

Furthermore, the overall conclusion in our papers is solely based on the ranking of the 
overlap between ANPG and Metlac as compared to the overlap between ANPG and other 
suppliers.  Therefore, the overall conclusion that Valspar and PPG are closer competitors to 
ANPG than Metlac would only be affected, if the two inaccuracies referred to above 
disproportionally often affect only the presence of Metlac.  However, there is no reason to 
believe that Metlac is underrepresented in the MIS database any more than other suppliers. 

3. The CC has Failed to Match all Customers Correctly 

3.1 Customer Names 

When comparing sales in Metlac’s transaction database and Metlac’s sales in the MIS 
database, the CC had to match customers listed in each of the databases.  Such an exercise 
is not straightforward as a customer may be known under various names, in particular when 
subsidiaries of multinational corporations are involved, or when the name was changed due 
to mergers or acquisitions. 

Already in the limited sample provided to us, we have been able to identify several 
customers that were not matched by the Competition Commission but that clearly should 
have been matched.  Since we did not have access to external sources during the dataroom 
exercise, it is likely that more of the unmatched customers are due to false negative matches 
than we could uncover in the closed environment of a dataroom.   

For example, the CC failed to consider the acquisition of [] by [].  Part of Metlac’s 
database shows sales to “[]”, whereas the MIS database covers those same sales under 
the name of “[]”.  These sales are therefore reflected correctly by the MIS database. 
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Another example is that the CC failed to assign sales by [] to []; in the Metlac database, 
the same customer ([] in []) is sometimes referred to as “[]” and in other years as 
“[]”.  In fact, [] is a subsidiary of [], and the names should therefore be matched to 
each other. 

There are many examples in the MIS database where the customer names are not the same 
as in the Metlac database, even though the sales refer to the same customer.  We have 
matched customer names as closely as possible, using a number of sources of evidence: 

• The “company group” or “marketing group” variables in the MIS database would 
sometimes show the same name as the Metlac transaction database, whereas the 
“customer” variable would not (or vice versa). 

• The customer number either in the MIS database (the number in square brackets in 
the “customer” variable) or in the Metlac dataset sometimes showed that customers 
with different names were actually the same customer. 

• One customer was incorrectly listed in the Metlac database as being located in a 
different country to the actual location (listed as [], actually located in []);  and 

• Knowledge of mergers and acquisitions between customers gained during the course 
of the proceedings. 

Annex A.1 lists details of the additional matching that we have carried out. 

As we have been denied access to the CC’s analysis and have only been shown results for 
a 30 per cent sample, we cannot check whether the CC has corrected for all issues we list in 
Annex A.1.  Failing to correct for these false negative matches (and others which we have 
not been able to uncover in the dataroom) incorrectly gives the impression that the MIS 
database is less accurate than it actually is. 

3.2 Product Segments 

In some cases, the MIS database and the Metlac transaction database identify the same 
sales as falling under different segments.  It is not possible for us to determine whether this 
is due to an inaccuracy in the MIS database, or a problem in the classification in the Metlac 
transaction database.  One example listed as part of the CC’s “volume mismatch” list is the 
[] customer “[]”.  In the MIS database, this customer is listed as having received 
supplies of [] by Metlac in the food segment over the five years, and no sales in the 
general line segment.  The Metlac database shows no sales in the food segment, but sales 
of [] in the general line segment over the five years in question.2

                                                           
2  Note that the CC’s note on the comparison of the MIS database and the Metlac transaction database that we 

were made available in the dataroom for some reason does not show sales in 2007 to [] whereas they are 
present in both the Metlac data and the MIS database. 
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Similar examples can be found for other customers, which were not included in the CC’s 30 
per cent sample. 

There is reason to believe that at least in some cases, it is the Metlac transaction database 
that misclassifies the product segment.  For example, for [] in [], Metlac classifies all its 
sales as falling into the food segment.  Although the total volume for Metlac in the MIS 
database is very close to the actual total Metlac sales, the sales are shown as split into food 
and general line.  It would seem unlikely that ANPG would go through the trouble of 
assigning these sales to two different product segments if this was not actually the case. 

In any case, such a misclassification of a product line at a customer – whether the error lies 
in the MIS database or the Metlac transaction database – has no impact at all on the results 
of the analyses of the closeness of competition we have carried out previously.  This is 
because the product line is still identified as a unique customer–product pair in our analysis.  
Whether such a pair is labelled “food” or “general line” does not have any impact. 

4. MIS Database Accurately Identifies Most of Metlac’s 
Customers 

The MIS database correctly identifies the majority of Metlac’s customers, including all 
customers located in the United Kingdom.  We list below all Metlac customers with sales of 
over 20,000 kg in at least one year in either the Metlac database or the MIS database, where 
ANPG is also present.3

Table 1: Metlac customer identification in MIS database and Metlac transaction database, 2007-2011, EEA 
without Italy 

  Table 1 shows that there are 30 such customers in the Metlac 
database and then identifies whether that customer is also present in the MIS database. 

 

Customer and End Use Identified in Metlac Database Identified in MIS Database 

[]  

[]  

[]   

[]  

[]  

[]   (Food sales not identified separately) 

[]   

[]    (GL sales not identified separately) 

[]  

                                                           
3  This follows the approach of the CC in its comparison of the MIS and Metlac customer transaction databases. 
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Customer and End Use Identified in Metlac Database Identified in MIS Database 

[]  

[]  

[]  

[]  

[]  

[]  

[] 
(Food sales not identified 

separately) 

[]  

[]  

[] 
 (Food and GL sales not identified 

separately) 

[]  

[]  

[]  

[]  

[]   (GL sales identified) 

[]  

[]  

[]  

[]  

[]  

[]   

[]  

[]  

[]  

[]   

[]  

[]  

[]   

[]   (Food sales not identified separately) 

[]   

[]   
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Customer and End Use Identified in Metlac Database Identified in MIS Database 

[]  

[]  (Food sales not identified separately)

[]  

[]  

[]  

[]   

 

In summary, of the 30 customers identified, there are eight instances where MIS does not 
identify a Metlac-ANPG overlap. Aggregating all sales recorded in the Metlac database, 
these instances affect only [0-10] per cent of total sales contained in the Metlac 
database.4

 

  Of these instances, 3 relate to one customer group, [].  Furthermore, we note 
that in 3 instances, the aggregate volumes over 2007 to 2011 are extremely small; less than 
[50-100] t in each instance.   

                                                           
4  For each individual instance, the aggregate volumes affected across all years are as follows: [] 
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A.1 Details on RBB Customer Matching Exercise 
As explained in Section 2, the identification of customer-product overlaps between ANPG 
and Metlac, and indeed between Metlac and other suppliers depends only on the presence 
of Metlac as a supplier for a given customer–product pair where ANPG is also present.  
Therefore, our analyses would underestimate the importance of Metlac as ANPG’s 
competitor in cases the MIS database fails to identify an overlap between ANPG and Metlac.  
Hence, this only includes cases where both ANPG and Metlac are active and Metlac sales 
are missing in the MIS database whereas they were in fact sales according to the Metlac 
customer transaction database. 

Due to acquisitions, name changes, differences in names across the two datasets, and 
incorrect entries, the customer names both in the Metlac and the MIS datasets require 
significant cleaning. After carrying out an extensive cleaning, we find that we can match the 
MIS data in the Metlac customer transaction database in noticeably more cases than 
reported in the CC’s ‘Comparison of the MIS and Metlac customer transaction databases’ 
document made available to us in the dataroom. 

Below, we list the most important cleaning examples required in the two databases.1

• [] was acquired by [], so we changed the customer name of [] to []. The 
exclusion of [] from [] sales explains why the CC’s volume mismatch table does 
not report any sales in 2008 and 2009, and very few sales in 2010 for []. 

 

• [] was acquired by []. Therefore, we changed the name of [] and [] to “[] / 
[]” in both databases, or simply refer to them as “[]”. 

• In several cases the customer code in the Metlac transaction database reveals that 
customers with different names are actually the same, and so they should not be 
treated as separate entities:  

o In the Metlac database, [] has the same customer code ([]) as []. For 
the purpose of matching, we changed the name of [] to []. 

o [] is part of [], which in turn was acquired by [] as indicated above: [] 
also has the same customer code as [] ([]). Therefore, we changed the 
name of [] to []. It also explains why [] does not appear in the MIS 
database. The same reasoning applies to [] and [] which are also part of 
[]. 

o In the MIS dataset, [] and [] have the same customer code. [] and [] 
have the same customer code as well. We changed the MIS data accordingly. 

                                                           
1  For the complete cleaning exercise carried out in customer names please see the do-files saved in the folder 

C:\Documents and Settings\cclaptop\Desktop\analysis\do-file 
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• [] are – for the purpose of matching the customer names – treated as part of the 
[] group. The reason for this is a series of mergers, acquisitions and divestments: 

o [] divested [] when it was acquired by []; 

o [] was acquired by []; and 

o [] acquired [] metal packaging division following its divestment from []. 

As both the MIS database and the Metlac sales database appear to not always be 
fully updated following these ownership changes, for the purpose of matching these 
sales, we have grouped the customers, and changed the customer name for these 
cases indicating “[]”, or simply “[]”. 

• [] was acquired by []. We have changed the customer name in the Metlac 
customer transaction database accordingly. 

• [] is a different name for []. We changed the customer name in the Metlac 
customer transaction database accordingly. 

• [] is indicated as a customer in [] in the Metlac customer transaction database. 
The same customer (“[]”) in the MIS database is clearly shown as a customer 
located in []. We changed the customer name and location in the Metlac database 
accordingly. 
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