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Letter from the President and CEO

The “Relocation Assistance: U.S. Domestic Transferred Employees” survey is conducted every 

four years.  During the time that data was being collected for this report, the U.S. economy 

seemed to be slowly improving.  Housing markets in many regions were beginning to recover, 

consumer confidence was slowly rising, and Worldwide ERC® members were cautiously optimistic 

that their transfer volumes would be increasing.  

In light of the improving economy, there were signs that companies seeking to fulfill their U.S. 

domestic talent mobility needs were prepared to begin loosening their purse strings, and roll back 

a few of the reductions in relocation assistance policies.  For example, in this report, you will see an 

18 percentage point increase in the provision of temporary living to the family in the new location, 

and an increase in organizations paying for in-transit storage costs.  The findings also show that 

many of the techniques companies employed to make their policies more customizable to business 

and transferee needs remain popular, and are likely to continue even in an improved economy.

At the time of this writing, the U.S. government has entered sequestration, and pundits are specu-

lating as to the impact the mandatory government spending cuts will have on the economy; most 

likely, there will be some level of continued uncertainty and caution among business leaders, which 

will be reflected in the next set of U.S. talent mobility trends.

Worldwide ERC® thanks the many respondents to this survey for their time and feedback. It is 

through the generous gift of industry professionals’ participation that we are able to focus strongly 

on key areas of interest to our members. We encourage your feedback to this report, and hope that 

if you need additional information you will contact us to assist you. 

Cheers,

Peggy Smith, SCRP, SGMS 

President and Chief Executive Officer 

Worldwide ERC®
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Introduction

When the Relocation Assistance: U.S. 
Domestic Transferred Employees Survey 
was last conducted in 2008, the U.S. 

economy was in a deep recession. Consumer 
confidence was low, unemployment was high, and 
housing markets in many parts of the country were 
distressed. Organizations’ revenues and profit 
margins had been severely affected and many 
were forced to cut back on their operations and 
reduce costs by downsizing and limiting employee 
mobility. Two years later, the Worldwide ERC® 2010 
Transfer Volume & Cost Survey revealed that the 
average number of current employees relocated 
by Worldwide ERC® member companies in 2009 
had dropped 22 percent compared to the previous 
year. Organizations also reported that employees 
were extremely unwilling to relocate due to the 
depressed housing market and heightened uncer-
tainty resulting from the recession. 

The U.S. economy is gradually recovering after a 
challenging four years. The November 2012 Jobs 
Report (Bureau of Labor Statistics) reported an 
unemployment rate of 7.7 percent, which is the 
lowest rate reported since late 2008. As a result 
of the uptick in the economy and the gradually 
improving housing market, businesses are once 
again increasing operations and consequently relo-
cating more employees. Worldwide ERC® member 
companies will have moved an average of 247 
current employees by the end of 2012 an increase 
of 7 percent over 2011. 

Organizations are continuing to exercise discipline 
around costs and have cut back on assistance 
provided to their transferees; however, as a result 
of the real estate crisis, many companies have 
revised their policies to assist employees with the 
losses they incur when selling their homes. 

This report examines how organizations are 
responding to the challenges of this slowly 
recovering economy and grappling with providing 
adequate mobility assistance to employees while 
keeping a close watch on their costs. The study 
provides an in-depth analysis of the current trends 
in the relocation assistance provided to current 
employees transferred domestically within the 
United States. 

We would like to express our appreciation to the 
154 members who took the time to participate 
in this project and graciously contributed to the 
survey. We would also like to extend our gratitude 
to the sponsor of this survey, Graebel Relocation 
Services Worldwide.
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Executive Summary

This comprehensive survey on assistance 
provided to relocated current employees was 
conducted in October 2012. Of the 843 orga-

nizations invited to participate in the survey, 154 
responded resulting in an 18 percent response rate. 

Respondents transferred a total of 35,420 
employees in 2012, averaging 230 transferees  
per organization. 

TRANSFEREE DEMOGRAPHICS
The typical transferee is between 36 to 40 years 
of age with an annual income of between $90,000 
and $130,000. These numbers are very similar 
to those reported in 2008. Employers indicate 
that on average just over half (55 percent) of the 
employees they will transfer by the end of 2012 
will be first-time transferees and nearly half (45 
percent) of today’s transferees are relocated as a 
result of a promotion rather than a lateral move.

POLICY DELIVERY
Only 16 percent of organizations report having 
just one policy for all transferees; 84 percent use 
multiple and/or tiered policies. Additionally, the 
percentage of organizations with three or more 
policies has increased from 60 percent in 2008 to 
69 percent today. The most often used criterion to 
differentiate among policies is job or salary level 
(79 percent) followed by homeowner/renter status 
(54 percent).

Another approach companies are using to 
customize their policies is the cafeteria-style or 
menu-driven policy. Today 16 percent of organiza-
tions offer these plans—a decline from 24 percent 
in 2008. 

SHIPPING OF HOUSEHOLD GOODS
As in past years, all respondents report covering the 
cost of household goods for current employees relo-
cated within the United States. Half of companies 
report using their relocation management compa-
nies (RMCs) to handle the household goods ship-
ment compared to 40 percent in 2008. In contrast, 
the percentage of organizations contracting directly 
with carriers continues to decline from 54 percent in 
2008 to 45 percent today. 

Nearly nine out of 10 companies do not impose 
weight limits on household goods shipments 
and a large majority (93 percent) do not have 
dollar caps on the shipment of household goods. 
Although most companies do use the carrier’s 
insurance, over a third of companies (38 percent) 
provide additional coverage beyond the carrier’s 
minimum liability.

Similar to previous years, an overwhelming 
majority of organizations (94 percent) will pay the 
cost of in-transit storage of household goods. 

TEMPORARY LIVING

At the Old Location 
Twenty percent of organizations reimburse tempo-
rary living at the old location. 

At the New Location 
While almost all firms cover the employee’s 
temporary living at the new location, 72 percent 
cover the family as well. This is an increase from 54 
percent in 2008 and 66 percent in 2004. 
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Method of Reimbursement at New Location 
Lump sums—Currently, 25 percent of companies 
“always” provide a lump-sum payment to cover 
temporary living with no requirement to itemize 
or document expenses. Twenty-three percent 
“always” provide a lump-sum with no documen-
tation to cover family temporary living. 

Reimbursement of reasonable and actual food 
and lodging expenses—Reimbursement of 
reasonable and actual food and lodging expenses 
is not prevalent today because it is expensive 
and companies are still employing cost measures 
these days. Currently only 18 percent of compa-
nies provide full reimbursement of reasonable 
and actual lodging expenses for the employee. 

Per diems—most companies’ per diems provide 
full reimbursement for lodging but restrict 
meals to a daily allowance. Today, 9 percent use 
this approach to cover the employee and the 
families’ expenses. 

Time Limits 
Almost all companies place an overall time limit on 
the temporary living assistance provided in the new 
location for the employee and family. 

HOMEFINDING TRIPS
Nearly nine out of 10 organizations (86 percent) 
reimburse both homeowner and renter transferees 
for homefinding trips. Only 3 percent of compa-
nies limit the coverage to homeowners only and 
approximately 11 percent of companies choose not 
to reimburse this cost.

Homeowners
Slightly more than two-thirds of employers that 
reimburse homefinding expenses for homeowners 
cover both the employee and spouse. An additional 
23 percent of these organizations also pay expenses 
for the employee’s dependent children to accom-
pany the employee on the househunting trip.

Renters
Only 65 percent of companies cover homefinding 
trips for the renting employee and spouse or 
partner. This is a drop from 98 percent of organiza-
tions in 2008 and most likely a cost-saving measure 
necessitated by a stagnated economy. Just over 
one-fifth of organizations (21 percent) also cover 
the expenses for dependent children to join the 
employee and spouse on the trip.

PURCHASE CLOSING COSTS
The percentage of firms offering transferees assis-
tance with purchase closing costs is 90 percent. 
Although payment of closing costs is a common 
benefit today, the provision to all transferees is not. 
Today, nearly one-fourth (23 percent) of companies  
provide the assistance to all transferees, up slightly 
from 19 percent in 2008 but still down  
3 percentage points from 2004. 

Employers most often limit eligibility for purchase 
closing costs assistance to those who are home-
owners. 

MISCELLANEOUS EXPENSE ALLOWANCE
Almost all organizations (92 percent) provide their 
transferees a miscellaneous allowance for inci-
dental expenses that are specifically not covered by 
other reimbursements. A strong majority of these 
companies provide the allowance with no require-
ment to itemize or document expenses and in turn, 
save time and administrative costs. 

Slightly more than 60 percent of companies vary 
the amount of the miscellaneous allowance based 
on specific criteria—31 percent of companies vary 
the allowance by the employee’s homeowner vs. 
renter status and 30 percent vary the payment by 
some “other” criteria, often the employee’s job level.

COST-OF-LIVING ASSISTANCE
Today just shy of one-third (32 percent) of organi-
zations offer a cost-of-living allowance (COLA) to 
compensate employees for higher living/housing 
costs in the new location. As has been the case 
in previous years, the majority of employers (78 
percent) are choosing to assess the difference 
in costs between the old and new locations in 
their entirety versus focusing solely on housing 
costs. One-third of employers offering a COLA via 
formal policy or on a case-by-case basis offer the 
allowance in all cities with costs higher than the 
old location, regardless of the amount of the cost 
difference—up from 22 percent in 2008. Another 28 
percent limit this provision to specific cities, which 
is down slightly from the 32 percent cited in 2008. 
Results from this survey indicate a slight drop in the 
percentage of employers restricting the provision of 
allowances to those situations in which costs in the 
new location are a certain percentage above those 
in the old location. Today, 39 percent of organiza-
tions are using this approach to determine eligibility 
for allowances. 

Executive Summary
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LOSS-ON-SALE ASSISTANCE
As a result of the slump in the real estate market, 
there has been a significant increase in the 
percentage of companies offering loss-on-sale 
assistance to their employees either through their 
formal policy (49 percent) or on a case-by-case 
basis (14 percent). In 2004, only 54 percent of the 
companies chose to assist transferees with a loss-
on-sale situation (formal policy and case-by-case). 
This number increased substantially to 64 percent 
in 2008 and today nearly the same number (63 
percent) offer this provision.

Just over two-thirds (67 percent) of companies 
offer this assistance via formal policy to all trans-
ferees in all locations.

Nearly three out of 10 companies (28 percent) 
providing formal loss-on-sale assistance consider 
capital improvements when determining the 
employee’s investment in the home. Additionally, 
15 percent of organizations consider the deprecia-
tion on the home when determining the loss-on-
sale amount. 

DUPLICATE HOUSING ASSISTANCE
Nearly 60 percent of respondents report that their 
companies reimburse duplicate housing expenses 
in instances when the employee purchases a home 
in the new location prior to selling the home in the 
old location. Most organizations impose a time limit 
on the assistance. 

THIRD PARTY AND CORPORATE-BASED PLANS

Types of Properties Excluded from Homesale 
Programs
As there are significant costs associated with home 
buy-out programs, it has been common practice for 
organizations to exclude certain types of properties 
from their homesale programs. The homes that 
typically are excluded have extreme marketability 
issues or represent a legal liability or complication 
for the company. As these properties are harder to 
sell, they are more likely to enter the company’s 
inventory, thus increasing the organization’s 
program costs. The strong majority of organiza-
tions with third party or corporate-based programs 
exclude mobile homes (94 percent) and co-ops (88 
percent) from their homesale programs. Nearly 60 
percent of employers exclude duplexes and one-
fifth exclude homes with excessive acreage.

Negative Equity Situations
Today, nearly three-fourths of companies will 
accept negative equity homes into their homesale 
programs either on a case-by-case basis or as 
part of a formal policy. Of the respondents that 
do accept these homes as part of a formal policy, 
most (81 percent) require the employee to pay-off 
the balance at closing with no assistance from the 
company.

Rejection of Buyout Offer
Today 60 percent of employers with either third 
party or corporate-based homesale programs 
will assist employees with home selling costs in 
instances when the employee rejects the company/
third party home buy-out offer. All of these 
employers report assisting their transferees with 
normal selling closing costs and a large majority 
assist with broker’s commissions. 

Home Marketing Assistance and Bonus 
Programs
The provision of home marketing assistance has 
shown an overall upward trend throughout the 
years. Today, 75 percent of respondents with 
homesale assistance programs always provide 
a formal home marketing assistance program. 
Additionally, 11 percent of employers provide a 
formal home marketing assistance program only to 
certain employees. Predominantly, the provision 
of assistance is based on the employee’s job level. 
The remaining respondents do not offer home 
marketing assistance at all.

In addition, over two-thirds of employers with 
third-party or corporate-based homesale programs 
report offering cash incentives to employees 
who find a buyer for their home during the self-
marketing period.
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Organization Percent

Accounting/auditing services 1%

Aeronautics, space, electronics 3%

Agricultural products/services 1%

Automotive, machinery, industrial equipment 1%

Chemicals 3%

Communications (radio, TV, print media) 2%

Computer hardware/software (manufacturing, 
development, consulting) 4%

Construction, construction materials 1%

Engineering and construction 2%

Entertainment (Music, motion pictures, theme 
parks, etc.) 1%

Environmental consulting services 1%

Financial services (investments, consulting, etc.) 7%

Food and beverage production 5%

Government and military services 3%

Respondents by Industry Group 
Percent of Organizations

This report on relocation assistance for trans-
ferred employees provides a detailed analysis 
of corporate U.S. domestic relocation poli-

cies. The data in this report was collected through 
an online survey conducted during October 2012 
with a focus on current employees transferred 
domestically within the United States. 

Of the 843 organizations invited to participate 
in the survey, 154 responded resulting in an 18 
percent response rate. 

The 154 organizations responding to this year’s 
survey relocated a total of 35,420 employees in 
2012, averaging 230 transferees per organization 
with a median of 100. 

Survey Methods and Procedures

Organization Percent

Health care (medical equipment/devices,  
management, consulting) 3%

Hospitality (hotels and food service suppliers) 1%

Insurance 9%

Manufacturing consumer products 12%

Petroleum and gas 3%

Pharmaceuticals 4%

Restaurants (retail food sales) 2%

Retail sales and wholesale 9%

Telecommunications 1%

Transportation 3%

Utilities 1%

Wood and paper 1%

Conglomerate 2%

Other 12%

Figure 1
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Breakdown of Respondents by Annual Transfer Volume
Percent of Organizations

Figure 2

Survey Methods and Procedures

500-999 Transferees

5%

1,000 or More Transferees
6%

Less than 10 Transferees
6%

25-49 Transferees

15%

250-499 Transferees

14%

10-24 Transferees

13%

100-249 Transferees

30%
50-99 Transferees

11%
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Age and Salary
Slightly over a third of companies (36 percent) 
estimate the average age of a typical transferee is 
36 to 40 years and another one-third indicate that 
their transferees are more likely to be within the 
41 to 45 years age range. These percentages are 
almost identical to those reported in 2008 for the 
same age ranges. 

Slightly over 60 percent of respondents estimate 
the annual income of their transferees is between 
$90,000- $130,000.

Salary Range %

90,001 – 100,000 14

100,001 – 110,000 14

110,001 – 120,000 17

120,001 – 130,000 10

130,001 – 140,000 7

Based on the age and salary ranges reported 
we can infer that transferees tend to be middle 
management level. 

Transferee Demographics

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0
1988 1992 1994 1997 2001 2004 2008 2012

67%

58%

48%
53% 51%

48% 49% 45%

Average percentage of transferees that are relocated as a result of a promotion. 

Trend in Promotion-based Relocations
Percent of Transferees 

Figure 3
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First-time Transferees, Promotions versus 
Lateral Moves
Respondents to this survey relocated on average 
230 employees within the United States in 2012. 
(The number of transferees ranged from one to 
3,000 with a median of 100). On average, just over 
half (55 percent) of these transferees were first-
time transferees. This represents no change from 
2008 and a slight increase from 49 percent in 2004.

Nearly half (45 percent) of today’s transferees are 
relocated as a result of a promotion rather than 
a lateral move (see Figure 3). This is very similar 

to 2008 figures when 49 percent of transferees 
were relocated due to promotions. Since 1994, the 
percentage of transfers that are promotional has 
hovered right around the 50 percent level. Prior to 
that time, the majority of transfers were a result of 
promotions. With the increasing need for specific 
skills sets in specific locations, as well as continued 
corporate merger, acquisition, and reorganization 
activity, transfers are often dictated by factors other 
than promotions. 

Transferee Demographics
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Trend in Use of Tiered Policies
Percent of Organizations

Figure 4

17

Tiered Policies
Organizations remain cautious in their spending 
and are working to keep costs down. To achieve 
this goal and still fulfill their workforce mobility 
needs, increasing numbers of organizations are 
implementing multiple and/or tiered mobility poli-
cies. Although these policies are administratively 
more complicated, they allow for greater custom-
ization in the provisions offered and can help 
control expenses. Tailoring the policy provisions 
also can increase the attractiveness of reloca-
tion packages and assist in reducing employees’ 
reluctance to relocate. 

Only 16 percent of organizations report having 
just one policy for all transferees; 84 percent use 
multiple and/or tiered policies. Additionally, the 
percentage of organizations with three or more 
policies has increased from 60 percent in 2008 to 

69 percent today. It is interesting to compare these 
results with those reported over 20 years ago. In 
1991, the ratio of those relying on single policies 
to those with multiple or tiered approaches was 
reversed, with 85 percent having a single policy. The 
trend toward the administratively more complex 
approach to mobility assistance demonstrates a 
greater understanding of the role workforce mobility 
can play in an organization’s talent mobility goals.

Organizations often use more than one criterion 
to differentiate among policy tiers. The most often 
used criterion to differentiate among policies 
is job or salary level (79 percent) followed by 
homeowner versus renter status (54 percent), 
company-initiated versus employee-initiated 
moves (12 percent), exempt versus non-exempt 
employee status (11 percent), and lateral moves 
versus promotional moves (3 percent).

Policy Delivery

90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0
1991 1994 1997 2001 2004 2008 2012

15%
21%

34%

52%

67%

73%

84%
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Policy Delivery

Cafeteria Style/Menu-Driven Policies 
Another approach companies use to customize 
their policies is the cafeteria-style or menu-driven 
policy. Today 16 percent of organizations offer these 
plans—a decline from 24 percent in 2008. An addi-
tional 7 percent of companies are contemplating 
implementing such a policy.

In a cafeteria/menu-driven plan, a list of policy 
items is generated, and the hiring manager, the 
employee, or both will select the policy benefits 

the employee will receive. Today 12 percent of 
organizations with cafeteria plans report that 
the business unit or divisions make the assis-
tance selections. 

In 2008, 45 percent of organizations using a menu-
based approach placed a dollar limit on the selec-
tions made; the figure today is 58 percent, further 
evidence of organizations’ continued focus on cost 
control. The large majority of companies base the 
dollar limit on the type or level of employee. 

Number of Policies/Tiers
Percent of Organizations

Figure 5

33%

27%

16%
18%

13%

19%

15% 15%

21%

24%

14%

20%

30%

14%

22%

35%

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

5%

0%
1 Tier 2 Tiers 3 Tiers 4 Tiers 5 or Mores Tiers

2004 2008 2012
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Shipping of Household Goods

As in past years, all respondents cover the cost 
of household goods for current employees  
 relocated within the United States. According 

to the 2012 Worldwide ERC® Transfer Volume and 
Cost Survey, household goods shipping is one of the 
more expensive forms of mobility assistance organiza-
tions provide at an average cost of $12,652. 

Contract Arrangements 
As observed in the past, the percentage of 
companies outsourcing the management of their 
household goods contracts to relocation manage-
ment companies (RMCs) has been increasing. 
Today, 50 percent of companies report using their 
RMCs to handle the household goods shipment 

compared to 40 percent in 2008. In contrast, 
the percentage of organizations contracting 
directly with carriers continues to decline from 
54 percent in 2008 to 45 percent today. Some 
companies (4 percent) contract directly with 
carriers for some shipments and use their RMC or 
broker for other shipments. Only one responding 
company contracts directly with a household 
goods broker to arrange shipments. 

Eighty percent of organizations that contract directly 
with carriers to handle the shipment of household 
goods have contracts with two or more carriers. 
Responses ranged from one to seven with the most 
common response being two. 

Management of Household Goods Shipments 
Percent of Organizations

Figure 6

Uses HHG Broker

Contracts directly with Carrier 
for some shipments, uses HHG 
broker or RMC for others 

Contracts directly with carrier

Uses RMC

1%
4%

50% 45%
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Shipping of Household Goods

Weight Limits 
Eighty-six percent of companies do not impose 
weight limits on household goods shipments. This 
is very similar to the 2004 and 2008 figures of 85 
percent and 87 percent, respectively. One out 
of 10 organizations impose weight limits ranging 
from 8,000 pounds to 30,000 pounds. The most 
frequently reported (27 percent) weight limit 
is 18,000 pounds. A few companies report that 
the weight limit varies based on the employee’s 
homeowner versus renter status. 

Dollar Limits 
A large majority of respondents (93 percent) do 
not have dollar caps on the shipment of household 
goods. About three percent do have dollar limits 
ranging from $11,000 to $30,000. The remaining 
companies vary the dollar limit based on the 
employee’s homeowner versus renter status. 

Liability Coverage 
A large majority of organizations (88 percent) use 
the insurance provided by the carrier with the 
remaining companies purchasing their own insur-
ance to provide coverage for their transferees. 

Over a third of companies (38 percent) provide 
additional coverage beyond the carrier’s minimum 
liability. Of those providing additional coverage, 
90 percent provide full-replacement value. The 
remainder impose either dollar or weight limits on 
the maximum coverage they will provide. 

Eight out of 10 companies do not require their 
employees to purchase additional coverage on 
high-value items. The remaining 17 percent of 
respondents do for certain high-value items, such 
as antiques, artwork, wine collections and when 
dollar limits on insurance are exceeded. 

Trend in Outsourcing Management of Household Goods 
Shipments to Relocation Management Companies 
Percent of Organizations

Figure 7
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Storage of Household Goods 
Similar to previous years, an overwhelming 
majority of organizations (94 percent) will pay 
the cost of in-transit storage of household goods. 
The majority of these companies impose the 
same time limit for all transferees (47 percent 
today, compared to 57 percent in 2008). Time 
limits ranged from 30 days to one year, with 
companies most often agreeing to cover the cost 
of storage for 30 days (53 percent) and 60 days 
(26 percent). Seventeen percent of companies 
with limits will pay for storage of household 
goods for 90 days or more. 

Of those companies that pay storage costs, 16 
percent do so on an as-needed basis (within reason) 
and another 31 percent limit storage time based 
on homeowner/renter status (an increase from 23 
percent and 17 percent in 2008 and 2004, respec-
tively). Typically organizations that vary time limits 
based on homeowner versus renter status include 30 
days for renters and 60 days for homeowners. 

Transportation of Recreational Vehicles 
In 2008, only 17 percent of companies reported 
paying for the transportation of recreational 
vehicles. This was a decline from 1997 and 2004 
when about one-quarter of companies offered 
this assistance in their relocation programs. Four 
years ago, the economy was heading into a severe 
financial crisis and businesses were being very 
prudent with the provisions they were offering. 
Today, 24 percent of companies report paying for 
the transportation of recreational vehicles, which 
is similar to 1997 and 2004 figures. This increase is 
likely a consequence of companies loosening cost 
controls slightly as the economy strengthens. 

Respondents cite the following restrictions when 
transporting a recreational vehicle:

• Boats must be 14 feet or fewer in length.

• Recreational vehicles must fit on the truck.

• Motor homes are not eligible. 

Shipment of Household Goods:  
Types of Assistance Provided
Percent of Organizations

Figure 8
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Disassembly and Reassembly of Special Items 
Large plasma TVs, home theatres with surround 
sound systems and exercise equipment are increas-
ingly common in homes today. Moving these items 
requires more than just packing them in a box. 
Plasma TVs require special packaging while home 
theatre systems, pool tables and exercise equip-
ment require items to be disassembled, packed, 
unpacked and reassembled. 

The number of companies that pay for disassembly 
and reassembly of large screen TVs has increased 
significantly compared to 2008. Currently 90 
percent of organizations cover the costs of 
disassembly and reassembly of large screen TVs, 
compared to 70 percent in 2008. Nearly two-thirds 
cover the disassembly, packing and reassembly of 
pool tables (65 percent) and over half cover the 
same for exercise equipment (55 percent).

Shipping of Household Goods

Provision of Disassembly and Reassembly Service for 
Selected Items
Percent of Organizations

Figure 9
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Temporary Living

Temporary Living at the Old Location 
Today, relatively few organizations (20 percent) reimburse 
temporary living at the old location via formal policy 
when necessary and within reason. Another 22 percent 
of employers offer this assistance on an exception basis. 
This is slightly less than the combined 50 percent of 
employers who reimbursed temporary living at the old 
location in 2008. The remaining 58 percent of respon-
dents do not assist with the cost of temporary living 
in the old location. Most companies are anxious for 
their employees to move to the new location and begin 
working as quickly as possible, and this may provide an 
explanation as to why the majority of companies refrain 
from covering these expenses.

Temporary Living at the New Location 
While temporary living is often not provided at the 
old location, almost all employers (95 percent) offer 

this provision to their transferees at the destina-
tion location. According to the 2012 Worldwide ERC® 
Transfer Volume & Cost Survey, companies are offering 
employees an average of six weeks to report to their 
new jobs once they have accepted the transfer offer. 
This time is often insufficient for employees to sell their 
current home, arrange for and ship household goods, 
move the family and arrange for permanent living 
quarters in the new location. Therefore, most compa-
nies pay for employee’s temporary living at the new 
location. 

Of the companies covering temporary living at the new 
location, nearly three-fourths offer to pay the tempo-
rary living expenses of the family as well. This figure is 
an increase from 2008, when only 54 percent covered 
expenses for the employee and family and closer to the 
66 percent in 2004 that covered this provision. 
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Figure 10
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Temporary Living

Method of Reimbursement 
Companies employ various methods to cover 
temporary living expenses and these include: 
lump-sum payments, per diems, reimbursement 
of food and/or lodging expenses. Today, the most 
popular methods for covering the employee’s food 
and lodging expenses are lump-sum payments 
followed closely by full reimbursement of food and 
lodging expenses with no dollar maximum. The 
family too, is also more likely to receive lump-sum 
payments and full reimbursement of food and 
lodging expenses with no dollar maximum. 

Lump-sum Payments
Between the late 1980s and late 1990s, increasing 
numbers of companies turned to lump-sum 
payments to pay for temporary living expenses. 
This allowed employees the flexibility to use the 
allowance as they prefer. Additionally, organiza-
tions benefit because lump-sum payments 
reduce administrative costs and requests for 
exceptions to policy. 

Currently 25 percent and 23 percent of compa-
nies “always” provide a lump-sum dollar amount 
to employees and families respectively to cover 
temporary living with no requirement to itemize or 
document expenses. See trend below: 

Lump-sum Provisions for Temporary Living 

Year Employee  Family 

1997 23%  23%

2001 26%  30%

2004 23%  17%

2008 27%  8% 

2012 25%  23%

Since the late 1990s, the use of lump-sum 
payments has remained fairly constant with 
approximately one-quarter of employers “always” 
providing lump-sum payments for temporary 
living. However, while the use of these programs 
for families has been fluctuating, the trend 
indicates that there has been a significant 
increase in the coverage of temporary living, as 
well as lump-sum payments for families over 
the last four years. Businesses are increasing the 
assistance they provide to transferees as this also 
helps make an offer to move more attractive to 
employees.

In addition to the 25 percent of organizations 
that “always” use a lump-sum payment for 
temporary living for the employee, another 13 
percent (compared to 9 percent in 2008) provide 
a lump-sum for temporary living in certain 
circumstances for certain employees, and 8 
percent allow the employee to choose between 
a lump-sum payment and itemized documented 
reimbursement of temporary living expenses. 
Corresponding figures for the family are: 12 
percent provide a lump-sum payment to certain 
employees in certain circumstances (compared 
to 11 percent in 2008) and 7 percent allow the 
employee to choose a method of coverage 
(compared to 6 percent in 2008). 

The majority of respondents (91 percent) who 
use lump-sum payments for temporary living 
expenses intend this payment to take care of 
other expenses as well, including meals (79 
percent), car rental (72 percent), househunting 
(70 percent), return visitation trips (60 percent), 
and travel and lodging en-route to the new loca-
tion (49 percent). 

Of those companies providing lump-sum 
payments, 77 percent (compared to 78 percent 
in 2008), consider a variety of criteria in deter-
mining the actual amount. The most prevalent 
factors in calculating lump-sum payments include 
homeowner/renter status (67 percent), family 
status or number of dependents (65 percent), 
distance to new location (49 percent), and the 
employee’s job level (33 percent). Another 10 
percent cited “other” factors, the most common 
of which was costs in the new location. 
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Reimbursement of Reasonable and Actual Food 
and Lodging Expenses For Employees
In the 1970s reimbursing actual and reason-
able food and lodging expenses without a dollar 
maximum was the most frequently used method 
of reimbursement for the employee’s temporary 
living expenses. However, this method is not 
as prevalent today because it is expensive and 
companies are continuing to employ tighter cost 
measures. Currently only 18 percent of companies 
provide full reimbursement of reasonable and 
actual lodging expenses for the employee—a 
slight increase from the 14 percent who did so in 
2008. For the family, the corresponding figure is 
20 percent—an increase from the 17 percent of 
companies that did so in 2008. 

Reimbursement of Actual Food and  
Lodging Expenses For Employees

1970s  81%

1982  72%

1985  65%

1991  58%

1997  34%

2001  28%

2004  23%

2008  14%

2012  18% 

Method of Reimbursement Employee Family

A lump-sum dollar amount without any requirement to itemize or 
document expenses 25% 23%

A per diem for food plus reimbursement of reasonable and actual 
lodging expenses 9% 9%

Full reimbursement of reasonable and actual lodging expenses with no 
dollar maximum 18% 20%

Full reimbursement of lodging expense only with no reimbursement for 
food 14% 17%

Lodging only if kitchen available or full reimbursement of lodging plus 
food if no kitchen available 15% 15%

Full reimbursement of reasonable and actual lodging expenses with a 
dollar maximum 3% 1%

A per diem to cover both food and lodging expenses 2% 1%

Method of reimbursement or amount of per diem varies according to the 
length of temp living 3% 2%

Other types of reimbursement 10% 12%

Total 100%* 100%

Method of Reimbursement for Food and  
Lodging Expenses For Employees
Percent of Organizations

Figure 11

Percentages do not total 100% due to rounding.
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Per diems
Most companies’ per diems provide full reim-
bursement for lodging but restrict meals to a daily 
allowance. Today, 9 percent use this approach to 
pay for the employee and the family’s expenses. 
This is far less than 2008 figures of 25 percent and 
27 percent for employees and families, respec-
tively. In 2008, businesses had no choice but to 
reign in their expenses as they were operating 
under severe constraints and since per diems are 
effective in restricting expenses, more companies 
were employing them to reimburse their trans-
ferees. Per diems for food ranged from $15 to $70 
per employee and $15 to $130 for the family. Some 
companies provide a lesser amount for children. 

Other Methods of Reimbursement 
Fourteen percent of employers provide their 
transferees with full reimbursement of lodging 
expenses only with no reimbursement for meals. 
This is exactly the same as was reported in 2008. 
A slightly larger percentage offer this provision to 
families (17 percent), which is a decline from 23 
percent in 2008. Another 15 percent pay for only 
employee and family lodging when kitchen facili-
ties are available in the temporary housing facility 
or full reimbursement of both lodging and food if 
no kitchen is available. 

Time Limits 
In instances when a lump-sum payment is not 
provided, almost all companies place an overall 
time limit on the temporary living assistance 
provided in the new location for the employee (89 
percent) and family (90 percent). The percentage 
of companies imposing time limits has declined 
since 2008, when 94 percent and 99 percent of 
employers placed time limits for temporary living 
on employees and families, respectively. These 
are signs of companies being more flexible with 
temporary living. 

About a third of companies (34 percent) with 
time limits impose the same time limits for all 
employees. For their employees organizations 
most often impose ‘no time limits with reason’ 
or a limit of 30 days, followed by a limit of 60 
days. For families, 60 days is the most commonly 
cited time limit followed by 30 days and ‘no limits 
within reason.’ 

Just over one-third of companies (36 percent) vary 
the time limit based on the employee’s home-
owner/renter status. Of these, 65 percent impose a 
60-day time-limit for homeowners and 30 days for 
renters with the remaining 19 percent of compa-
nies imposing varying time limits, most often using 
criteria related to the policy tier or job level to 
differentiate.

Temporary Living

Number of Days Employee1 Family2

Less than 30 days 6%    8%

30 days 25%  20%

42 days  2%    3%

45 days 10%  13%

60 days 21% 28%

90 days 10% 10%

No limit within reason 25% 20%

Total 100%* 100%*

Time Limits on  
Temporary Living  
Allowance at the  
New Location 
Percent of Organizations

Figure 12

Family2

Average: 49 days
Median: 45 days 
Range: 10 – 90 days

Percentages do not total 100% due to rounding.

Employee1

Average: 48 days
Median: 45 days 
Range: 10 – 90 days
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The provision of homefinding assistance to 
relocating employees has been customary 
for decades and is viewed by most employers 

as well worth the investment. When transferees, 
both homeowners and renters alike, receive 
appropriate time and resources to locate suit-
able housing in the new location, they make 
wiser home-selection choices. These choices, in 

turn, can save the company and employee time, 
frustration, and money. Similar to the findings 
in 2008, nearly nine out of 10 organizations (86 
percent) reimburse both homeowner and renter 
transferees for homefinding trips. Only 3 percent 
of companies limit the coverage to homeowners 
only. Approximately 11 percent of companies 
choose not to reimburse this cost.

Homefinding Assistance

Reimbursement for Homefinding Trips 
Percent of Organizations

Figure 13
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Homeowners 
Nearly seven out of 10 employers (67 percent) 
who reimburse homeowners’ househunting 
expenses pay for both the employee and spouse. 
In recognition of the importance of the family 
in the decision-making process, an additional 
23 percent also pay for dependent children who 
accompany their parents on the trip. Additionally, 
a small percentage (8 percent) of companies fund 
the costs for the employee and a second person 

of the employee’s choosing, while 1 percent only 
cover the expenses of the employee.

Among those organizations that pay for the costs 
for children to accompany the employee on the 
homefinding trip, 10 percent of companies will 
provide additional funding to allow an additional 
person (other than the spouse/partner) to accom-
pany the family to care for the children during the 
househunting process. 

Homefinding Assistance
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Coverage of Househunting Expenses for Homeowners
Percent of Organizations  

Figure 14

Percentages do not total 100% due to multiple responses.
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Renters
As mentioned above, approximately 90 percent 
of employers cover homefinding trips for renters. 
In a change from our previous report, only 65 
percent of companies cover homefinding trips for 
the renting employee and spouse or partner. This 
is a drop from 98 percent of organizations in 2008 
and most likely a cost-saving measure necessitated 
by a stagnated economy. Just over one-fifth of 
organizations (21 percent) also cover the expenses 
for dependent children to join the employee and 

spouse on a homefinding trip. Similar to coverage 
for homeowners, 8 percent of employers cover the 
employee and a second person of the employee’s 
choosing, while two percent covers the costs for 
the employee only.

Nine percent of employers that pay the 
expenses of children on homefinding trips for 
renters allow a second person (in addition to a 
spouse/partner) to accompany the family to care 
for the children. 
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Coverage of Househunting Expenses for Renters
Percent of Organizations  

Figure 15

Percentages do not total 100% due to multiple responses.
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A real estate closing is the end result of the 
sale or purchase of a residence when the 
transfer of ownership of the property is 

finalized and the collection and disbursement 
of the related funds is conducted. According 
to Worldwide ERC®’s Guide for Managing the 
Mobile Workforce, the methods used in these 
closings and who conducts them, vary from area 
to area across the country, with the traditions 
tracing back to three legal systems that had 
influence in these regions of the United States: 
Great Britain in the East; France in the South; 
and Spain in the West. 

Closings may be handled by title companies, 
settlement attorneys, a notary public, escrow 
companies or other entities and the amount of 
closing costs and who pays what also vary by local 
law and custom.

Typical closing costs may include:

Sales commissions

Loan origination fees

Appraisal fees

Inspection fees

Property disclosure report fees (zone disclosures)

Credit reports

Legal and/or escrow fees

Notary fees

Mortgage application fees

Mortgage insurance premiums (PMI, MIP)

Recording fees

Title insurance premiums

Homeowner’s insurance premiums

Escrow funds for the future payment of taxes 

Insurance premiums by the lender

Purchase  Closing Costs
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Provision of Assistance and Eligibility
Worldwide ERC® has been tracking the provision of 
closing costs assistance since 1978, noting a steady 
upward trend over the past 25 years. Companies 
have increasingly provided this form of assistance 
from 74 percent of organizations in 1978 to a high 
of 95 percent in 1995. The percentage of firms 
offering this benefit has since stabilized at approxi-
mately 90 percent. 

While the payment of purchase closing costs is a 
very common benefit with today’s employers, the 
provision to all transferees is not. Today, nearly 
one-fourth (23 percent) of companies reimburse 

the closing costs of all current employees buying 
at the new location, up slightly from 19 percent in 
2008 but still down 3 percentage points from 2004. 

Working to keep a handle on costs, employers 
most often base eligibility for purchase closing 
costs assistance on homeowner status (42 percent, 
down from 49 percent in 2008) or a combination of 
homeowner status and the employee’s level in the 
company (22 percent, up from 18 percent in 2008). 
Additionally, 8 percent base eligibility on level 
or position in the company while the remaining 
5 percent determine eligibility based on other 
criteria, most often, policy tier.

Almost all employers (99 percent) who provide 
purchase closing costs assistance, do so on an item-
ized, documented basis, very similar to 2008 and 

2004 (95 percent). The remaining 1 percent offers 
a lump-sum payment to cover these costs, with no 
requirement for itemization or documentation. 

Purchase Closing Costs
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Figure 16

1 Based on organizations who provide purchase closing cost assistance.
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Extent of Coverage
The vast majority of companies (98 percent) 
covering purchase closing costs on an itemized/
documented basis generally reimburse all normal 
required buyers’ closing costs. The majority 
(61 percent) do so with no overall limit on the 
reimbursement or limits on individual items (up 
slightly from 60 percent in 2008). The remaining 
37 percent provide reimbursement but have an 
overall dollar limit or place limits on individual 
items (down slightly from the 40 percent in 2008). 

Discount Points, Lender Fees and Title 
Insurance
As in previous years, the policy of paying mort-
gage discount points as a part of closing costs 
assistance was evaluated in this survey. Only 
35 percent of employers who cover purchase 
closing costs report paying discount points as 
a part of that policy, down from 40 percent 
in 2008. For these employers, the maximum 
number of points paid averaged 1.7 points and 
ranged from 1.0 to 8.0 points with the most 
common response being 1.0 point. 

Thirty-five percent of organizations reimbursing 
purchase closing costs report having a separate cap 
on lender fees with another 4 percent doing so on 
a case-by-case basis.

Nearly nine out of 10 organizations (88 percent) 
allow their employees to use a lender of their 
own choosing and still qualify for purchase closing 
costs assistance; this is up 11 percentage points 
from 2008.

Similarly to the previous report, 60 percent of 
employers who provide purchase closing costs 
assistance also provide homeowners’ title insur-
ance for transferees. An additional 6 percent 
encourage their employees to purchase it but 
do not offer it to transferees themselves. The 
remaining 34 percent do not offer this assistance 
and do not encourage employees to purchase it. 

Tax Liability
According to IRS regulations, reimbursement of 
purchase closing costs is considered income to the 
employee and thus not deductible as a moving 
expense. As such, a majority of companies (84 
percent) that reimburse purchase closing costs also 
assist the employee with the additional tax liability 
incurred (tax protect the payment). This is down 
from 93 percent of companies in 2008.
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A large majority of organizations (92 percent) 
provide their transferees a miscellaneous 
allowance for incidental expenses that are 

specifically not covered by other reimbursements. 
Examples of the kinds of expenses these allow-
ances are intended to pay for include telephone 
or cable installation, vehicle registration, carpet or 
drapery installation, among others.

Most employers (91 percent) provide an allow-
ance with no requirement to itemize or document 
expenses. This approach saves time and adminis-
trative costs. 

The majority of companies that provide a miscel-
laneous expense allowance (58 percent) calculate 
it as a percentage of annual salary. Two-thirds of 
these companies impose a cap on the amount 

of the allowance. Very few organizations have a 
minimum allowance amount. Approximately three 
out of 10 organizations offer a flat dollar amount 
ranging from $ 1,000 to $ 25,000. If the allowance 
is based on a percentage of salary, the salary used 
to make the calculation usually is the transferee’s 
new salary. 

Slightly more than 60 percent of companies 
vary the amount of the miscellaneous allow-
ance based on specific criteria—31 percent of 
companies vary the allowance by the employee’s 
homeowner versus renter status and 30 percent 
vary the payment by some “other” criterion, 
which is often the employee’s job level. Another 
39 percent provide the same allowance to all 
employees. These figures are very similar to those 
reported in 2008.

Miscellaneous Expense Allowance

Eligibility for Miscellaneous Allowance*
Percent of Organizations

Figure 17

Policy varies by “other” criteria

Policy varies by homeowner/renter status

All transferees covered under the same policy 

* Based on organizations that do not require documentation.

31%

39%
30%
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 All Transferees 
Because some companies calculate the allow-
ance differently depending on homeowner 
status, level in the company, or other criteria, 
we analyzed the results for those who provide 
the miscellaneous allowance equally for all 
transferees. Of these, nearly three-quarters (72 
percent) base the allowance on a percentage of 
the salary and 44 percent of this group impose a 
dollar maximum on the allowance. 

More than half of companies that use the salary 
approach (regardless if they impose a limit or not) 
typically provide one month’s salary (8.3 percent) 
using the employee’s new salary as the basis for 
the calculation. 

Approximately three out of 10 companies 
provide a flat dollar amount as the miscella-
neous allowance. Amounts range from $1,000 
to $7,500 with the most common dollar amount 
being $5,000. 

Miscellaneous Expense Allowance

Basis for Miscellaneous Allowance
Percent of Organizations

Figure 18
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Homeowners/Renters
Of the companies varying the allowance by home-
owner versus renter status, nearly 60 percent base 
the allowance offered to homeowning transferees 
on a percentage of salary. Most often they provide 
one month’s salary. Of these companies, the 
majority (78 percent) impose a maximum dollar 
limit on the amount of the allowance and use the 
new salary to determine the allowance. 

The remaining 42 percent provide homeowning 
employees a flat dollar amount. The number of 
companies doing so decreased from 2008 when 
58 percent offered a flat dollar amount. Amounts 
ranged from $1,500 to $10,000, averaging $4,808 
with the most common amount being $5,000. 

Companies that vary the allowance based on 
homeowner versus renter status almost always 
offer renters smaller allowances than they do 
homeowners. The reasoning behind this is that 
renters likely incur fewer miscellaneous expenses. 

Fifty-eight percent of organizations that vary their 
allowance by homeowner/renter status provide 
renters a flat dollar amount. This is very similar to 
2008, when 60 percent of organizations offered 
renters the same provision. The amount ranges 
from $1,000 to $5,000 with the most common 
amount being $3,000. 

Another 42 percent base renters’ miscellaneous 
allowances on the transferee’s salary and most 
often impose a dollar limit on the payment. Most 
base the allowance on one-half a month’s salary 
(six companies) followed by one-month’s salary 
(four companies). 

In almost all cases, the new salary is used when 
companies base allowances on salary. 

 

Tax Liability 
Fifty-two percent of participating organizations 
tax protect the miscellaneous allowance payment 
incurred by the transferee. This is a decrease from 
the 2008 figure of 61 percent but exactly the same 
as the figure reported in 2004. 
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Cost-of-Living Assistance

Background 
Moving employees into high cost-of-living areas 
has always been a challenge for employers and 
employees alike. Surprisingly, today’s economic 
climate seems to have lessened employee 
resistance to such moves as compared to 2008. 
Employees contemplating a transfer consider 
numerous factors including the affordability of the 
new location, but with the uncertainty of a slowly 
rebounding economy, turning down a transfer even 
to a high cost area, may not be perceived as an 
option at this time. Additionally, recovering home 
values have begun to curb the reluctance to move 
that employees felt five years ago. 

Cost-of-Living Assistance (COLA) was a solution 
born after many decades of problems relating to 
mortgage interest rate fluctuation and uneven 
housing market appreciation. What started in the 
1960s as simple variances in living costs from one 
city to the next were complicated by an interest 
rate catastrophe in the 1970s. Mortgage interest 
differentials (MIDs) were developed in the late 
1970s and early 1980s to help employees selling a 
home with a relatively low mortgage interest rate 
and buying a new home on which the mortgage 
rate would be significantly higher. The MID lost 
its effectiveness in the mid-1980s when interest 
rates peaked and began to decrease again. At this 
time, other modes of assistance were deemed 
necessary especially when demand exceeded 
supply in the housing market and home apprecia-
tion was sky high in many metropolitan areas but 
flat in others. 

Affordability became the key problem for 
employees who could not meet the down 
payment requirements on a comparable new 
home when moving from a low-cost to a high-cost 
market. Even though the past year has brought 
improvements in many housing markets across 
the country, relative discrepancies between 
locations still exist. The U.S. housing bubble 

burst in 2007 bringing real estate values across 
the country down to new lows. While lower 
priced metropolitan area prices had experienced 
significant price increases, so had higher cost 
areas, making the relative cost differentials the 
same. High cost areas remain expensive, and the 
challenges associated with moving from a lower 
market to a higher market are still prevalent. 
Tightened lending practices that came as a result 
of the housing market collapse, also continue 
to complicate mortgage qualification in the new 
location. However, economic uncertainty weighs 
heavily on the minds of employees, and accepting 
a transfer and keeping one’s job may prove to be 
the most important deciding factor. 

Cost-of-Living Allowances (COLAs) 
Just over one-fourth of survey respondents 
(26 percent) report experiencing “major” or 
“moderate” difficulty in transferring employees 
to high cost-of-living areas, down significantly 
from 44 percent in 2008. One-fifth (21 percent) 
report “minor difficulty” while 53 percent of 
employers report “no difficulty” with this issue. 
As mentioned earlier, while the economy has 
begun to slowly recover and real estate values 
are improving, transferee confidence in the 
economy is still low and may be playing a part 
in lower rates of reluctance, even to high cost 
areas. Concerns about job security combined with 
increasing home values has certainty affected this 
assistance provision.

For those employers having at least some level 
of difficulty in transferring employees to high 
cost-of-living areas, “very high housing costs” 
continue to be the key problem with 80 percent 
of companies citing this as an issue, which is 
down from 90 percent in 2008. Although housing 
values have begun to stabilize across the country, 
costs in certain locations remain relatively high 
in comparison and the discrepancy between one 
location and another remains sharp. 
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Nearly half of respondents (48 percent) state 
that the “inability to duplicate a transferee’s 
current lifestyle in the high cost area” is prob-
lematic, representing a 10 percentage point 
decrease from 2008, followed very closely by 
“very high living costs” reported by 47 percent 
of employers. “Spouse career issues” and 
“difficulty with a shortage of housing to rent” 
were reported by 31 and 23 percent of survey 
respondents, respectively. It is not surprising 
that the least problematic issue is “shortage 

of housing to buy” (17 percent). While the 
U.S. housing market is beginning to recover, a 
buyer’s market still predominates and histori-
cally low interest rates abound. Six percent of 
respondents indicate experiencing difficulty in 
“other areas.” The other areas mentioned most 
frequently were the difficulty of selling the 
employee’s home in the original location and 
the loss on sale employees would experience, 
thus further impacting their ability to afford 
housing in the new, higher cost location.

 Up until 2000, more and more companies were 
providing cost-of-living assistance. (See Figure 
20). The drop in the real estate market in 2007, 
however, offered up more affordable housing 
across the country, and in 2008 only 39 percent of 
survey respondents indicated that they provided a 
specific allowance to compensate for higher living/
housing costs (25 percent offered assistance on a 
formal basis; 14 percent did so on a case-by-case 
basis). This number represented a level last seen 
in the 1990s. Today, the drop has continued even 
farther, with just shy of one-third (32 percent) of 
organizations offering this provision (25 percent 

formally; and 7 percent on a case-by-case basis). 
While the cost-of-living differentials still exist 
throughout the United States, many organizations 
have taken note of less reluctance on the part of 
the transferee to accept transfers to higher cost 
areas and have taken the opportunity to cut COLA 
provisions and save on cost. NOTE: COLAs do not 
include loans, higher-than-normal salary increases, 
mortgage buy-down programs, or assistance 
designed to cover only higher interest rates such as 
MIDs). (The following discussion regarding provi-
sions is based on responses from those organiza-
tions with formal policies.)

Cost-of-Living Assistance
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Employees to High-Cost Areas
Percent of Organizations  

Figure 19

Percentages do not total 100% due to multiple responses.
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 Cost Factors
As has been the case in previous years, the 
majority of employers (78 percent) are choosing 
to assess the difference in costs between the old 
and new locations in their entirety versus focusing 
solely on housing costs. This strategy allows orga-
nizations to more accurately determine the overall 
financial impact of the move on the employee. 
Seven out of 10 organizations’ COLA policies 
consider cost-of-living items in addition to housing 
costs when determining the amount of the 
allowance—identical to 2008. Another 22 percent 
consider housing costs only. The remaining 7 
percent have separate programs—one for housing-
related costs and one for other cost-of-living items. 

Location Qualification/Employee Eligibility
One-third of employers offering a COLA via formal 
policy or on a case-by-case basis offer the allow-
ance in all cities with costs higher than the old 
location, regardless of the amount of the cost 
difference—up from 22 percent in 2008. Another 
28 percent limit this provision to only specific 
cities, which is down slightly from the 32 percent 
cited in 2008. The cities most frequently cited in 
every survey since 2000 are Boston, MA; New 
York, NY; Washington, DC; San Francisco, CA; and 
Los Angeles, CA. Again, similar to the previous 
two surveys, some respondents did not cite 
specific cities but reported limiting the allowance 
to regions, such as Southern California or metro 
areas such as “metropolitan New York City area” or 
“within 50 miles of Washington, DC.” 

The results from this survey indicate a slight 
drop in the percentage of employers restricting 
the provision of allowances to those situations 
in which costs in the new location are a certain 
percentage above those in the old location. In the 
2008 study, 44 percent of organizations used a 
percentage difference requirement that averaged 
7.1 percent. Today, 39 percent of organizations 
are using this approach to determine eligibility for 
allowances. The percentages given ranged from 3 
to 15 percent, with a slightly higher average of 7.9 
percent. The most commonly cited percentages 
are 5 percent and 10 percent, the same as 2008. 

With this methodology, employers are able to 
assist those transferees at highest risk for excessive 
financial burden, while simultaneously restricting 
the provision and controlling costs. 

In a shift from the 2008 survey, employers 
today are more frequently offering cost-of-living 
assistance to both homeowners and renters. 
Today, only 13 percent restrict COLAs to current 
employee homeowners, down substantially from 
26 percent in 2008. Nearly 90 percent provide 
COLAs to both groups, with 2 percent providing 
the benefit to current employee renters only. With 
the improvement in the U.S. real estate market, 
companies appear to be reverting back to 2004 
levels and allowing the provision for both groups 
of employees. 

Forty-four percent of organizations provide tax 
protection on the cost-of-living allowance, up 4 
percentage points from 2008.

Loans in Excess of Equity
Loans in excess of equity are sometimes offered to 
transferees to specifically address the difficulties 
of buying a new home in a high housing cost area. 
A loan in excess of equity is designed to help an 
employee meet the down payment requirements 
by providing extra cash even after the employee 
has reinvested the full equity from the former resi-
dence (not to be confused with an equity or bridge 
loan). Results from the 2008 survey reflected a 
significant shift in the provision of this type of loan 
with 13 percent of organizations offering loans 
in excess of equity on a formal basis. Previously, 
formal provision of this benefit hovered around 6 
percent from the 1990s on. Today, the trend has 
reverted back with only 4 percent of companies 
offering this benefit formally. Another 9 percent 
of employers offer these loans on a case-by-case 
basis—up from 6 percent in 2008. The large 
majority of companies (87 percent) still do not 
offer this assistance at all.

Cost-of-Living Assistance
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Provision of Loans in Excess of Equity
Percent of Organizations

Figure 22
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87%
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Salary Increases
The provision of higher-than-normal salary 
increases is an additional way that companies can 
assist employees moving into high cost-of-living 
areas. Compared to 2008, slightly fewer compa-
nies (55 percent versus 57 percent) are offering 
these increases either to all or certain employees 
moving to higher cost locations. Today, 39 percent 
of organizations are usually providing this type of 
assistance— the same as 2008. Another 16 percent 

of companies provide higher than normal salary 
increases in specific situations—again stable since 
2008. In such instances, location and position are 
the two primary considerations used by compa-
nies to determine whether a higher than normal 
salary increase is necessary. Employers may view 
these salary increases as another solution to help 
assuage concerns that employees may have facing 
relocations to high-cost areas especially in today’s 
shaky economic climate. 
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After the U.S. real estate market plum-
meted in late 2007, the incidence of 
transferees incurring a loss on the sale of 

their home increased substantially. Most of these 
situations were the result of a deeply depressed 
housing market combined with other factors, 
including overpayment for the home at time 
of purchase, unmarketable improvements and 
neglected maintenance.

Worldwide ERC®’s Guide to Managing the Mobile 
Workforce states that many employers determine 
loss based on the purchase price of the home 
plus capital improvements, less the sales price 
of the home. Therefore, it is logical to expect 
that the trends in policy provisions related to the 
homesale process, such as loss-on-sale assis-
tance, would follow the ups and downs of the real 
estate market. 

Historically, loss-on-sale assistance was first 
provided by employers back in the 1940s but the 
prevalence of formal programs did not begin to 
increase until the late 1980s in coordination with a 
depressed real estate situation across the country. 
The incidence of formal loss-on-sale programs 
then peaked in 1996 when close to 60 percent 
of employers had this provision in their formal 
policy. In accordance with an improving to robust 
U.S. housing market, the prevalence of formal 
programs began a downward trend from 1996 to 
2004, when only 33 percent of companies had a 
formal loss-on-sale provision.

Succumbing to its cyclical nature, the U.S. housing 
market entered a downward spiral beginning in 
mid- 2007 and has been slow to bounce back, only 
beginning to make a slow recovery in the last year 
or so. With this dramatic shift, home prices across 
the country declined significantly, leaving excessive 
inventory and many homeowners caught upside 
down in their mortgages.

While the overall U.S. housing market has slowly 
begun to rebound, companies still are experi-
encing record high amounts for their loss-on-sale 
payments. According to Worldwide ERC®’s 2012 
Transfer Volume and Cost Survey, of the policy 
provisions surveyed, loss-on-sale assistance was 
the second most expensive form of assistance 
provided in 2011 at an average of $33,911 per 
employee. It is interesting to note the dramatic 
increase in the average loss-on-sale provision 
from 2007 to 2009, a nearly $10,000 increase 
on average per employee was seen during this 
period. This is indicative of the extremely difficult 
and expensive situations that employers faced in 
their attempts to keep their employees mobile 
during a period of depression and uncertainty in 
the real estate market.

Average Loss-on-sale Amounts

2011    $33,911

2009       $30,671

2007       $20,243

2004       $18,317

1999       $11,843

1995       $16,560

1991       $15,855

1990       $13,065

1988       $10,692

Loss-on-Sale Assistance



Relocation assistance: U.s. Domestic tRansfeRReD employees46

Loss-on-Sale Assistance

Although today’s housing markets have begun 
to improve, approximately half of companies (51 
percent) reported an increase in the incidence 
of loss-on-sale activity between 2011 and 2012. 
Just over one-third report that it has remained 
the same and 12 percent of respondents experi-
enced a decline in the incidence of loss-on-sale 
activity over the past year. More than eight out of 
10 organizations anticipate that the incidence of 
loss-on-sale situations will remain about the same 
through the end of 2012. Fourteen percent expect 
it to increase somewhat, while 3 percent project a 
slight decrease by the end of the year. 

Companies projected that by the close of 2012 
they would have offered to purchase on average, 
93 transferees’ homes, the same as in 2008. This 
figure ranged from 0 to 1000 homes. Of these 
homes, organizations anticipate that 44 percent 
on average will result in a loss-on-sale situation. 
This is a substantial increase from an average of 24 
percent of homes in 2008. Additionally, this solidi-
fies the dramatic reversal of a 14-year downward 
trend that hit a low point of 6 percent of homes 
in 2004, when the market was nearly at its high. 
As mentioned earlier, trends in real estate-related 
provisions tend to be heavily market driven—when 
home prices drop, the incidence of loss-on-sale 
situations rise and companies are faced with the 
significant related costs of ensuring employees 
remain mobile. 

Prevalence of Loss-on-sale Assistance
During years of economic stability and a robust 
U.S. real estate market, employee reluctance to 
accept a transfer was generally tied to family-
related concerns and high housing costs. However, 
in recent years, the predominant reason for 
reluctance on the part of a potential transferee 
has been related to the struggling real estate 
market. The 2007 collapse of the housing bubble 
sent home values steeply downward, leaving many 

employees unable to move without suffering a 
substantial loss. Worldwide ERC®’s 2007 Transfer 
Volume and Cost Survey reported that approxi-
mately 70 percent of respondents cited slow real 
estate appreciation and depressed housing market 
as the number one reason their transferees were 
reluctant to relocate. In 2008, 95 percent reported 
this to be the primary reason and in 2012 even 
after the housing market has stabilized and begun 
a slow recovery, 91 percent of companies report 
this as their primary employee concern.

In response to the challenges of a housing market 
depression, employers have recently begun to rein-
state loss-on-sale provisions in their formal poli-
cies. The provision of formal loss-on-sale programs 
had been on the decline from a high of 59 percent 
in 1996 to just 33 percent in 2004—a result of 
a housing market that was on an upward trend. 
A perceived decreased need during this period 
allowed some employers to eliminate loss-on-sale 
provisions from their policies altogether. However, 
over the past five years there has been a significant 
increase in the percentage of companies offering 
this provision either through their formal policy (49 
percent) or on a case-by-case basis (14 percent). 
In 2004, only 54 percent of the companies chose 
to assist transferees with a loss-on-sale situation 
(formal policy and case-by-case). This number 
increased substantially to 64 percent in 2008 and 
today nearly the same number (63 percent) offer 
this provision.

Just over two-thirds (67 percent) of companies 
offer this assistance via formal policy to all 
transferees in all locations, down from 77 percent 
in 2008. In addition, 16 percent of respondents 
with a formal loss-on-sale policy cite that the 
assistance usually applies only when the home 
is appraised for less than the amount of the 
outstanding mortgage. 
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Loss-on-Sale Assistance

Capital Improvements/Depreciation
Nearly three out of 10 companies (28 percent) 
providing formal loss-on-sale assistance consider 
capital improvements when determining the 
employee’s investment in the home. This is very 
similar to 2008 when 32 percent of employers 
did so. Additionally, 15 percent of organizations 
consider the depreciation on the home when 
determining the loss-on-sale amount. This is a 
slight decrease from 18 percent in 2008 and 19 
percent that reported doing so in 2004.

Limiting Loss Protection
While companies are aware of the issues trans-
ferees experience as a result of the challenging 
real estate market and are responding with help, 
an increased need for loss-on-sale assistance 
presents increased costs for employers. Survey 
data continues to indicate that employers are 
committed to cost containment when it comes to 
this form of assistance. Presently, no companies 
report covering 100 percent of a loss without 
overall payment limits. While very few companies 
covered 100 percent of the loss in past surveys, 
this is a significant drop from 13 percent who did 
so in 2008. 
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*Based on organizations with formal loss-on-sale policies.
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For companies with formal loss-on-sale provi-
sions, 37 percent pay 100 percent of the loss up 
to a dollar maximum, ranging from $11,000 to 
$200,000 and averaging $46,769. More than four 
out of 10 (42 percent) of these respondents cite 
a $50,000 cap followed by 23 percent indicating a 
$25,000 limit. 

Another 32 percent offer a percentage of the loss 
(averaging 60 percent) with a dollar maximum 
ranging from $10,000 to $200,000 and averaging 
$60,109. Only 6 percent offer a percentage of loss 
without imposing a dollar limit. The remaining 25 
percent of companies offer other options to assist 
with a loss-on-sale, including formulas that cover a 
certain percentage of loss up to a specified dollar 
amount and a declining percentage for any addi-
tional loss. Some base this amount on the level of 
the employee or the corresponding policy tier.

Tax Assistance
Because the loss-on-sale payment is considered 
income to the employee and is not deductible as a 
moving expense, survey respondents with formal 
programs were asked if they provided some type 
of reimbursement for any resulting tax liability 
(i.e., tax protect the payment). Eighty-six percent 
indicate that they will assist the employee with the 
additional tax liability, up from 80 percent in 2008 
and 77 percent in 2004. 

Loss Amount Covered 
Percent of Organizations

Figure 27

100% of loss  
with no dollar maximum 0%

100% of loss  
up to a dollar maximum  37%
(avg. = $46,769; most common is 
$50,000 – 11 companies
and $25,000 – 6 companies)

A percentage of the loss  
up to a dollar maximum  32%
(avg. = 60%, and $60,109; 
median = 67% and $50,000)

A percentage of the loss  
with no dollar maximum 6%
(10% -2 companies, 83% 
and 90% - 1 company each)

Other  25%

Total          100%                                                                                                       
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Duplicate Housing Assistance

Duplicate housing expenses or duplicate 
carrying costs are experienced as a result 
of an employee purchasing a home in the 

new location before selling a home in the old 
location. Typically, these costs include mortgage 
interest, property taxes, maintenance and insur-
ance. Nearly six out of 10 respondents (58 percent) 
report that their companies reimburse duplicate 
housing expenses in instances when the employee 
purchases a home in the new location prior to 

selling the home in the old location. The figure 
below shows which duplicate housing expenses 
are usually covered. 

The majority of organizations (92 percent) that 
offer duplicate housing also impose a time limit 
that averages 88 days, ranging from 30 to 180 
days with nearly half of companies (47 percent) 
imposing a time limit of 60 days. 

10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%0%

Mortgage Interest

Real Estate Taxes

Utilities

Hazard Insurance

Normal Maintenance

Other 

93%

81%

71%

62%

45%

20%

Duplicate Housing Expenses Generally Covered1

Percent of Organizations 

Figure 28

Percentages do not total 100% due to multiple responses.
1Based on organizations that provide duplicate housing assistance.
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Assisting employees with the sale of their 
home is not only a crucial part of any relo-
cation policy but also an expensive one. 

And, as the purchase of a home generally reflects 
the largest financial investment in a person’s life, 
the importance of the homesale process is signifi-
cant for employer and employee alike.

The evolution of homesale programs has been 
a long and interesting process. Organizations 
have learned to modify the assistance they offer 
to adapt to an ever-changing economy and real 
estate market. This very important policy compo-
nent was the primary reason Worldwide ERC® was 
established in 1964, but at that time only slightly 
more than half of the original 91 members 
provided any type of homesale assistance to 
their employees. Today, almost all Worldwide 
ERC® members assist at least some transferred 
employees with the sale of the home at the old 
location. The 2012 Transfer Volume and Cost 
Survey notes that only four responding compa-
nies out of 89 reported no homesale assistance is 
offered to current employees. 

Types of Programs
In 1964, of the original Worldwide ERC® members 
who offered homesale assistance to their trans-
ferees, many did so through an “in-house” or 
“corporate-based” purchase plan. In these plans, 
the company offers to purchase the home from 
the employee, generally at market value based on 
appraisals.

In the early 1960s, two related events changed 
the nature of the homesale process: a number of 
companies wanted the benefits of an “in-house” 
purchase program without having to set up the 
program within their organization. Simultaneously, 
progressive organizations saw a potential market 
for a new service to employers—offering to buy and 
resell transferees’ homes—and thus, third party 
programs emerged. This type of real estate sales 
assistance is similar to an in-house plan except 
the employer contracts with an outside relocation 

management company to purchase and resell a 
transferred employee’s residence.

While many saw this service as innovative, its 
adoption took time. At Worldwide ERC®’s 1965 
Fall Workshop, only two out of 83 firms in atten-
dance had such a program. The most popular 
form of assistance represented at that meeting 
was a guarantee-against-loss program—almost 
half of the companies in attendance were using 
this type of homesale assistance.

In a guarantee-against-loss plan, the sale of a trans-
feree’s property is handled solely by the transferee 
with a company guaranteed price based upon an 
appraised value. If the home sells for less than the 
guarantee, the company typically pays the difference 
and reimburses some or all of the selling expenses.

A few use a direct reimbursement program, in which 
the company does not offer to purchase the home 
nor does it guarantee the home’s value. Instead, this 
type of assistance simply reimburses the employee 
for some or all of the selling expenses.

Trends in Coverage
Worldwide ERC® research for the last 30 years 
has shown that the majority of firms have moved 
toward third party programs as their primary 
form of homesale assistance and away from 
guarantee-against-loss and direct reimburse-
ment programs. During this time, the number 
of organizations with corporate-based plans has 
declined and currently represents 10 percent of 
programs—the same as was reported in the last 
two reports (2008 and 2004). (It is important 
to note that today companies with corporate-
based plans frequently outsource various aspects 
of their homesale programs and thus, do not 
operate a program that is entirely in-house. To 
better reflect this change, “in-house” programs 
are now referred to as “corporate-based.”)

The prevalence of the various types of homesale 
programs is shown in the accompanying figure. 

Overview of Homesale Programs
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The breakdown shown in Figure 29 is very similar 
to what was reported in both 2008 and 2004, 
with a few minor exceptions. There has been 
a slight decrease in the number of third party 
plans, 66 percent of companies today down from 
71 percent in 2008. Additionally, an increase has 
been shown in the number of direct reimburse-
ment and guarantee-against-loss plans. In 2012, 
15 percent of companies report using a direct 
reimbursement program, up from 11 percent 
in 2008; and 3 percent of companies indicate 
primarily using a guarantee-against-loss plan, up 
from 1 percent four years ago. These changes 
may be representative of cost-saving measures 
being instituted by employers. In a time of 

uncertainty in real estate markets and an increase 
in the number of negative equity transactions, 
a move away from full homesale assistance 
program to one that reimburses direct costs may 
be viewed as less costly.

The figure below shows the breakdown of organi-
zations according to their primary type of home-
sale assistance—the type that covers the majority 
of their transferred employees. However, some 
provide more than one plan. For example, if a 
transferee’s home does not qualify for the compa-
ny’s buy-out program, the company may offer the 
transferee a direct reimbursement program and 
pay some or all of the selling costs.

Overview of Homesale Programs

Primary Homesale Assistance
Percent of Organizations

Figure 29
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Companies with third party home-purchase 
programs contract with an outside firm 
to purchase and subsequently resell their 

transferees’ homes. With corporate programs, 
the companies themselves handle the homesale 
transaction. 

This section examines certain aspects of the home-
purchase programs based on responses from 
companies with corporate or third-party programs. 

Types of Properties Excluded from Homesale 
Programs
As there are significant costs associated with 
home buy-out programs, it has been common 
practice for organizations to exclude certain types 
of properties from their homesale programs. The 
homes that typically are excluded have extreme 
marketability issues or represent a legal liability or 
complication for the company. As these properties 
are harder to sell, they are more likely to enter the 
company’s inventory, thus increasing the organiza-
tion’s program costs. 

A large majority of organizations with third party 
or corporate-based programs exclude mobile 
homes (94 percent) and co-ops (88 percent) from 
their homesale programs. Nearly 60 percent of 
employers exclude duplexes and one-fifth exclude 
homes with excessive acreage, the standard 
appearing to be five acres or more. Other types of 
homes that companies report excluding, include 
houseboats, farms, homes with synthetic stucco or 
Chinese drywall, homes used partially for commer-
cial purposes, historic homes or log cabins, short 
sales or foreclosures, and homes of high value—
generally in excess of $1,000,000.

When an employee’s home is deemed ineligible 
for the homesale program, eight out of 10 
companies offer the employee a reimburse-
ment to cover the broker’s commission and/or 
normal seller’s closing costs but require that the 
employee itemize and document the expenses 
in order to receive reimbursement. Another 

2 percent offer a lump-sum payment with no 
requirement for itemization or documentation 
of expenses. The remaining 17 percent do not 
offer any type of reimbursement in this situa-
tion. These percentages are the same as those 
reported in 2008.

Of those companies that reimburse certain 
expenses when a home is excluded from the 
homesale program, 98 percent reimburse normal 
seller’s closing costs and 89 percent pay the 
broker’s commission. Additionally, due to the fact 
that the employee faces taxes on payments made 
by the company for selling expenses, 78 percent 
of these employers provide assistance with the 
additional tax liability.

Third Party and Corporate-Based Plans

Type of Property Percent of 
Organizations

Mobile Homes 94%

Co-ops 88%

Duplexes 56%

Excessive Acreage   
(more than 5 acres) 23%

Other* 48%

Types of Properties  
Excluded from  
Homesale Program

Figure 30

Percentages do not total 100% due to 
multiple responses.

*Other responses include: houseboats, farms, homes 
with synthetic stucco or Chinese drywall, homes used 
partially for commercial purposes, historic homes, 
short sales or foreclosures, and homes of high value
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Negative Equity Situations
Negative equity is defined as a situation in which 
the amount owed by the sellers to others (such 
as mortgage lenders and tax authorities) exceeds 
the value of the home. As the real estate crisis 
deepened with the onslaught of the economic 
recession in 2008, employers were increasingly 

dealing with employees who owed more than 
the sale price of their homes. This problem is 
still prevalent today, as home values have not 
completely recovered. Employers are continuing 
to address this issue and assist employees so 
they can utilize the company/third-party home 
purchase plan.

Third Party and Corporate-Based Plans

Survey participants were asked if their companies 
will accept a transferee’s home into their homesale 
program if the home has a negative equity balance. 
They were told to consider only those situations in 
which the current mortgage exceeds the original 
purchase price and not consider those situations in 
which a transferee’s home is appraised for less than 
the original purchase price because of a downturn 
in the local real estate market. 

Although the housing market is gradually recov-
ering in some parts of the country, companies 

are still finding a need to accommodate those 
employees who are upside down with their 
mortgages. Today, 73 percent of companies will 
accept negative equity homes into their home-
sale programs either on a case-by-case basis (21 
percent) or as part of a formal policy (52 percent). 
This is similar to the 71 percent who allowed 
these homes into their programs in 2008. Of the 
respondents that do accept these homes as part 
of a formal policy, most (81 percent) require the 
employee to pay-off the balance at closing with no 
assistance from the company. 

Eligibility of Homes in Negative Equity Situations for 
Homesale Programs*
Percent of Organizations

Figure 31

Eligible on a case-by-case basis

Not eligible

Eligible via formal policy

*Based on organizations with corporate-based or third-party homesale assistance.

21%

27%

52%
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When the transferee is required to pay-off the 
negative equity balance on the homes at closing 
with no assistance from their employers, compa-
nies report that employees most often use a 
loss-on-sale payment (78 percent) or a miscel-
laneous allowance (59 percent). The percentage 
of employees using their miscellaneous allowance 
is exactly the same as in 2004, but a far higher 
percentage are using the loss-on-sale payment 
today compared to four years ago (57 percent). 
About one-fourth of these companies (24 percent) 
report their employees use their retirement 
savings, personal savings or personal loans from 
family and friends. 

Some employees accept an offer to transfer only 
to realize later that they are upside down in their 
mortgage and are unable to pay-off the balance at 
closing. This is a difficult situation not only for the 
employee and family who have made the decision 
to move, but also for the company that needs to 
select a new candidate and start the entire process 
over from the beginning. To avoid these situations 
some companies have begun “pre-qualifying” their 
transfer candidates. This approach determines 
upfront whether the employee is in a financial 
position to move and reduces the issues that may 
arise later in the process. 

Rejection of Buy-out Offer
Transferees may choose not to accept the 
company or relocation management company’s 
offer to buy their home and instead may decide 
to sell it on their own. While the majority of 
companies today assist with selling costs in such 
cases, the percentage of companies doing so has 
been on the decline for 15 years. In 1994 and 
1997, approximately 85 percent of companies 
reported reimbursing some or all of transferees’ 
selling expenses; today only 60 percent do so, 
and this figure is similar to those reported in 2008 
and 2004. 

All of the employers that assist employees who 
sell their own homes with selling costs report 
assisting their transferees with normal selling 
closing costs and nearly nine out of 10 assist 
with broker’s commissions, a higher rate than in 
2008 (75 percent). Of those companies offering 
to reimburse the broker’s commissions and/or 
selling costs, almost all (97 percent) require their 
employees to itemize and document expenses. 
Only two companies provide assistance through 
a lump-sum payment that employees may use at 
their own discretion with no need to itemize or 
document expenses. 

This reimbursement must be reported as taxable 
income and 45 percent of companies will assist 
transferees with the additional tax liability, similar 
to the 42 percent of employers who reported 
doing so in 2008.

  

Employee must be able to pay 
off the balance at closing with no 
assistance from the company

81%

Company will provide an interest-
free loan to the employee to 
pay-off the balance which must be 
paid back

3%

Company will advance loss-on-
sale to the employee to cover the 
balance

7%

 Other 9%

Total 100%

Approaches Used in 
Formal Policies to  
Address the Pay-off of 
Negative Equity Balances*
Percent of Organizations

Figure 32

*Based on organizations with corporate-based 
or third-party homesale assistance. 
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Home Marketing Assistance 
According to Worldwide ERC®’s 2012 Transfer 
Volume and Cost Survey, the cost in 2011 to 
transfer a homeowning transferee averaged 
$97,166, with many companies paying well over 
that amount. Real estate costs make up a signifi-
cant portion of this cost, forcing employers to 
manage the sale of the transferee’s home in the 
most effective way possible. The strategy most 
often employed by companies is the use of home 
marketing assistance, which historically has shown 
to increase the chances of the employee finding a 
buyer for his or her home.

The reasons employers adopted this type 
of program originally were two-fold: home 
marketing assistance alleviated employee 
concerns about the objectivity of the appraisal 
process and had the potential to help employers 
avoid home inventory costs. During the real 
estate boom of the early 2000s, home marketing 
assistance became an essential part of buyer 
value option (BVO) programs since appraisals 

were not ordered up front. The value of the 
company buy-out was established through the 
buyer’s offer.

Since the last time this study was conducted, the 
U.S. economy plunged into recession and the real 
estate market experienced a serious downturn with 
home prices plummeting. Real estate markets have 
begun to rebound in many markets in the past year 
with a slight uptick in home prices and interest rates 
are at historic lows with the result that buyers have 
begun to shed their hesitancy. A well-structured 
home marketing assistance program at a time like 
this can dramatically impact the employee’s ability 
to sell the home quickly while simultaneously 
reducing costs for the organization.

An organization may choose to provide home 
marketing assistance by contracting with a 
relocation management company or a specialized 
relocation service company or, it may choose to 
assist employees through a program the company 
offers in-house. 

Provision of Formal Home Marketing Assistance
Percent of Organizations

Figure 33

Yes, but only for certain  
employees

Not offered

Yes, always offered

Third Party and Corporate-Based Plans

75%

14%

11%
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The provision of home marketing assistance has 
shown an overall upward trend throughout the 
years. Today, 75 percent of respondents with 
homesale assistance programs always provide a 
formal home marketing assistance program, repre-
senting a slight decrease from 2008. 

Additionally, 11 percent of employers provide a 
formal home marketing assistance program to only 
certain employees. Predominantly, the provision 
of assistance is based on the employee’s job level. 
The remaining 14 percent of respondents do not 
offer home marketing assistance at all.

Almost all companies (92 percent) who provide 
home marketing assistance rely on their relocation 
management company to provide or arrange for 
this service, virtually the same as was reported 
in the 2008 survey. Another 2 percent use some 
other outside relocation service provider while 
the remaining 6 percent offer home marketing 
assistance through an in-house program. 

Breaking down these percentages based on the 
type of homesale program of the employer, 58 
percent of organizations with corporate-based 
programs use a relocation management company 
to provide this service, while 42 percent access 
in-house resources. In a change from the previous 
report, no organizations reported using another 
type of relocation service company for their home 
marketing assistance, which is down from 15 
percent in 2008. As might be expected, almost all 
organizations (97 percent) with third party home-
sale programs use their relocation management 
company to provide assistance in this area. 

Traditionally, acceptance into an employer’s home 
buy-out program required that the employee 
participate in the home marketing assistance 
program. This mandate has become common 
practice due to the significant likelihood that 
program participation will help companies avoid 
taking homes into inventory. The prevalence of 
this requirement remains high with nearly nine out 
of 10 employers requiring participation, the same 
as in 2008. However, overall there has been an 
upward trend over recent years, with 66 percent 
of companies mandating participation in 1997, 79 
percent in 2004, 87 percent in 2008 and 88 percent 
today. Clearly employers are convinced that this 

program effectively generates flexible transactions 
(amended value or BVOs) and helps them avoid 
the additional carrying costs associated with taking 
homes into inventory. 

Participation by employees in these programs 
continues to be extremely high with 98 percent 
of employers indicating that employees who 
are offered the home marketing assistance 
program “always” (52 percent) or “usually” 
(46 percent) participate. Only 2 percent of 
employers indicate that transferees “some-
times” or “rarely” participate.
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Bonus Programs
In an effort to reduce home inventory costs and 
increase the number of flexible transaction sales 
(amended value or BVOs) in their homesale 
programs, companies have adopted the practice 
of providing cash incentives or bonuses to trans-
ferees who are able to locate potential buyers for 
their homes. Today, 69 percent of employers with 
third-party or corporate-based homesale programs 
report offering cash incentives to employees 
who find a buyer for their home during the self-
marketing period. This result is similar to the 65 
percent reported in 2008. 

The methods by which employers determine the 
bonus varies. Survey data indicate that the most 
commonly used method is to offer a percentage 
of the company/third-party offer with a dollar 
maximum. Reported figures average 2.1 percent 
with the most commonly cited figure being  
2 percent. The average dollar maximum was  
$12,311 with a median of $10,000. 

The second most common method of determining 
the bonus amount is by offering a percentage of the 
home’s sale price without a dollar maximum. The 
most commonly reported percentage was 2 percent 
with reported figures averaging 2.6 percent. 

Third Party and Corporate-Based Plans

  

Company offers a percent of 
company/third-party offer with a 
dollar maximum  

Average: 2.1%;  $12,311  
Most common:  
2% (23 organizations);   
$10,000 (17 organizations)

38%

Company offers a percent of the 
home’s sale price with no dollar 
maximum  

Average: 2.6%  
Most common:  
2% (11 organizations)

19%

Company provides bonus on a 
sliding scale that varies based 
on a difference between the ap-
praised value and the buyer offer

6%

Company offers a flat dollar 
amount Average: $6,750 6%

No bonus program offered 31%

TOTAL 100%

Provision of Bonus/Cash 
Incentive Programs* 
Percent of Organizations

Figure 34

*Based on organizations with corporate-based or 
third-party homesale assistance.
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Actelion Pharmaceuticals US, Inc. ADP

AIG Air Products and Chemicals, Inc.

Allianz of America Allstate Insurance Company

Altegrity Altera

American Electric Power American Express

Amerigroup Apple 

Ashland,Inc AT&T

AutoZone Aviva USA

Ball Corporation Bayer Business and Technology Services

Bentley Systems, Incorporated Blue Cross Blue Shield Of Illinois

Boehringer-Ingelheim BP America

Brown Brothers Harriman Brown-Forman

Bunge Limited C.H. Robinson Worldwide

Capital Group Companies Cargill Incorporated

Cemex. Inc. Chevron

Chipotle CNA

Comcast ConAgra Foods

Corning Incorporated CSC

CSX Transportation Darden Corporation

DELOITTE Denny’s, Inc.

Dept. of Justice - Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms & 
Explosives

DHL Express

Eli Lilly and Company EnergySolutions

Enterprise Holdings, Inc. Enterprise Products Company

Epson America, Inc. Erie Indemnity Co

Ernst & Young Exel Inc.

Ferguson Enterprises Inc. Fidelity Investments

FM Global Foot Locker, Inc.

Freeport McMoRan Copper & Gold Gap Inc.

General Mills Getco LLC

GlaxoSmithKline Halliburton

Harris Corporation Herbalife International

Hitachi HTA Hormel Foods Corporation

Huhtamaki Humana,Inc.

List of Participants
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IAP Worldwide Services IBM

IHS Inc. Ingersoll Rand

International Paper JHU/APL

Johns Manville Jones Day

Kelly Services, Inc. Kimberly-Clark Corporation

Koch Business Solutions Kohl’s Department Stores

Kraft Foods Group, Inc. Land O’Lakes

Lend Lease Linde North America

Lockheed Martin Luxottica Retail North America

Marriott International Mayo Clnic

McCormick & Company, Inc. McLane

Meadwestvaco Medtronic, Inc.

MEMC Eletronics Materials, Inc. MFS Investment Management

Micron Technology, Inc. Mohawk Industries

Monsanto National Gypsum Company

Nationwide Nestle Purina PetCare

NewMarket Corporation Nielsen

Orbital Sciences Corporation Pacific Life Insurance Co.

PCAOB Peabody Energy

PG&E Polymer Group, Inc.

Rio Tinto Russell Investments

Safeway Inc. SAIC

Saint-Gobain Corporation Samson Resources Company

SAS Savvis

SC Johnson & Son, Inc. Schneider Electric

SCI LLC / ON Semiconductor Seagate

ServiceMaster ServiceNow, Inc.

Shire Pharmaceuticals Sonoco

Sony Music Entertainment Starbucks Coffee Company

Sterling Jewelers, Inc. Stryker

Tennessee Valley Authority Tesoro Corporation, Inc.

Textron The Brookings Institution

The Coca-Cola Company The Dow Chemical Company

The Hartford The Manitowoc Company

Thermo Fisher Scientific TIC-The Industrial Company

Time Warner Cable Toyota Motor Sales U.S.A., Inc.

Toys”R”Us Transamerica

Travelers Tupperware Brands Corporation

List of Participants



Relocation assistance: U.s. Domestic tRansfeRReD employees 63

Union Bank UPS

Veolia Environnement North America Walgreen Co.

Warner Bros. Entertainment Inc. Wegmans Food Markets, Inc.

Westinghouse Electric Company Whirlpool

WPP Yazaki North Amercia, Inc.

ZS Associates, Inc.
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Global Mobility & Move Management   
Commercial Cargo & Logistics |  Office Relocation & Workplace Services

Call: +1.800.723.6683 
Visit: GRAEBEL.com / Transform     
Ping: Marcom@Graebel.com

Worldwide, our people share one goal – to deliver amazing 
on-the-ground services in 153 countries. We made it 
easy for our clients to connect having launched the 
industry’s first portals a decade ago, and apps in 2010. But 
technology, when done right fades into the background.  It 
is our customer-focused people that make the difference.  

And, our people will go to the end of the earth to ensure  
the quality of each experience, as illustrated next:  

¤¤ Relocation Baker’s Dozen dominance since 2009

¤¤ Platinum award since 1992 

¤¤ Top Ratings in the Trippel Relocation Managers’ Survey
+  

 Integrity, Value, Quality of Services & Consulting, Flexibility  
Professionalism, Communication, Cost Management 
Data Security, Relocation Experience & MORE!

¤¤ Americas EMMA silver  awards:  
Relocation Company of the Year  
International Moving Company of the Year

¤¤ NDTA Quality award
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