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Executive summary

The world is embraced in an unprecedented economic downturn which is
bringing both challenges and opportunities to global multinational com-
panies. Unlike other downturns however, HR is being challenged to do so
much more: handle a more complex, and in some cases still increasing, as-
signee population; oversee more diverse policies and types of assignment;
manage or reduce cost; run efficient processes; reduce organizational risk.
All of this is mostly with the same or even less resource than before.

Our Global mobility effectiveness survey 2009 is running for its second
year and offers a comprehensive and broad range of views with 155 par-
ticipating global multinational companies headquartered in the Americas,
Asia-Pacific and Europe. The survey's task is to assess the effectiveness of
the global mobility function, its processes and policies, and to offer com-
parison with our first 2008 survey. Additionally, the survey was expanded
this year to provide benchmarks of key objectives for international HR
management in this current economic climate.

The results of the survey are detailed on the following pages and show
comparisons by geography, by market best practice or expectations, and
our 2008 survey. The key results of this survey include:

» 71% of companies have a classic long-term assignment policy, 67% have
short-term policies but only 22/23% have commuter or regional policies.

» Only 18% of surveyed companies have differentiated strategic or devel-
opmental policies while a further 10% are going that way.

» Companies lose up to 15% of their assignees within 2 years of repatria-
tion but repatriation is seen as the most important phase of an assign-
ment by only 1% of respondents.

» Preparation (55%) and selection of assignee (36%) are the 2 most im-
portant phases of the assignment but 61% of IHR teams are not involved
in assignee selection.
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» Companies surveyed were asked to rank in terms of urgency areas
in need of improvement with the top 4 being in order: 1. assignment ad-
ministration; 2. cost control; 3. processes; 4. policy.

» The top 4 risks were similarly ranked as: 1. income tax & reporting;
2. accidental expatriates; 3. social security & reporting; 4. corporate tax.

» Only 20% of companies know their true expat cost, 58% have an approxi-
mate cost only, 81% are looking to take measures to save cost.

» Of the key areas of focus for managing cost the top 5 in order are:
1. global mobility processes; 2. localizations; 3. policies; 4. vendor
outsourcing; 5. strategy approach.

We hope that you will find the survey of interest and of use in allowing you
insight into other organization views, geographical disparities and into

the future objectives of our survey participants. We also encourage you to
look at your own international HR function and challenge your current pro-
cesses and approaches: in these past years of growth many opportunities
or issues have been pushed aside and now is the time to go back and look
whether they can unlock value, be it in process efficiency, policy cost man-
agement or risk reduction.

Ultimately this survey is about taking a different look at the way we see the
international HR function. We look forward to your feedback and your par-
ticipation in our 2010 survey.

Kevin Cornelius Chris Debner
Human Capital Partner Human Capital Senior Manager
June 2009
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Global mobility effectiveness survey

1. Introduction

The Global mobility effectiveness survey 2009 analyzes the ef-
fectiveness of the global mobility function, processes and poli-
cies of leading multinational companies and offers comparison
with our first 2008 survey. Additionally, the survey covered
questions related to the current economic climate by analyzing
cost management strategies in the international HR environ-
ment.

Questionnaires were received from 155 organizations head-
quartered across Europe, the Americas and Asia-Pacific from a
diversity of industry sectors providing statistically significant
findings across the geographies and sectors.

2. Respondents' company profile

50% of the participants of our Global mobility effectiveness
survey 2009 are headqguartered in Europe, 39% in the Americas
and 11% have their headquarters in Asia-Pacific, demonstrating
the global dimension of the survey and providing contrast
across the three geographic areas.

Where is your Company headquartered?

50% Europe
39% The Americas
B 11% Asia-Pacific

The participating respondent companies operate across the full
range of industry sectors with Financial Services (15%), Indus-
trial Products/Manufacturing (13%), Technology (13%) and

Retail & Consumer Products (12%) most strongly represented.

To which industry sector does your Company belong to?
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Responses in %

Over 50% of the respondents surveyed represent multinationals
with more than 20,000 staff, and 14 % with more than 100,000
employees. But also smaller companies participated in our sur-
vey with 44% having less than 20,000 employees.

How many people are employed in your Company worldwide?

4% 0-1,000

14% 1,001-5,000

26% 5,001-20,000

23% 20,001-50,000

19% 50,001-100,000
M 14% Over 100,000
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3. Types of assignments and policies

Assignments are mostly covered and defined by policies with
the most common being short-term (often less than 12 of
18 months in term) or long-term assignment policies (often
1-5yearsinterm).

3.1.Short-term assignments

Almost three-quarter of the respondents indicated that less
than 1% of their total global employees are expatriates on short-
term assignments.

What % of the total number of employees are assignees?
Short-term < 12 months

74% 0-1%
10% 1-2%
11% 2-5%
B 5% >5%

3.2.Long-term assignments
In 68% of the companies surveyed, long-term assignees repre-
sent 0-1% of their total workforce.

What % of the total number of employees are assignees?
Long-term > 12 months

68% 0-1%
13% 1-2%
12% 2-5%
B 8% >5%

As a general trend it can be observed that European headquar-
tered companies send more expatriates on short-term assign-
ments than American and Asian-Pacific based companies. 15%
of the European companies indicate that over 2% of employees
are short-term assignees, whereas only 11% of the American
and 8% of the Asian-Pacific companies have over 2% of their
employees on short-term assignments. In contrast, there are
more long-term assignees sent from Asian-Pacific headquar-
tered companies than from Americans or Europeans: 30% of
Asian-Pacific corporations indicated that over 2% of their em-
ployees are on long-term assignments while only 15% of the
American and 18% of the European companies reported such a
figure.
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3.3. Drivers for assignments

The survey showed that most international assignments are
project based, followed by managerial and strategic assign-
ments which were cited as the second most frequent driver. The
least frequent assignments are employee driven, besides other
reasons cited.

What are the main drivers in your Company for sending people
across borders?*

100%

90%

80% ..

- - 78%
70% .. " .
60% .. 6% )
50% ... .
40% ... .
30% ... B .
20% .. 260 1 =

22%

e I I e e I )
0% ..

Managerial/ Developmental
strategic

Project based Employee

driven

B Most frequent driver Least frequent driver

* Multiple answers possible

The geographical comparison shows that in Europe employee
driven assignments occur more frequently than in Asia-Pacific,
but substantially more than in the Americas. Employee driven
assignments are less expensive for companies due to possible
savings in traditional expatriate allowances, such as mobility
premiums. Among European headquartered companies the use
of this type of assignment has risen noticeably compared to last
year's results. Therefore, companies in the Americas may con-
sider whether employee driven policies would work efficiently
within their HR functions.

In Asia-Pacific, managerial and strategic reasons are the most
frequent driver for international assignments. But interestingly
in European and American headquartered companies there

was approximately a third who indicated “other drivers,” which
may be global nomads, technical skills, etc., whereas none of

the Asia-Pacific companies experienced such drivers. This may
be a result of the stage of growth or complexity of an assignment
program or simply of different corporate cultures across the
geographies.
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The Americas*

100%

20%

69%

Project based  Managerial/ Developmental Employee Other
strategic driven

B Most frequent driver Least frequent driver

57%

.. 26%

Project based  Managerial/ Developmental Employee
strategic driven

B Most frequent driver Least frequent driver

* Multiple answers possible

Asia-Pacific*

00 100%
69%
14 .
0% 0%
Project based  Managerial/ Developmental Employee Other
strategic driven
B Most frequent driver Least frequent driver
9
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3.4. Assignment policies

We surveyed the types of assignment policies used or deployed
by respondents and unsurprisingly found that long-term policies
(71%) and short-term policies (67%) are most commonly
used.

Interestingly, for Asian-Pacific headquartered companies, trans-
fer policies, foreign local hire policies and regional policies play a
more important role than in the Americas and Europe, whereas

many European companies still have only one global policy.

Which policies for internationally mobile employees exist in

your Company?*

100%
90%
80%
70% ..

71%
60% 67%
50%
40% .. 45%
30%
31%
20% . 24%
10%
0%

23% 22%

Long-term Short-term Commuter Transfer Foreign local Regional Commuter
policy policy policy policy  hire policy policies policy

Responses in %

* Multiple answers possible

The majority of the surveyed companies (82%) have not differ-
entiated their policies, i.e. for developmental and strategic as-
signments; however 10% of those are constructing new policies.
Recent trends have shown that companies are moving towards
such differentiated policies to seek benefits from cost savings, a
better alignment of their international assignments with their
global talent management processes and a better fit of the busi-
ness cases and the assignees. If these approaches do deliver
value, there are many survey respondents who may wish to
evaluate a change in policy approach to unlock these benefits.

Do you have different policies for developmental and
strategic assignments?

72% No
18% Yes, in place

B 10% Under construction

In 2009, 44% of the respondents developed their policy with the
use of benchmarking and 32% used external providers to devel-
op their international assignment policy. In comparison to our
2008 survey a general trend can be seen for engaging external
providers to develop international assignment policies.
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What describes the approach your Company took in developing your
policies best?*

60%
50%
40% ... 44%
30% ...
32%
28%
20% ... :
10% VVVVV 16%
0% 3%
Policy was Policy was Policy was Don't know Other
developed with  developed developed in
the use of  with the help of House

benchmarking an external (self-developed)
within the industry provider

Responses in %

* Multiple answers possible

In constantly changing markets and business objectives, compa-
nies are encouraged to update their policies regularly. This is
especially true in the current economic situation as cost aware-
ness and the need for raising efficiency are as high as never be-
fore. However, according to the survey only 29% of participating
companies review or benchmark their policy annually and 23%
do it every second year.

By taking a closer look on the three geographic areas of our sur-
vey, it can be observed that policies are more often reviewed in
the Americas and in Europe than in Asia-Pacific.

How often do you review /benchmark your policy?

29% Annually

23% Every second year

16% Every third year
B 32% More rarely
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4. Global mobility function

The following questions looked at the staffing and geographical
organization of a company's global mobility function.

4.1.0rganizational setup

Out of the participating companies, 69% were found to have
less than 6 full-time employees dedicated to their international
human resource management.

Please provide the number of dedicated IHR staff in your Company.
(Number of FTEs)

69% 0-5

15% 6-10

10% 11-25
| 6% >25

The majority of the participating companies (39%) indicated
that one international human resource employee handles on
average less than 25 assignees. In 25% of the companies one
dedicated international human resource employee handles
25-49 assignees and in 36% of the companies the number of
assignees per IHR employee is even higher. This shows a wide
variance in the level of potential interaction between global
mobility functions and their assignees and allows considerations
of the balance between complexity and efficiency of global mo-
bility functions.

How many assignees are handled on average by a dedicated
IHR employee?

39% 0-24
25% 25-49
29% 50-99
3% 100-149
B 4% >150
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The geographical comparison shows in Europe that international  The Americas
HR teams handle the highest number of assignees per team
member. In Europe, one full-time IHR employee is on average re-

41% 0-24
sponsible for 46 assignees, in an American headquartered com-
) ) . . 19% 25-49
pany an IHR employee is typically responsible for 41 assignees
and in Asia-Pacific the IHR team member covers on average 37% 50-99
30 assignees. The results are more pronounced for larger as- 0% 100-149
signee populations where 10% of European headquartered com- E 3% > 150
panies noted that an IHR team member is responsible for more
than 150 assignees, compared to 3% of American headquar-
tered companies.
Europe
35% 0-24
30% 25-49
22% 50-99

3% 100-149
= 10% > 150

Asia-Pacific

75% 0-24
0% 25-49
12% 50-99
0% 100-149
W 13% > 150
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60% of the participants believe that the number of their dedicat-
ed international human resource staff is just right, whereas 36%
have the perception that their IHR is understaffed. Although IHR
employees of European headquartered companies have to han-
dle more assignees, significantly more respondents of American
based operations say that they are understaffed.

Do you believe that your IHR is overstaffed /understaffed?

60% Just right
36% Understaffed
M 4% Overstaffed

The majority of global mobility teams (34 %) are located in
headquarters and regional centers and 31% are to be found only
in headquarters, adhering to the general trend seen in the mar-
ket to centralize the global mobility function and administration
of the assignments.

Over the last few years a growing number of multinationals
have set up a global and/or regional employment organizations.
Reasons for establishing a global employment organization are
multiple and range from an increase in the effectiveness of their
global mobility function to permanent establishment risk reduc-
tion. The benefits deriving from a GEO are numerous while at
the same time the complexity of designing and implementing
such a structure should not be underestimated.

In 2009 more companies (10%) reported to have such a global
and/or regional employment organizations in place compared to
2008 (7%), and our experience in the market shows that an
increasing number of companies are also contemplating a move
into such a structure.

How is your staff geographically organized?

34% HQ & regional centers
31% Only HQ

20% HQ & selected countries
10% Global/regional
employment organizations

M 5% Functional
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4.2. Meeting ex peCtationS and return on What are the most often addressed issues by international assignees,
investme ntS i.e. what did not meet their expectations during an assignment?*

This chapter focuses on the most common assignee issues and 70%
analyzes the issues linked to repatriation.

60%
It is important when analyzing the results of a global mobility 50% ... 20%
function in meeting expectations, to look at it from two sides,
both the company executive management's perspective and 40%
that of the assignee. If the assignment experience has turned A
out to be negative and/or led to the termination of the em- 30%
ployee, global mobility investments may have been lost. 0% 28%
The use of key performance indicators (KPIs), which are closely 10% .. 18% 16%
linked to the company's overall business strategy for the global au
mobility function, has become more wide-spread in recent 0%
years. However, the complexity of identifying the right KPI's for Compensation ~ Family- ~ Repatriation ~ Other  Location/  Position-
a company and the availability and comparability of quantitative package Spo“;izsfted cg'sttj‘:' related issue
and qualitative data around the assignment process remains a )

Responses in %

challenge for many.
56% of the respondents of this survey agreed that the main * Multiple answers were possible

issue where assignee expectations were not always met is the
compensation package, followed by family- and spouse-related
issues (40%) and repatriation (28%).
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The geographical comparison shows that in Europe family- and
spouse-related issues as well as the repatriation phase of an as-
signment are much more often addressed by assignees than in
the Americas or in Asia-Pacific. In return, compensation pack-
ages seem to be especially important and difficult to handle in
Asia-Pacific.

The Americas*

100%

80%

60%

54%
40%

41%

20% . 28%

21%
13% 15%

0%

Location/  Position-
cultural issues  related
issues

Compensation  Family-
package spouse-related
issues

Repatriation ~ Other

Responses in %

Europe*

100%

80%

60%

0 0
40% ) 748/0 48%

35%
20% .. 25%

17%
2%

Location/
cultural issues related
issues

Compensation  Family-
package spouse-related
issues

Repatriation ~ Other

Responses in %

Position-

Asia-Pacific*

100%

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

17%

0% 8% 8% 8% 0%

Location/  Position-
cultural issues  related
issues

Compensation  Family/
package spouse related
issues

Repatriation  Other

Responses in %

* Multiple answers were possible

A defined repatriation process linked to the global talent man-
agement system, with home country support and recognition,
are some of the proven ways to manage assignee expectations
and keep valuable experiences gained within the global organi-
zation. Such processes will be more acutely needed by global
mobility functions where IHR employees have to handle on aver-
age a higher amount of assignees, but all IHR will still likely face
resource constraints in addressing these issues sufficiently.

To manage family-related issues, spousal support and/or allow-
ance is often provided. It is becoming increasingly more impor-
tant to find alternative ways to support spouses than simply the
payment of allowances which can be spent on a discretionary
basis. Innovative solutions can be considered such as providing
more hands-on spousal support with spouse business networks,
assistance in job search and in obtaining work permits. Another
trend that can be observed are the so-called virtual careers:
while the spouse accompanies the international assignee he/she
continues to work on a virtual basis for his/her employer in the
home country - although this throws up other immigration, tax
and social security issues.
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When an assignee returns home before the planned end of their
assignment, this may lead to a considerable loss of return on in-
vestment for the company and on the other hand to dissatisfac-
tion of the assignee. That said, 81% of the respondents indicat-
ed that less than 5% of their assignees return before the
contractual end date. However, for the 8% of respondents indi-
cating that more than 20% of their assignees repatriate before
the end of the assignment, there seems to be work to be done.
Whereas 10% of assignees from European and 9% of assignees
from American headquartered companies return earlier than
expected, only 6% of assignees from Asian-Pacific based corpo-
rations go back before the end date of their international assign-
ment.

What is the appropriate % of international assignees who return from
their assignment before the contractual end date?

81% of respondents indicated
that <5% return earlier
12% of respondents indicated
that 10-20% return earlier

B 8% of respondents indicated

that >20% return earlier

The answers to our survey guestions on the repatriation phase
show that most assignees return to another position (38%),
which is not astonishing as their newly gained experiences and
knowledge enable them to take new responsibilities. However,
24% of assignees return to their previous position/department.
23% of all expatriates go again on assignment during the next
2 years following their repatriation and 12 % resign from their
company in the following 24 months after coming back from
abroad what implies a considerable loss of investment and loss
of valuable knowledge for the company. In comparable studies
the percentage of assignees who leave their companies within
24 months after repatriation is even higher and ranges between
15% and 40%.
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When taking a closer look on the geographic split some consid-
erable differences of assignees’ next steps after repatriation can
be observed:

In Europe and in Asia-Pacific around 40% of home-coming expa-
triates return to another position. In the Americas it is only one
third of the assignees that take new responsibilities.

In Asia-Pacific 31% of the assignees return to their previous
position and/or department. In the Americas and in Europe this
number is clearly smaller: slightly over 20% fill the same job
they occupied before their assignment.

In the Americas and in Europe one quarter of the returned
expatriates go again on an international assignment during the
2 years following their initial assignments. In Asia-Pacific only
12% go again.

American headquartered companies have to accept the largest
loss of expatriates in the 2 years after their repatriation and
therefore have presumably issues with the repatriation phase as
15% of returned expatriates leave their companies during this
time, while in Europe 10% and in Asia-Pacific only 7% resign
from their companies.

During the first 2 years after repatriation, what percentage
of your assignees:

Return to another position

Return to their previous position/department

Go again on an assignment

12%
15%

Resign from your company 10%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

All respondnets The Americas Europe M Asia-Pacific
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5 G | o) ba | mo b | | |ty p rocesses Which of the following phases of the international assignment process

is the most difficult from your experience?

The following questions analyze the importance and challenges

of different global mobility processes. 18% Selection of the assignees

37% Preparation
When asked for the most significant phase of the international
assignment process, the majority of the participating companies
(55%) considered the preparation (pre-departure) phase as
the most important followed by the selection of the assignees
(36%). This seems to be especially true for companies with
headquarters in the Americas and Asia-Pacific, which seem to
focus almost exclusively on these two phases, whereas in Eu-
rope the assignment phase, repatriation and post-repatriation
are weighted with greater importance.

(pre-departure)
11% Assignment
24% Repatriation

M 10% Post-repatriation

Which of the following phases of the international assignment process The juxtaposition of the most important and most difficult phas-
is the most important from your experience? es in the geographic split shows some interesting insights with a
clear and surprising gap in distinction between what is impor-
36% Selection of the assignees tant versus difficult especially in the repatriation and post-repa-
55% Preparation triation phases. In talking to some companies about the results
it seems that although the awareness is there - the business de-
mands greater focus on the earlier stages of the assignment
process and hence objectives (importance) are set appropriate-
ly. A greater awareness of the potential loss of investment com-
B 1% Post-repatriation ing from the repatriation stages may help change the business
focus.

(pre-departure)
8% Assignment

1% Repatriation

Another picture emerges when asking about the most
difficult phase of the assignment process. The participating
companies report the most difficulties with the preparation of
their assignees (37%) and their proper repatriation after the
assignment (24%).
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The Americas

60%
59%

50%

40%
38%

30% ..

20% ..

10% ... B

10

0% 0% 0%
Selection Preparation ~ Assignment  Repatriation Post-
of the (pre-departure) repatriation
assignees
Most important phase B Most difficult phase

Europe

60%

50%

51%

40%

30% ...
31%

20% ...

10% . .. 14%

ov o M B
Selection Assignment  Repatriation Post-
of the (pre-departure) repatriation
assignees
Most important phase B Most difficult phase

20

Asia-Pacific

60%

50% 50%

0% 0% 0%
Selection Preparation Assignment  Repatriation Post-
of the (pre-departure) repatriation
assignees

Most important phase B Most difficult phase
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5.1.Selection

The right selection of and business case for the assignee is an
imperative for a successful assignment. As expected, it was
therefore declared as one of the most important phases by the
participants of our survey.

It is interesting to see that only 11% of the global mobility pro-
fessionals surveyed could report that they are actually involved
in the selection process of assignees, and only 28% reported to
be involved on a case by case basis, thus showing the vast ma-
jority of global mobility professionals are not at all involved in
the selection process despite perceiving it to be one of the most
important ones. Companies should therefore consider increas-
ing the involvement of the global mobility function in the selec-
tion process, given the fact that this is often the first and most
critical stage in the overall success of the assignment. Global
mobility professionals have better insight into the characteris-
tics and requirements needed for working overseas and should
partner with line managers to help select the best possible can-
didates.

Is your IHR involved in the selection process of assignees?

61% No
28% Case by case
B 11% Yes

5.2.Preparation

For 55% of the participating companies a good preparation of an
assignment is most important and for the majority (37%) also
the most difficult possibly due to rapidly changing economic and
regulatory environments faced by companies, an increasing
number of assignment types and different country combinations
involved and heavier demands by the business on an increasing-
ly resource-scarce IHR function.

American and Asian-Pacific based companies especially recog-
nize the importance of this phase, but at the same time seem to
have the most difficulties to manage it properly.

5.3.0n assignment

On assignment challenges were considered less crucial, only 8%
of the respondents voted these “most important” pointing to-
wards the difficulties relating to the assignee and family adapt-
ing to the new culture and business environment. However, this
result is surprising as in a recent straw poll of HR directors
around the world talent management and succession planning is
a key objective - which would fit into this part of the assignment
process.

In the Americas only 3% of the surveyed companies perceive
this phase as most important, though compared to the other
geographic areas they face at this point of an assignment the
greatest challenges as 18% admitted that it is the most difficult
one.
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5.4. Repatriation/Post-repatriation

Only 1% of the responding companies see the repatriation phase
as the most important one, whereas 24 % declared repatriation
as most challenging. In particular European headquartered com-
panies see complexity in bringing home their expatriates and
33% declared this phase of the assignment to be most difficult.
Interestingly American companies do not perceive the repatria-
tion phase as difficult as their European counterparts, although
they have the highest turnover rate of repatriates.

The majority of the companies surveyed reported to have a
standardized repatriation process in place (65%) which helps
to deal with assignee retention and readjustment to the home
country environment. However, 35% of respondents indicated a
lack of such processes in their organization, possibly leading to
a higher expatriate turnover and subsequent related costs.

Do you have a standardized repatriation process?

65% Yes
B 35% No

Linking talent management systems to assignment manage-
ment and preparing for a future job already in the assignment
preparation phase and also initiating the repatriation process
with engaging in discussions with expats up to one year before
the end of the assignment has proven to be a key in the long-
term retention of returning assignees.

6. Global mobility services

The following chapter looks at the use of global and local service
providers and the split of in-house activities between IHR and
local HR during the preparation and during an assignment. Addi-
tionally a look was taken at the use of technology and future
trends in global mobility.

6.1. Preparation services

When preparation services are performed internally, they are
most often shared between IHR and host HR. Information meet-
ings and immigration are in the majority of cases organized by
IHR, while look & see trips are arranged by host HR. Tax exit
meetings, language courses and cross-cultural trainings in the
majority of cases are not dealt with by either home, host HR or
IHR.
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Which activities are performed to prepare staff for international
assignments?*

Internal

100%

80%

60% 66%

40%

b1 P

41%
35%

20% 8%
16% 17% B

199
13% 15%
0%

22%
14%13%

21%  21% 20%

an 6% 10%

Information meetings Immigration Look & see trips

IHR In house (not IHR) Host HR M n/a

Where preparation services are outsourced, local providers are
charged with language courses and look & see trips, whereas
global providers more often take care of tax exit meetings, infor-
mation meetings, immigration and cross-cultural training.

Which activities are performed to prepare staff for international
assignments?*

External

100%

Tax exit meetings Language courses Cross-cultural training

When grouping the responses into the three geographical areas,
it can be found that more global providers are used in the Amer-
icas and in Asia-Pacific while European headquarter companies
still use more local providers.

80%

60% 67%

82%

40% 47%

45% -

32%

20% | —

0%

20%

50%

82%

429 “44%

33%

14% 14% 14%
{ 30}

Language courses Look & see trips Immigration

Local provider Global provider B n/a

* Multiple answers possible

Cross-cultural training Tax exit meetings Information meetings
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6.2.0ngoing assignment services

Activities performed during assignments such as performance
management, salary reviews, crisis management, exception
management, cost monitoring and repatriation are normally
linked to strategic decisions and therefore kept internally. This is
seen as leading practice among multinationals also according to
other surveys.

Exception management, repatriation preparation and cost moni-
toring are mostly performed by IHR, whereas host HR takes care
of performance management and crisis management. Salary
reviews are as often addressed by IHR as by host HR. Other In-
house HR functions are mainly involved in performance man-
agement, salary reviews and crisis management.

Which activities are performed during international assignments?
Internal

100%

80%

60% B

’ 63%
52% 53%
40%
34% 35¢,34% 2% 33%
20% 27%26%.
18% 5
{J 0,
. 1% 12% N ! , 11% e
0% EX [0 0% 7 T R
Exception management Repatriation preparation Cost monitoring Salary reviews Performance management Crisis management

IHR In house (not IHR) Host HR M n/a
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Where companies have outsourced their ongoing assignment
services, almost only global providers are used, with a few
exceptions in repatriation preparation and crisis management
where also local providers might be employed.

Which activities are performed during international assignments?*
External

100%

80%

60%

61%
55%

40%

36%
20% 31%

3% 0% 0%

0% 8%

16%
0%

Repatriation preparation Crisis management Cost monitoring Exception management

Global provider Local provider M n/a

* No respondent does performance management externally

Global mobility effectiveness survey Ernst & Young 2009
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Policy management, compensation & benefits, share plans/
stock options, payroll, pension, security issues and insurance
are in most cases managed internally. Most companies report
that internal as well as external services address social security,
labor law issues and housing, whereas global healthcare, school-
ing, immigration, relocation/shipping and tax compliance are in
most of the surveyed companies handled externally.

In comparison to our 2008 survey the trend towards outsourc-
ing has increased and more companies assign activities such as
immigration, housing and schooling, relocation/shipping and tax
compliance to external providers.

How does your Company address the following topics?

100%
80%
67%
60%
59%
= 8%
4
[ 46% 46%
40% e ... J5% 4%, O .
41% 40% 40%
| 29% 28% 28% |
20% g Q. T NN ot M s e N B — s .| - -
21%
16% 16% 5% =
12%
0% it ! 4% - .
- = (%] %]
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c = © c o . o] K] = o o = Q =
o () o ] (2] > (7] = = o = [eX
o [e] n % ) = o] S T = = IS
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£ 5
s}
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B Internal External Both

It has been seen that the more decentralized an organization

is and the more stakeholders are involved in providing global
mobility services, the higher the risk in compliance, cost and
control issues. Readers of this survey may therefore benchmark
where they sit in terms of provision of global mobility services
with the above survey data.
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6.3. Technology

The majority of the participating companies use technology to

In which of the following areas do you plan to use technology

manage assignee data storage (68%), assignment cost estima-

in the future?*

54%
4T%
0
37% 35%
32%
D4 [
21%
10% 9%
= C T D = > QO c C = v c F C
8s ®g $s €2 85 25 S 2 ¢
°% 8 g£% 38 B 22 © 5 &
@ o O (2 O = n = oo ] (@] o
oE % o0oa o 23 o8 < o
cCs  c Sc YE TE < Q =%
o>y o S8 @To 25 40 o
v = T o .= ]

a 2 © c° EQ ©9 s
2 2 = o) OB OB c =
a (&) o o
o 2 2
P < S
= O

* Multiple answers possible

Responses in %

Use of technology is another way to shift global mobility profes-

. . 80%
tion (53%), balance sheet generation (52%) and tax and so- ’
cial security compliance (51%).

60%
In which areas are you using technology to support your
global mobility process?*

40%

80%

20%

60% .. 68%

53%  52% 51% 0%

40%

39%
30%
20%
12%

o 10% 8%
25 85 S =8 S5 25 £S5 85 &®
cf % £F g8 ®E 28 2% 58 =
o O ) wn & 0 = wn = o 5 S5 = =9 o
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3
O
[0}
"

Responses in %

* Multiple answers possible

Further possibilities to use technology in the future are mainly
seen in assignee cost estimation (54%), assignee data storage

sionals’ focus to strategic issues rather than dealing with time
consuming administrative tasks as well as to reduce costs and
make efficiency savings. Most of the global tax services provid-
ers also have global databases available for the administration
of assignee data, tax returns, cost collection and estimations

(47%) and balance sheet generation (37%).

On the other hand it is surprising in some ways that the use of

technology is not more widespread in certain key areas of

IHR administration, especially cost estimation, assignee data
storage and balance sheet generation, or in challenging areas of
global corporate compliance such as compensation accumula-
tion or global equity.

Global mobility effectiveness survey Ernst & Young 2009

and balance sheets, which can significantly save global mobility
time and cost.
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6.4. Future trends

Most of the participating companies (47%) do not plan to out-
source any IHR and in-house activities during the next 1 to 2
years. However, those who will outsource mentioned administra-
tion, payroll, relocation services, immigration and tax and social
security as areas that will be passed to external providers. In
comparison to 2008, a decrease in outsourcing plans can be ob-
served in most areas.

Which of your IHR and in-house activities are you planning to
outsource during the next 1 to 2 years?

60%
40% 47%
20% 7 . 26%
9%
0% it i 4% 3%
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2 5 § 5 g 5 =
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Responses in %

A similar picture shows when looking at the insourcing inten-
tions of the surveyed companies. 86% of participants said that
they had no plans to insource currently outsourced activities. In
the Americas and in Asia-Pacific, no company reported any in-
tention to plan any activities during the next 1 to 2 years.

Again, in 2008 the percentage of companies planning to in-
source any activities was much higher.

Outsourcing a well as insourcing means a big change effort that
many companies are apparently not willing to assume in the
current economic situation, or alternatively they have already
completed their plans.

Which of your IHR and in-house activities are you planning to insource
during the next 1 to 2 years?

100%

80% 86%

60%

40%

20%

0% & 5%

None Don't know Administration

Responses in %
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7. Risk management

The most challenging IHR topics were indicated by the partici-
pating companies to be tax compliance (52%), immigration
(39%) and compensation and benefits (37%). The importance
of tax and immigration compliance is considered one of the key
challenges also by other similar surveys conducted in the last
two years. This is likely due to a constantly changing regulatory
environment, new types of assignments and the higher variance
in assignee nationalities. In fact with tax laws now changing in
response to falling tax revenues in certain countries, and in-
creased immigration scrutiny in many markets due to rising un-
employment, our view is that these challenges will only in-
crease.

Which of the following IHR topics are the most challenging in your
company?*

Companies seem to have less difficulties in dealing with security
for their assignees, relocation/shipping and insurance as these
topics were named as the least challenging.

Whereas tax compliance and immigration are still on top of chal-
lenging IHR topics, the comparison with our 2008 survey shows
that companies reported more difficulties last year in policy
management, payroll, labor law issues and social security and it
is likely that their priorities have changed rather than difficulties
in these areas decreased.
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[, 551
529% 53 %
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* Multiple answers possible
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The main issues in the global mobility process where compliance
risks are identified by the respondents of this survey are income
tax reporting and withholding (63%), accidental expatriates
(53%), social security reporting and withholding (45%) and
corporate tax (45%).

These global mobility risks can adversely affect business objec-
tives and/or result in penalties, additional taxes, loss of cost con-
trol, financial statement exposure, harm to company reputation
and/or lost tax/cost saving opportunities. Therefore setting up a
risk management process to monitor and improve current inter-
nal controls has become higher up in the global mobility manag-
ers’ agenda. Many multinationals have already developed and
benefited from a common global risk management methodology
to include improved results in the global mobility function, to
avoid any potential harm to the company’s reputation.

What are the main areas in your global mobility process where you see
compliance risks?*
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60% ..
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36%
20%
19%
0 16%
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* Multiple answers possible
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In the Americas, immigration issues (43%) are also seen as a Europe*
significant compliance risk, whereas in Europe, accidental expa-

: . 80%
triates (77%) and corporate tax (60%) seem to be big chal-
. oge . . . . 0
lenges in addition to income tax reporting and withholding. [
60%
0 0
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40% 49%
80% )
30%
20% . ’
60% .. ooy 23%
57% -
40% 0% =
’ 43% 43% 322 ®Bg 22 Ftw § 2 =
= © 5 c =5 = oD = — =]
tog St 58 g£&E ¢ g g
30% £ T® a c TES Ry Q =
20% ' , SEE BE 9 st8 £ E 2
22% £8% <35 =% 285 E &) °
@ = 3 &< = = [
14% 2 52 Oog g
0% .. . g S E w
— — wn
seg2 =9 g2 3te & z Z = =
+ © S c *(6' S5 = 0D = — > — o)
UV o= O = - 2 v S g © = o o ©
£ 0 o=t o O = © ~ E\ c [} (o} 17
SEE §8 8& S5Eg E £ S @ e
O = D O Pt ) o in?
£3% <3 = <3 Q:: £ > 3 Responses in %
o TS S o ¢ - a G}
— S c g £
8 © 8 € wl
» K
2 = Asia-Pacific*
e k7
2 ]
Responses in % 80%
60%
60% 60%
40%
40%
209 30%
%
20% 20% 20%
0% .. ..
F22 T8 22 5t3 § 3 %
e85 §® £33 gec5 B = =
— + ([© — c
ES2 B2L£ 382 B®ES5 o o -
+ o O a [ o= o IS I ©
E = < X< — = S DV = = Q
= az o >z - Q- S ) o
o = S st - a G}
—_
52 ©Z¢ £
o 82 i
2 v
< e
[} (o
3 5

Responses in %

* Multiple answers possible
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8. Global mobility effectiveness

A large majority of the participating companies (71%) stated
that their global mobility function is “very effective” and 25%
indicated that it is "effective”.

American and European headquartered companies were more
self-confident in their answers to this question than Asian-Pacif-
ic operations which judged only 30% of their IHR functions as
"very effective” and 50% as “effective".

How would you rate the effectiveness of your IHR function?

71% Very effective
25% Effective
B 4% Not effective

In order to achieve excellence in global mobility, the surveyed
companies see urgent need of improvement in the following
areas: assignment administration (30%), cost control (26%)
and processes (26%) .

As the global mobility function thrives for excellence, the follow-
ing three areas were seen as requiring the most urgent need for
improvement: consistency of policies, processes and structure
(44%), centralizing global mobility knowledge (31%) and the
use of technology and HR systems (13%).

Where do you see the most urgent need of improvement in your
IHR functions?/What are your top priorities for this year?*

35%

30%

30%

25%

26% TT26%

20%

T21%

15%

10%

10%

5% . S I e OO £ O

0%

Assignment
administration
Cost control
Processes
Policy
Technology
Vendor
management
Tax/
compliance
Payroll
Outsourcing
Knowledge

Responses in %

*Multiple answers possible
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When comparing the three different geographical areas, it is in-
teresting to see that in the Americas assignment administration
(38%) and processes (34%) are priorities for improvement, in
Europe policies (23%) are the top priority, whereas in Asia-Pa-
cific processes (50%) and tax/compliance (38%) are the most
important areas of improvement.

The Americas*

50%
45%
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%

5%

0%
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Europe*
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Asia-Pacific*

50%

Policy

Technology

Vendor
management

Tax/

compliance

Payroll

QOutsourcing

Knowledge

sharing

50%

45%
40%

35%

38%

30%

25%

20%

15%

10% ..13% .
5% i
0%

Assignment ;
administration .
Cost control
Processes |

Responses in %

* Multiple answers possible
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9. Cost and control

58% of the participants admit that they do not know the exact
costs of their international assignments while 22 % state that
they do not have a complete overview. As a result companies
will not be in a position to provide exact figures for cost savings
either but approximations only.

Do you have an overview of the cost of your assignments?

58% Yes, but not exact costs
22% No complete overview
W 20% Yes, fully

Especially companies from Asia-Pacific have to acknowledge
that they do not have a complete overview of the cost of their
assignments (36%).

American companies, however, have the best overview of their
assignment costs. 25% affirm that they have a full overview and
with this result come in first before companies with headquar-
ters in Asia-Pacific (18%) and in Europe (17%).

34 Global mobility effectiveness survey Ernst & Young 2009

The Americas

Europe

Asia-Pacific

55% Yes, but not exact costs
20% No complete overview

B 25% Yes, fully

63% Yes, but not exact costs
20% No complete overview

B 17% Yes, fully

45% Yes, but not exact costs
36% No complete overview
B 18% Yes, fully
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An overwhelming majority of 81% of the surveyed companies The Americas
are planning measures to save costs in global mobility.

" 85% Yes
Are you planning any measures to save costs in global mobility?
B 15% No
" 81% Yes
B 19% No
Europe
. . . L . 1 80% Yes
Especially in the Americas, companies intend to save costs in o 20% N
IHR: 85% of the American participants are planning such mea- v Mo
sures while most of the companies that do not have key initia-
tives for cost savings are located in Asia-Pacific (30%).
Asia-Pacific
0 70% Yes
B 30% No

Global mobility effectiveness survey Ernst & Young 2009
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As expected, the majority of respondents (45%) declare taxes
to be the main cost drivers of their international assignment
programs, followed by housing, which was named by 26% of the
participating companies. Other responses (13%) can be
grouped into allowances, exceptions to policies and the cost of
assignees who are overstaying their assignments.

What is the main cost driver in your assignment program?

50%

40% Ak
b N

30%

26%
20%

10% ... 13%

12%

0% k...

Housing Other International

schooling

Vendors

Responses in %

The companies out of the three geographic areas report a
significant difference when asked about the main cost driver
of their assignment programs.

Companies from the Americas (55%) as well as from Asia-Pa-
cific (67%) assert with an absolute majority that taxes are the
main cost drivers, while only 30% of the companies from Europe
can agree with this appraisal. In Europe, housing seems to be
one of the main cost drivers (30%) besides taxes, followed by
vendors (18%).

The Americas

70%

60%

~ 55%

50%

40%

30%

20% 23%

10%

10% 10%

2% o
International
schooling

0% e

Housing Other Vendors

Responses in %
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Europe
70%
60%
50%
40%
30% ...........
20% ...........
- I I
o% 44444444444 . 44444444444
Taxes Housing Other Vendors International
schooling

" Responsesin %

Asia-Pacific

70%

60%

50%

40%

30% e

20%

10% ...........
0% 0%
o% 44444444444
Taxes Housing Other Vendors International
schooling

" Responsesin %
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The following question analyzed where companies put their fo-
cus on cost savings in their global mobility programs. Essential-
ly, they see possibilities for cost savings through improvements
in global mobility processes (52%) as well as in localizations
(52%) . One third respectively put their focus on global mobility
policies, benefits and incentivization as well as on vendor man-
agement and outsourcing. While we have seen before that taxes
were identified as the main cost drivers of assignments, it is in-
teresting to see that only 21% focus their cost savings initiatives
towards taxes. This shows that more limited savings related to
taxes are expected, or understood yet as tax laws in response to
the global economic crisis are just starting to change.

On which areas are you focusing your efforts to achieve cost savings?

Global Mobility Processes / Process efficiencies
Localizations

Global Mobility Policies / Benefits / Incentivisation
Vendor management

Global Mobiity Strategy / Compensation approach
Tax planning

Other

Social Security planning

52%

52%

34%

34%

33%

21%

10%

6%

0%
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10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Responses in %
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Companies with headquarters located in the Americas put their
priority to achieve cost savings on localizations (41%), in con-
trast to European companies which expect possible cost savings
mainly in global mobility processes and increasing process effi-

ciencies (30%).

Conspicuously few companies headquartered in Europe focus
on tax planning to achieve cost savings (6%).

The Americas

Global Mobility Processes / Process efficiencies
Localizations

Global Mobility Policies / Benefits / Incentivisation
Vendor management

Global Mobiity Strategy / Compensation approach
Tax planning

Other

Social Security planning

2%

32%

41%

20%

20%

20%

21%

7%

0%

10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Responses in %
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Europe

Global Mobility Processes / Process efficiencies
Localizations

Global Mobility Policies / Benefits / Incentivisation
Vendor management

Global Mobiity Strategy / Compensation approach
Tax planning

Other

Social Security planning

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

" Responsesin%

Asia-Pacific

Global Mobility Processes / Process efficiencies
Localizations

Global Mobility Policies / Benefits / Incentivisation
Vendor management

Global Mobiity Strategy / Compensation approach
Tax planning

Other

Social Security planning

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

" Responsesin %
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On average, 95% of the participating companies are expected to
reduce total assignment costs by 12%. The majority considers
5% to 10% of cost savings as realistic. Only few (5%) expect to
save 30% and more of their assignment costs.

By what percentage are you expected to reduce total assignment costs?

50%
40%
30%
29%
20%
16%
10%
0
\B'A\%
0%
<5% 5%-10% 10%-20% 20%-30% >30%

Responses in %

A very varying picture is showing when looking at the expected
reduction of total assignment costs in the three geographic ar-
eas of our survey.

Asian-Pacific companies expect the highest cost reductions
(100% expect to reduce on average 16% of their costs), fol-
lowed by American companies (91% expect to reduce on aver-
age 13% of their costs) while 97% of the European companies
only expect to reduce on average 10% of their total assignment
costs.

The Americas

50%
/@\
40%
30%
20%
1 15%
10% 12k
9%
0%
<5% 5%-10% 10%-20% 20 %-30% >30%

Responses in %
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Europe The majority (57%) is still not forced by cost pressure to reduce
50% the total number of assignees, while 43% say that they are plan-
0 . . .

ning to reduce the number of their assignees.
40% Are you forced by cost pressure to reduce the total number of

assignees?
30%

" 57% No
20% B 43% Yes
10% o I
0% o
<5% 5%-10% 10%-20%  20%-30% >30%
" Responsesin %
Asia-Pacific
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0% o ¢

<5% 5%-10% 10%-20% 20%-30% >30%

" Responsesin %
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It is striking that 53% of companies headquartered in the Ameri-  Europe
cas are forced by cost pressure to send presumably less assign-
ees while only 39% of European and 27 % of Asian-Pacific com-

. . " 61% No
panies have to take this measure.
B 39% Yes
The Americas
I 48% No
B 53% Yes
Asia-Pacific
" 73% No
W 27% Yes

Global mobility effectiveness survey Ernst & Young 2009
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28% of the participants expect that the headcount of their global

mobility team will be reduced due to the current economic
situation. It is interesting to see this result, when it is under-
stood that 35% believe that their IHR is already understaffed
and 61% feel that the number of their dedicated staff is just
right.

Do you expect that the headcount of your global mobility team will be
reduced by the current economic situation?

I 72% No
H 28% Yes

Especially American headquartered companies expect that the
headcount of their global mobility team will be reduced by the
current economic situation (34%), whereas only 27% of the
European companies and 18% of the Asian-Pacific countries
presume a reduction of their dedicated staff.

The Americas

I 66% No
M 34% Yes

Europe

= 73% No
W 27% Yes

Asia-Pacific

I 82% No
M 18% Yes
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The answers to the following question show that cost pressure is
responsible for halted initiatives and projects in global mobility.
Most projects and initiatives in global mobility are traditionally
aiming to increase the efficiency and compliance of internation-
al assignment programs and therefore generating cost savings
in the mid- and long-term. The fact that a third of the respond-
ents will stop projects and initiatives is surprising and may lead
to a reevaluation on how projects are positioned within the or-
ganization.

Did you have to stop any initiatives and projects due to the current
economic situation?

I 67% No
B 33% Yes

In all three geographic areas the current economic situation is
responsible for halted projects in global mobility. Slightly more
companies from Asia-Pacific reported that they had to stop initia-
tives (36%) than from the Americas (33%) or Europe (33%).

The Americas

= 67% No
B 33% Yes

Europe
I 67% No
B 33% Yes
Asia-Pacific
" 64% No
M 36% Yes

Global mobility effectiveness survey Ernst & Young 2009
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While recent surveys showed that the awareness for risk in glob-
al mobility is already high, our result shows that while 71% state
that their awareness has not changed, almost 30% have now an
even bigger focus on risks.

Has your awareness of risks in global mobility (compliance, financial,
reputation) changed in the current economic situation?

" 71% No, our awareness
has not changed
28% Yes, there is a bigger
focus on risks

B 1% Yes, thereis less

focus on risks

Especially companies from the Americas (33%) and from Asia-
Pacific (36%) report that their awareness of risks in global mo-
bility has increased due to the current economic situation.

The Americas

d

" 64% No, our awareness
has not changed
33% Yes, there is a bigger
focus on risks

B 3% Yes, thereis less

focus on risks

Europe

‘ .
Asia-Pacific

2
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80% No, our awareness
has not changed
20% Yes, there is a bigger

focus on risks

64% No, our awareness
has not changed
36% Yes, there is a bigger

focus on risks
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