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Tamil Madu which are not known).® But
gsince the exart figures are not known,
the cap on the amount the government
will pay Mokia as mentioned in the Mou
can be a better way to approximate the
reimbursement:

Towal availment of such concessions shall not
cumulatively exceed the investment made by
Mokia in eligible fixed assets within 3 years
of signing of mow. The cap can be enhanced
o the extent of additional investments made
by Nokia within 5 years of signing the mou”

In 2005 Nokia had promised to invest
Rs 675 crore (then § 150 million) of which
Rs 300 crore were in fixed eligible
assers.® An added investment in 2008 of
Rs 338 crore (375 million) is assumed 1o
be eligible for additional var conces-
sions.? With this, the sum of Rs 638 crore
becomes the maximum, reimbursement
for the company. In effect, it means that
the Tamil Nadu government has offered
Nokia to pay for its investments via the
vaT/csT reimbursement and allow sales
in the world’s fastest growing mobile

Table 1: Additional Incentives

Comptroller and Auditor General speci-
fied how the actual acquisition cost for the
government had been between Rs 4 and

“Rs 14 lakh per acre, plus an additional

30% to the previous landowners who went
te court for better compensation. The
result was a loss of Bs 7.4 crore for siecor
and thus the Tamil Nadu government. '
Apart from the lower land price, the
second mou also removed the need for
Mokia to pay stamp duty on the land which

was earlier set to 4% of land value or Rs 38

lakh. Written by hand in the lease deed is

the added statement regarding the lease
rent for Mokia;
The Lessee shall have to pay the annual
lease rent of Re 1 per vear for o8 years and
A= 2 for the goth year and the same has been
paid in advance in consideration of occasion
of the lease deed,

While the state makes loss by leasing
the land to Mokia at a lower cost, it gives
the company the possibility to make profit
by subletting the land and charging a high-
er price if it so desires.'s At the time when
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Faillure to charge duw on gDDdS sold withinIndia  Duty of Rs 68138 crore (Rs 86,76 crore in 2005-06 and
fis 554,62 crove In J00E-L17 n'wgane on e pus

Sourges'

phone market, while the tax incentives
have prevented the state from recovering

v/the expenses. 15 this a case of attracting in-

vestors by paying for their investments?

Land Deal

Land was allotted to Nokia from sipcot!
Industrial Park at Sriperumbudur on the
outskirts of Chennai. siecoT had acquired
this land earlier through a government

«_—morder in February 1997.'? In the original
mou Nokia was supposed to pay Rs 8 lakh

per acre as a charge on -ﬂ£
leasehold tenure but somehow t

got renegotiated down to Rs 0 Rs 4.5 lakh lal:h per.
acre in the second mMou for a total of
Rs 9,48,01.500 for 210.87 acres (85 hec-
tares) of land'* A report from the
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Nokia got control over the 210 acres of land
for setting up the sgz, public meney had
already been invested by sircoT to devel-
op infrastructure at the industrial park.

Employment: Whose Benefit?

Information on actual working conditions
is very limited due to the nature of the
pone as a sealed off entity. The available
documents do however point to a number
of troubling aspects with the working con-
ditions. Mokia initially promised direct
employment for 1,200 workers but later,
as the production increased, scaled this up

- {0_8,000, including those employed by

contracting agencies. Out of this number,
709 are reported to be women between
age 19 and 22, An inspection report from

the deputy chief inspector of factories, in
July 2008, showed the company employved
4,548 people, or significantly lower than the

Tumber of workers reported in the press.”

“The Contract Labour (Regulation and
Abolition) Act, 1970 is a central govern-
ment act originally put in place to limit the
use of contract labour in manufacturing.
The Tamil Madu government has weak-
ened its provisions in favour of companies
on a number of occasions but to date such
labour remains banned in manufacturing.
Contract labour has been found to be
prevalent in all non-manufacturing forms
of work in the Nokia sez, with 2,83 con-
tract labourers hired in 2008 according to
an inspection report from the inspectorate
of factories. Thus, in the Nokia sez, it
seems like staff has come to be contract
labour with very low job security when-
ever possible including warehouse staff,
security personnel, drivers, cleaners, etc.'

The issue of controlling strikes in sezs
have been dealt with in many states by
declaring zone operations as public utili-
ties. This has been done for all sEzs in
states like Andhra Pradesh, Maharashtra
and Karnataka. In Tamil Nadu public uti-
lity status is not part of official policy but
instead hidden in the specific mou. In the
mou signed on 6 April zoos the TH gov-
ernment promised that:

[tlhe State shall declare the g2 Site to be a
‘Public Utility to curb labour indiscipline.™

The text does not offer any explanation
on why there is an a priori need to “curb
labour”,

Another measure of “success”, in terms
of employment generation, is to see if this
multinational provides a decent salary.
But even in this case Nokia seems to have
failed, As per Nokia's own admission “em-
ployees are paid well above the minimum
wage. ... Salaries vary from Rs 5.400 for
experienced operators, around 7ot higher
than the minimum wage, to around
Rs 3,400 for apprentices.” If this is com-
pared with what Nokia pays to its employ-
ees globally, which is Euro 44,624 per
annum, or Rs 2g lakh, in wages and sala-
ries per employee during 2008,%? it works
out to be 45 times what the workers in
Sriperumbudur plant receive. Even adjusted
to the different purchasing power of India
compared to Finland, the global average
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