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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

India and the US shara strategic partnership over thpast many years, with both the economies
leveragingeach othef éxpertise capital and investment® expand businesses and thgilobalmarket
share.Cooperation in technology sector is one of the main pillars of this partnership. By leveraging each
otherQd SELISNIAaST G(SOKyz2ftz23é& &S00 2 NhotableparboNgiazess Y | y|&
that IT enjoys canbe attributed to the successful partnership between the countries so Teade in
services and lih particularis expected tdurther enhance its influencever the global economics in the
years to come.

For the IT sectormovement of data, skilled resourcesapital and technologyacross international
boundariesare critical for delivery and growthComputer and related service€CRSkuppliershave
access to skills by leveragigtpbal delivery model including onsite, nearshore and offshore model to
provide cost effective, around the clock ajudt-in-time delivery of services to their clientslence, these
companies are highly depeadt onfavourable visa policiesf various statesi the global arena. This also
holdstrue for Indian computer related services suppliers as well.

US is thdargestmarket for Indian IT industryith over50% of its revenuederivedfrom this region The
market is hence of primanportanceto the industry Indian service suppliers often utilize Indian talent,
given the shortage of computer professionals in theddd surplus in IndiaMoreover, thenature of
projects typically follows onetime support (Poject Based Services) and/or time bound support
(Outsourcing Serees) models, which require allocating/alocatingresources based on project specific
requirements and timelinesn i KA & O2y G SEG I W& aailabieCor traNskerring Méd 2 y &
resources across international boundaries for short duratidtence,Indian service suppliers ofterely

on H-1B and k1 visas, to serve clients in the US geographysector in the US is thargestuser of H1B
and -1 visa categoeis due to acwg skills shortageAs per statisticlom United States Citizenship and
Immigration Service@JSCISkixty-five percentof H1B petitions approved in FY 2014 were for workers in
computer related occupationand majority of these can be attributed to skilled manpower from India.

Since the onset of lastlgpal recession triggered by the financial meltdown that pushed US
unemployment to record levelsve have seem slew of both legislative and administrativeeasures by
the US targeted at Indian IT industry or companies wanting to leverage Indian talent. These companies
have adopteda proven global delivery modehat relieson free movement of temporary highly skilled
workers from their global pool of resowes. US Public Law 13230 and Public law 11813 mandates an
additional visa fedor petitioners employing more than 50 employees in the wi&re 50 percent or
more of which are on HLB and 1 visas(also known a$0:50 rule) While this law might seemorigin
neutral for all commercial itities, it has been widely acknowledgdiine and againby multiple US
Senators and CongressmenAmericanand globalinstitutions, thinktanks and mediareports to be
targeted at thelndian computer and related servicssipliers having operationsn the US and hence
discriminates against the same.

The focus of this study is to factually prove this widely held perception thestetttaws are targeted at
Indian servicesuppliersandhave been cleverly crafted in a manrtbat appears to be nomliscriminatay
on the face of it. @ understand the impact of these laws global computer related services suppliers




(CRS), three group of companies have been forgq¥@doup A, Group B and Group C, eentingP$ of

India in the US, USPIF YR Wt Qa 2F NBad 2F GKS ¢2NIX RX NBaLS
applicability of US PL 1PB0 law on these companies was established basis the size and composition of
their US workforce (total number of employeesvesll as share of AB and L1 visa holders).

The analysisf the elusive data pointslearlyestablishthat all Group A companies are liable pay the
additional fee due to the US PL 1230 while, the Group B and Group C companies are in effect
exemptedfrom the law (except for few Group B companikat have large part of their workforce based

in Indig.

Calculations further show that Group A companfeglian JP in the US3pent an additional USD 257
million pursuant to the US PL 1-2BO from FY145 ower and above regulacumulativevisa fee of USD
245 million; in contrast, Bup B (excludingGroup B companiesnajorly having India foclisand C
companies did not pay any additional fee on account a$ taw. This additional monetary cost is
impactingthe competitiveness of Indn companies in the US and hdamaging consequences dimeir
current and potential investments.

It is evident from the analysis thathile the law USPL111230is origin neutral in theory, its practical
implication is discriminaty againstindian service suppliers operating in the US CRS maWeat is

more worrisome is that the same premise has been used by the US Congress to pile on additional burden
on the Indian servicsuppliersby enacting PL 11413 as soon sathe impact 6 the earlier lawexpired

but now with double the fee hike and for next ten yeafle lack of certainty and predictability on any
additional measures based on discriminatory 50:50 rule is makaifficult for Indian companies to plan

for their expansion in the USofsidering the intensely competitive market, and shrinking profit margins,

the additional monetary burden caused due to the ldurts competitiveness of Indian service providers
operding asa good corporate citizem the US CRS markéthisgoes against the principles of free trade
andmore importantly against the USSmmitment at theGeneral Agreement on Trade in Servi@AT$

1 JP refers tduridical Person
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1. STUDYOVERVIEW

Strategic Rrtnership Between India andhe US

CKSNBE INBE 1S& SO2y2YAO IyR aGN)XGS3IAO0O NBlazya T2
two largest fee market democracies. IndldS blateral trade has crossed the U%DO0 billion mark ands
climbing towards a gal of USIB00 billiort. In the last couple of years, India has taken strides towards
WS aS 2F R2Ay3 o6dzaAySaaQ Ay LYyRAF FTyYyR ! YSNROI
committing more investments. This sharing of capital, talent, and energy worksth directions.
Between 200813 Indian FDI in the U§ew at an average of 20% annuadind totalled around US[28

billion®,

The Indian hformation Technology (IT)industry has helped enhance the competitiveness of US
companies in the global marketplace, ultimately creating and preserving thousands of American jobs.
From a US standpoint, many US companies have their offshore centres in India to leverage Indian talent
leading to an increase in their global competitiveness.

Leveraging Indian talent, American companies have been able to bring better, innovative, cost
competitive solutions that have helped improve their global market share and bring products with
shorterproduction cycles

Trade in 8rvices

Trade in services esxpected to power the global economics in the years to come. And, IT touching our
lives in more ways than one is expected to further interweave itself in every sector possible, including
non-servces sectors. Mvement of data, skilledesources and technology aitical for delivery and
growth of IT sector. Hence, any policy instrument that try and curb movement of data, skilled resources
and technology should be construed as impeding trade ivices.

LG A& Ay (KK SOZWit SE (Wi 2@B QA & Af 6t S F2NJ GNI y&F|S

boundaries for short durations comes into play. In general scheme of things, it is easy to confuse this
discussion as a visa or matjon issue than trade in services.

There are several visas used in th8immigration regimeto transfer such skilled resources. The two key
visa categories utilised by the Indian IT sector afBHand L1 visas.

The exchange of specialized knowledgd Auman talent is one of the hallmarfa Trade in ITand this
is all the more truen the context of IndidUSrelations.

Importance of Movementof Skilled Rsources

IT companies utilizglobal delivery model which rely on free movement of temporaryhlyigskilled
workers from their global pool of resources. This model has been majorly responsible for fuelling the
growth story of their American clients based on providing innovation at competitive prices.

The twoway flow of investments and intellectuaalent is central to the growing commercial and
strategic relatbnships between India and the USisnot about one nation taking unfair advantage of the

y




other; it is about moving forward together to improve the economies, opportunities, and qualitfeof li
F2NJ OAGAT Sya 2F 020K ylLiGAzyao CKA& A& | dzyAldzS

Issues faced bindian IT Companies

Since the onset of recession triggdrby financial meltdown of 2008here seems to be a concerted
effort by the US Congress as well #i® Administration to putvarious restrictions on the Indian tech
sector, some implicitly and others explicitly. Whtlés understood thathe high unemployment levels in
the recent past could have been the main trigger. But, esering peak of job loss scenar@ carefu

look at the US on-farm payroll data suggested that sectors such as construction, retail and
manufacturing were the largest contributor towards ungstoyment/job losses. e technology sector
has been adding jabduring and after the recession. Despite tliisppears thatthe Indian IT sectois
bearingthe brunt of protectionist measures implemented by tb&legislature or the administration. The
narrative used by the US sideensto divert the argument raisd by Indian industry of curbing inflow of
workers for trade in services by putting more restrictions or increasing costs of trade visas used to deliver
these services.

IT sector is the biggest user ofliB and L1 visa categories. As per the USCISstiedisixty-five percent
of H1B petitions approved in FY 2014 were for workers in computer related occupatiohshajority of
these can be attributed to skilled manpower from India.

Whilst the need to reform theUSImmigration systenis appreciated but it appears that US laws and
policy arediscreetlytrying to target the Indian IIBPO players and not allowing them to compete on a
level playing field has not gone unnoticed. Each year since 2009, there were more than two dozen bills
introduced in he US Congress targeted at the Indian IT industry or companies using Indian talent. While
most of the bills could not become a layfew did. This report analyses and tries to prove factually that
one suchlaw even though usedrigin neutrallanguage butn essence used parameter that ensured

only particular set oEompanies were impacted.

This report foases ornPL 111230 and its impact on the global serviegppliersincluding from India. This

law that was applicabl from 2010 till Septembe2015 waseffectively replaced by another laRL 114
113in late 2015 that uses the same premise but now doubles the financial impact on the qualifying
companies and will remain in force for the next ten yeardilleSegember 2025.

This reportquantifiesthe financial impact oPL 111230and analyses whether fiturts competitiveness of
Indian companies.

LI



1.1 Objective of the Study

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the impact of the increase in visa fees as implemented by PL 111
230 on Indian companies fered to as Group A companied)Scompanies (referred to as Group B
companies) and Resf the World companiesréferred to as Group C companies) that supply computer
and related services (CRB) the USand to determine whetherthe law createsa competitive
disadvantageéowards Indianservice supplierg the US

Indian service supplier@rovide complex androad portfolio of computer related services to the US
companies, helping them innovate and grow their busines§esprovide such services, itniecessaryo

use the visas for the movement of highly skilled resources to deliver those services. With US government
trying to restrict the movement by introducingisa relatedlaws, the report intends to establish the
biasness of the lawowards Indian companies which is detrimental to the business conducted by Indian
companies in the US.

The upcoming sectiorver important aspects relevant to the study by providiegails around the law,
US CRS marketlevance of mvement of skilled resourceend quantitative and qualitative approach to
establish the end outcome of the study.




1.2 Overview of H-1B and L-1 Visa

To provide computer and related services in the US, companies leveragmmogrant visagH1B and
L-1) to temporarysend skilledoreignworkers to the US

Overviewof H1BVisd

H-1B visa category applies to people who wish to perform services in a specialty occupation, services of
exceptional merit and ability tating to a Department of Defeeq DOD) coopative research and
development project, or services as a fashion model of distinguished merit or ability. For filingBan H

GraAl LISGAGA2Y Y GKS LISGAGA2YySNI ySSRa G2 YSSiG OSNII

degree or an equivaldrforeign degree required by the specific specialty occupation from an accredited
college or university, etc. Filing a Labour Condition Application (LCA) with the Department of Labour
(DOL) is a presquisite to filing an HL.B visa petition using form129.

H-1B and L1 visas are temporary work visas for foreign workers in the US.

Whilst, H1B visa has an annual numerical limit (cap) of 65,000 visas each fiscal year. The first
LISGAGAZ2ya FAESR 2y o0SKIFE F 2 8rhighlrrs Flso ExkripNdors the ca
L1 visas have no cap on number of visas issued each year.

Highly skilled people in the computer and related services market witness a temporary maviemgne
delivery of computer and related services in the US, therefdr&B specialty occupations visas are of utmost
importancefor the purpose of this study.

For H1B specialty ccupationsthe job must meet one of the following criteria to qualify as a specialty
occupation:

f . OKSf2NRa 2NJ KAIKSNI RSaANBS 2NJ Ada SljdAa gt Sy
position

1 The degree requirement for the job is common to the industryherjob is so complex or unique

that it can be performed only by an individual with a degree

The employer normally requires a degree or its equivalent for the position

The nature of the specific duties is so specialized and complex that the knowledgesdetyui

= =4

performi KS RdziAS& A& dzadzZ tteé& |aa20AF0SR gAGK (GKS

Fees for HLBVisaApplications

Totalfee paid for HLB application comprises of variousngponents as mentioned in tabfe. The initial

fee paid for a fresh B application is USD 2,515, while there is an additional fee of USD 2,000 and USD
4,000 to be paid under PL 1:PBO and PL 11413 respectivelyThe feeis entirely paid by the US based
entity’.
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Tablel: Calculatiorof Fees for HLB Applicationg

H-1B Application

Fees as per PL 1280 (in USD)

Fees as per PL 1443 (in USD)

) H1B - H-1B
H-1B First Second Fresh H HB First | oo cond
Fresh HLB Time . Time .
. Time 1B . Time
Extension . Extension .
Extension Extension
Standard-ee 325 325 325 | Standard Fee 325 325 325
Training Fee * 1,500 1,500 - | Training Fee * 1,500 1,500 -
Fraud Prevention & Fraud Prevention &
Detection Fee 0 ) " | Detection Fee s ) )
Visa Stamping at i _ | Visa Stamping at the i i
the Consulate =2l Consulate L2l
Initial Fees 2,515 1,825 325 | Initial Fees 2,515 1,825 325
. Omnibus
Border Security Feg e .
(PL 112230 Fee) 2,000 0 0 Approprlz?\tlon bill 4,000 4,000 4,000
(Biometric use)
Fees paid till 30th Fees paid after 30th
Sep 2015 4,515 1,825 325 Sep 2015 6,515 5,825 4,325
Others Others
Premium Premium Processin
Processing 1,225 1,225 1,225 . 9 1,225 1,225 1,225
. (Optional)
(Optional)
Attorney Fees 1,000 1,000 1,000 Attorney Fees ($500 1,000 1,000 1,000
($500- $4000) $4000)
Total 5,515 2,825 1,325 | Total 7,515 6,825 6,325

* AICWA Fee (American Competitiveness and Workforce Improvement Act of 1998); $750 (For employers with 1 to 25 full time

employees) $1,500 (For employers with 26 or more full time equivalent employee)

Overview of k1 Visd

The L1 visa category consists oflA and E1B visas. 4LA visa classification enabledUsSemployer to
transfer an executive or manager from one of its affiliated foreign offices to one of its offices in the
United States. 41B visa enables BSemployerto transfer a professional employee with specialized
1y26t SRIS NBfF Ay
offices in the United States. This classification also enables a foreign company whichtdgetshage an
affiliated USoffice to send an executive or manager to the United States with the purpose of establishing
one. The employer must file a Formi29, Petition for a Noimmigrant worker, with fee, on behalf of the
employee. The employee for win the visa is filed must generally have been working for a qualifying
organization abroad for one continuous year within the three years immediately preceding his or her
admission to the United States; and must be seeking to enter the United Statesvidgervice in an
executive or managerial capacity for a branch of the same employer or one of its qualifying organizations.

L-1 visa petition can be of 2 typesilindividual petition and4l blanket petition.

G2

idKS

2NBI yAT FGA2Y Q&

Ay G SNSB

L-1 individual petition'® The petition isdr an individual. Either the US employer or foreign employer

may file a petition with the USCIS for L1 visa. A petition is the application process by which the USCIS
determines that the employer and/or temporary work meet the basic qualification for agoget visa.

[eN



L-1 blanket petitionll: Certain organizations may establish the required irdoenpany relationship in advance
of filing individual {1 petitions by filing a blanket petition, provided they meet certain criteria as described

below:

1 Thepetitioner and each of the qualifying organizations are engaged in commercial trade or

services;

1 The petitioner has an office in the United States which has been doing business for one year or

more;

The petitioner has three or more domestic and foreignnmtaes, subsidiaries, and affiliates; and

The petitioner along with the other qualifying organizations, collectively, meet one of the
following criteria:

o Have obtained at least 101Lapprovals during the previous tonth period;

o Have USubsidiaries oaffiliates with conbbined annual sales of at least US®million; or

o Have a USiork force of ateast 1,000 employees

Once approved, L1 blanket petitions considerably reduce the processing time as the employer does not
have to proveeligibility every timeby filing individual petition. However, there is no guarantee that all
employees will be approvedl visa. But it provides the employer with the flexibility to transfer eligible
employees to the United States quickly and with short notiek.blanket peition is available for both-L

1A (manager or executive) andlB (specialized knowledge professional) visa types.

Fees for 11 VisaApplications

Totalfee paid for E1 application comprises of various components as mentioned in{&blde initial fee
paid for a fresh L1 application is USD 690, while there is an additional fee of USD 2,250 and USD 4,500 to
be paid under PL 13230 and PL 11413 respectively.

Table2: Calculation of Fees for1 Applications?

L-1 Application

Fees as per PL 12B0(in USDollar)

Fees as per PL 114 3(in USDollar)

Fresh L1 Blanket

Extensions (First of

Fresh L1 Blanket

Extensions (First of

Subsequent) Subsequent)
Standard Fee - 325 | Standard Fee - 325
Training Fee * - - | Training Fee * - -
Fraud Preventiog. Fraud Prevention &
Detection Fee 2 " | Detection Fee 20 i
Visa Stamping at _ | Visa Stamping at i
the Consulate 2 the Consulate 190
Initial Fees $690 325 | Initial Fees 690 y$325
Border Security Omnibus
Fee (Public Law 2250 - | Appropriationbill 4500 4500
111-230 Fee) (Bio-metric use)
Fees paid till 30th Fees paid till 30th
Sep 2015 2,940 325 Sep 2015 5,190 4,825
Others Others
Premium Premium
Processing 1,225 1,225 | Processing 1,225 1,225
(Optional) (Optional)
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Fees as per PL 12B0(in USDollar) Fees as per PL 144.3(in USDollar)
Fresh L1 Blanket Extensions (First of Fresh L1 Blanket Extensions (First of
Subsequent) Subsequent)
Attorney Fees 1,000 1,000 | Attorney Fees 1,000 1,000
($500- $4000) ($500- $4000)
Total 3,940 1,325 Total 6,190 5,825

L-1 individual petition is filed with the USCIS and hence the fees paid to USCIS is paid by the US entity.
However, in the case of1 blarket petition, it is filedin India and hence the fee is paid by the Indian
SyiAirde 2F (GKS O2YLIlyeod !'a LISNI b!{{/ haQa SadAavYl i
the total L-1 visas and the remaining 80 percent are thk hlanket petition&®. Any such fee once paid by

the Indian entity is subsequently charged back to the visa sponsoring entity in the US.tBaiedmplex
structure of financing withinthese global multhational companies, it is difficult to ascertain the
monetaryimpact ata subsidiary levehs forinstance,one entity sponsoring the s& and another paying

for it iscommon. As a thumb rule, most of the companies prefer to pay the fees through their entities
present in the geographies where the visa is filed. Considerisgitlis imperative that the assessment of

real impact of the law is done at the parent level rather than at the individual subsidiary level.

11
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1.3 Introduction to USPublic Laws Pertaining to Non-Immigrant
Workers

The USgovernment passed laws in ordés protect US workers from being adversely affected by the
employment of the noAmmigrant workersin the US In this regard, US PL 1230 was passed in 2010
and was further extended through US PL-BY4Y. In 2015, the law related to nemmigrant workers wa
renewedunder US PL 13#13 further increasing the B and L1 visa fee for certain petitions.

US PI111-230

Initially introduced as Border Security Bill in the US Congres#ugust 13, 2010President Obama
signed this intoPuwlic Law 114230, whichcontain provisions to increase certain-HB and L1 petition
fees.Under Public Law 11230, H-1B and L1 visas requirethe submission of an additional fee of USD
2,000 for certain HLB petitions and USD 2,250 for certaiftA and ELB petitions postmarka on orafter
August 14,2010. Public Law 11230 originally made additional fee applicable through September 30,
2014. Thisadditional fee applies onljo petitioners who employ 50 or more ergyees in the United
States and ifnore than 50 per cent of itemployeesare onH-1B or L (including-1A and L-1B) non
immigrant status.

US PL 11847

The James Zadroga 9/11 Health and Compensation Act of @ilflic Law 11-B47), was signednto law on
January?2, 2011, by President Obamaitle I, Section 302 of Public Law B4IF extended the applicability of
this additionalfee enacted under PL 11230to September 30, 2015.

USPL 11413

The Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2016 (Public Lawl18), signed into law by President (i on
December 18, 2015, increases fees further for certaltBrand L1 petitioners. These petitioners rsti
submit an additional fee of USD000for certain H1B petitions and USBH,500 for certain 11A and E1B
petitions postmarked on or after Decemb#8, 2015 This law will remain in effect through September
30, 2025.

The additional fee applies onlyp petitioners who employ 50 or more employees in the United Staitedif
more than 50 per cent of its employease onH-1B or L (including-1Aand L-1B) norimmigrant status

This fee is in addition to the base processing fee, Fraud Prevention and Detection Fee, American
Competitiveness and Workforce Improvement Act of 1998 fee (when required), as well as the premium
processing fee, if applicéh

12




1.4 Background for Laws Hiking Visa Fee for NonImmigrant Workers

US senators havaiised concerns over the usage of visas by Indian IT companies to deliver services in the
US. They have made multiple proposals in the legislation and publaignedindian IT companies,
which makes it evident that the law has been designed to jeopardize Indian compamigding services

in the US.

While the PL 111230 and PL 11413 are origin neutral for all commercial entities alike, it has been
widely acknowledge time and againby multiple US senator@nd CongressmenUS and global
institutions, think tanks and mediaeports that the law targets Indian computer and related services
suppliershaving operationén the US

Following sections substantiate the same.

1.4.1 Politically Fuelled Perceptions Around Indian IT Industry

Since the onseof the financial meltdown in 2008 there have been numerous efforts by the US to target
the Indian IT Industry. Number of bffiiave been introduced in the Congresach year, targed at the
Indian IT industry. Two sudiill passed by the Congress thacame law were PL 1280 and PL 114

113 again targeted at large Indian tech companiegerating in the US and harming their
competitiveness

Some of the influential politicians argknior ranking members cuttij across party lines havejdtked
GKAAd aSyaAiridradsS G2LAO FYyR LIR2NINI@SR 2dziazdzNOAy3

A0SIFESNEQ (2 GKS [dzZRASyOSa G fF NBS® cotierdniess inf S| R|S

letting know their underlying hatred against the industry. Whiie stand of some gliticiansis difficult
to be construed as Governments stance but when this rhetorihénrelized into law of the land, it
should be a cause of concern.

The use of B and Ll visas has been debated since long with multiple US senatfies) publicly
commentedon the adverse effect of the same on American jobs. Often, such debates and comments
have been around the usage of these visas by computer relsdedices suppliersindian computer
related services suppliersserving US clients, have often been targeted in such debateshér
substantial visa usagdust a few examples below are trying to show overall deSgnator Dick Durbin
iN2007A Y NB3IFNR (2 a/ 2YLINBKSYyaA@s@d? YYAINF GAZYy wSTF2

GThere have been exposes across America where thesallsd H1B brokerage houses hav
been created. These are not higgfth companies looking for people withlB visas. These ar
companies, by and large in India, that try to bring in Indian engineers to fill jobs in the L
States. We wish to make sure that only those who are absolutely necessary are brought i
first and foremost, that we fill job vacancies with American® e out of work and American
who are graduating from schools and developing the skills that are needed. Our
. responsibility, whether it is in guest workers emH gralazr Aa G2 KANB

Also, it is worth noting that in 2008, Senators Durbin and Grassleglucted systematic data collection
by sendingemails to top25 recipients of HLB and {1 visa requesting informatiombout their US
workforce composition and visa usapatterns of last several yearBetails of the questionnaire that was

13




sent to these companies @tached in the appendid6x G A Gt S8R & [ S § HSendnia2tig ¢ o
collected and back roompolitical negotiations begae the basic premise of théaw PL 111230 and
freezingof 5050 rulée"’.

In the run to enact lawfuelling negative perceptions around Indian tech industry continued when i
2009, Senator Chuck Grasskepte a letter to the USCIS and mentioned tfat

G¢KS 3Syoe Ol y siioelnfnhatd flaydSrRihe B Hrogéaith, Snicluding crackinf";
. down on body shops that do not comply with the intent of the law. Employers need to b(
. accountable so that foreign workers are not flooding the market, depressing wages, and takin§
froY ljdzZt t ATASR ! YSNROI ya o

When the bill actually become lawhese leaderslearly claimedictorywith the American voters
pacifying any reservations that this bill could harm American companies.

During August 2010, when the PL 1230 law wagpassed, senator Charles Schumer clearly stated the
key Indian companies getting affected by the 1ff.

* &Four Indian companies would qualify for the significantly higher fees: Tata, Infosys, Wipl""z
Mahindra Satyam, all of which operate in the Unifedi 1 S& 'y R | N8 ONJ
because they provide outsourcing of Indian professionals to American companies.
American higktech corporations, which bring the bulk of the skilled immigrants into the Ur
States, would not be affectednse the vast majority of their work forces are made up
Americang
GThe emergency border funds will be paid for by assessing fees on foreign companies kr
chop shops that outsource good, higaying American technology jobs to lower wac
temporaryimmigrant workers from other countries. These are companies such as Infosys.
will not affect the higktech companies such as Intel or Microsoft that play by the rules

The tirade against the industry has continued since then after to ensure that the pain ematuiledian
companies continuesn2013, Senator Durbisaic™:

T 4ecKSAS 2dzia2dNDAYI FANYA & Mi&icahsyeladie shbcked 10 °
know thattheHM. @A &l a FNB y23G 3I2Ay3 (2 aiONRaz-
who are finding workers, engineers, who will work at low wages in the US for three years al
a fee to Infosys or these companies. IthinG Kl & Aa |y | o0dzasS 2F &

az2al LIS2LXS ¢g2dd R GKAY|1Z ¢Stttz aiAONRaz27i

mostofthe M. @A al a |NB y20G 3I2Ay3 (2 O2YLI YyAS

. companesg
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SenatorDick Durbirfurther made the following statemeftin November 2015:

jdczNJ @SIFNRZI TF2NBAIAYy 2dzia2dz2NOAy3 CQYLJl-y)\SéE
. Americang 2 N] SNB FyR FrOAfAGEGS GKS 2dziazdNDAY !

Senator Grasslegjommented that Americans are losing jobs, due to foreign workers coming in with lower
wagesin November 201%.

 WKSNBQ& |+ 5SyaS 27 dNBSyO: KSNB F2NJ ! YSN
who are coming in at lower wages on a visa program that has gotten away from its originam'nété

In another occasioin December 2015Senator Bill Nelson of the Democratic Pagypressed his view
that visa reformseing targeted through another biill benefit USworkers*.

: OBy cutting the number of visas available each year mgliring those visas be given to tr
highest wageearners first, this bill directly targets outsourcing companies that rely on loage
foreign workers to replace equalyalified US workers. :

These statements mention Indian service suppliers such as Infosys, TCS, Wipro explicitly and
US jobs being taken by Indian companies. This indicates background as to the laws being impl
attempt to target Indian service suppliersaking it expensive for them to conduct business in the

1.4.2 Administrative Measures Targeted at the Indian Industry

It is not just legislative efforts but aldbhe administration that chimedn during the same perioddigh
rejection rate of L1 visa for Indian origin applicants which is more than double compared to that of other
countries. Other administrative steps were takendgntralizing the {1 visa centrdo just once location

in India,adding to the cost and time taken to apply for the visa. Past instances, also reflects that Indian
tech workers were barred from entering W8spite ofhaving all legal documents HyS Customs and
Border ProtectionAlso, since yearindia has been trying concludethe totalisation treaty with the US,
where US Government has just been avoiding seri@gotiations citing one reason dne other. These
administrative measures are a hindrance fadiam companies to condusimooth operations in the US.

L-1 Rejections Bike from India

As per the National Foundation for American Policy (NFAP) report, the denial ratd Bopétitions to
transfer highskilled employees into the United States increased to an historic high of 35 percent in FY
2014 from just 6 prcent in FY2006, according to data obtained from US Citizenship and Immigration
Services (USCT%) Visa rejection rate continued to be as high as 35% in FY14 when no visa laws have
been changed in the US in lasB3ears.
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Indian applicantsare specifically targeted, where the denial rate was found to be much higher for
applicants ofLY RA LY 2NRARIAY Fa O2YLI NBR (2 (kSdesalirst& NJ O3

&/ 2YLI NRY 3§ foBL1BR&iftians by couhtie§ employees of India origin hav
remarkable 56 percent denial rate between FY 2012 to FY 2014, compared to an average
rate of 13 percent to transfer employees from all other countries during the same pt
Examinirg the top 8 countries of origin forlB petitions reveals no other country had even half
denial rate of employees from India. For British nationals, the denial rate was 16 percel
Chinese nationals 22 percent, and for Japanese and German natidnpkrcent, while the denie
. rate was 19 percent for French nationals, 21 percent for Mexican nationals and only 4

“increases again for high skl NBA 3y y I GAZ29 f 45 HAMpé &Gl GSa

f a2z | & LIS NJIThekdhtinding Ngh randsfldenidE folds petitions has a negative impta
2y GKS |

Ly NBOSyYy(G @&SFENBRX KAIK NradsSa 2F awSljdzSada FT2N 949
rates.RFE for4l petitions has increased fro8% in FY06 to 45% in FYEMployers have noted theFE

can result in months of delays for an application, affecting costs and potentially delaying projects and
harming the ability to fulfil terms of a contract. Based on NFAP calculations of USCIS uletanbieY

2012 and FY 2014, 65 percent of IndiakBLpetitions experienced a Request for Evidence, compared to 3
percent of cases involving Canadians, 35 percent British, 44 percent Chinese, 33 percent Japanese, 37
percent German, 36 percent French andpé@cent Mexicarf’

As evident, it has become increasingly difficult for global computer rels¢edices supplieréespecially
Indian) to access-1 visas due to a very high rate of denials.

L-1 Visa Aljudication Centralised at ChennaPost

Llvisat R2dzRA Ol GA2Yy LINRPOS&Aa ¢4 | This dddhgelsNstrdarhliaeXte blaniet / K Sy
visa issuancerocess, and is part of the W@@vernment's ongoing effort to provide efficient visa services
throughout India®® The change has been in forsince 2011 and has only added to cost burden of
companies leveraging Indian talent. It also defeats the purpose of having multiple missions in large
country such as India.

Denial of Btry in to the US by the US Border Patrol

In 2010, things went overboanghere US Customs and Border Protection (CBP) chimed in to grill, arrest
and deport some of the Indian tech workers when they landed in the US. This was done to send a strong
message to companies leveraging Indian workers. As fEgal newsletter providé™

G¢KAA YSNBt& NBAYTF2NDSa G(KS | f NBFR& 6ARS:
aggressive policy that is distant from the letter of underlying statute and divorced from the i
of Congress. This perception of a policy of undwisdensome regulation and discriminator

. enforcement, begun during the Bush administration, is pushing-basiad consulting firms out o

CGKS 1 { YINYSOo:
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Totalisation Treaty Mgotiations Sonewalled

After years of engagement and formdiscussions US has yet not concluded the totalisation treaty.
Totalisation agreement is the agreement between two countries to avoid double taxation for social
security purposelndian professionals contribute methan $1 billion each year to the US social security
through federal taxes without getting any benefits in return. India &&lhas signed similar agreements
with other nationsbut no conclusion of the agreement between India and US gives another signal
denying benefits to Indian tech worke{s.

1.4.3 Media Reports Discussing the Impact of Visa Laws

Political rhetoric backed with law changes and coupled with viswism measures adopted by the
administration left very little to imagination for anyone that all these measures were targeted at the
Indian industry or companies leveraging foreign talent from India.

Just after the law was passed in 2010, Wall street journal aftisfates that while the claim by
democrats is thisiew tax on labour would merely patize companies that outsourgebs that otherwise
would go to American® 2 KA f ST  (TheSighedisd fded would discodrage these Indian firms
FTNRY WA jAdegrdeNidio yriefica.

A recentarticle®in Computerworld media publicationtalks about the Consolidated Appropriation bill
and the impact of the hike in-#iB and Ll visa fee to firms having at least 50 employees and that have at
least 50% of their enlpyees on an KB or L1 visa. It says:

GThis increased fee will likely rile Indian IT services firms, which called the earlier fee dlscrlm
These offshore IT services firms are the largest userd Bfuiba workei® €

Multiple CRS industry and enterprise stakeholders have voiced their opinion on impact of the results of
PL 111230 law.

An article inClOmedia publicatior® mentioned that:

~ @H1B visa critics and advocates agree thatincrease in visa fees that targets Indian IT ser\':';
. suppliers is inequitable. What's more, they say, it will do little to create or maintain Americ§
. jobs, and could in fact lead to increased offshating 5

An article in computer worft says:

~ &The fee increase will have the biggest impact on the large Indian offshore firms, such as : ":
. Technologies Ltd., Wipro Ltd. and Tata Consultancy Services, which use thousaids \nsa-
;hoIdSN\E G2 aSNBAOS | { OdzalG2YSNE®E :

Indian association of business organizatjoh Y SRe F&éeration of Indian Chambers of Commerce and

Such legislation, amending the James Zadroga 9/11 Health and Compensation Act of 20
hamper growth of the US economy and will be discriminatolgd@n IT firms f
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Indud 0 NEB SalscChighlightedhe visa fee hike discrimination for Indian IT fifths

All of this information when put in contewbuld lead to the outcome that PL £230 was designed t
hurt competitiveness of the Indian tech companies, generally discourags tredian talent and
promoteWKANB f20FfQ Ay GKS ! { o
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1.5 Contribution of Indian Tech Industry to the USEconomy

Contrary to the perception and political rhetoritndian tech .

industry iscontributing to the US economipn multiple ways >410,000 >USD 20 Billion
Indian tech industry isupporting numerous jobs in the US and | .. ,ous supported in Total Taxes
boosting the US economy in monetary ways throtmtes paid, FrsE S

capital investments, acquisitions etc. ThésdianIT companies EE;::::;
in the USare also contributing to the USociety through
Corporate Social Responsibilifg3R) activities such as fundiﬁ;g

healthcare programs, providing sponsorships and mentorin usp2 Billion 120,000
programs, providing training programs, donating for the welfar( ™ested from fYms A
of the society.Indian tech industry has muifold positive C°“*S';'z;’e‘t‘;“‘°
impact on the US economy which includasestment of over C (CSR Efforts) ()

USD2 billion dollars from FY113;410,000 plus jbs supported

in America in FY15nore thanUSD 20 billion dollarin taxes paid between F¥-1%; and more than
120,000 American lives touched from FML through philanthropic initiative supported by Indian
organizations™®

There aremyths that foreign companies are bringing in cheap labour and are taking away the jobs of local
US nationals. These are also reflected from the statements made by US senators as mentioned in section
1.4.1. However, the fact is equivalent wages are paiibteign worlers to that of US nationals. Aldbjs

seen thatthe unemployment rate in technology sector is much lower than the overall unemployment
rate in the US.

Myth 1: Hiring of foreign tech workers is hindering employment of local professiambleited States

Factl: Unemployment of tech professionals is half as compared to national average. In 2014, the overall
unemployment rate in the US was 6.2% while that i téch sector was 2.7%.

Myth 2: Foreign talent is being hired at lower salaries

Fact 2: Indian tech industry @ys equivalent wages to the W&tionals and foreign workeris the US In
FY13, average wagf U5 Nationals was USD 8474and the average wage for UiSavholders was USD
81,022 along with the additional cost of USD 15,000ctvhis the fixed cost for each visa holder and
includes visa cost, tickets cost, spouse/family expense®etc.

This illustrates that Indian indtry is contributing to the U8conomy in multiple ways. Indian companies
are not hampering the employment of local professionals and are not bringing in the professionals at a
lower cost as pointed outy various senators in the US.
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2. IMPORTANCEF SKILLED RESOURCEEMENTFOR THE CRS MARKET

Indian service suppliers generate significant portion of their revenues from the US computer and related
services (CRS) market highlighting the importance of US CRS market for Indian service suppliers. With the
evolving role of IT companies as strategictpars and delivery of complex upcoming technologies to

their US clients, use of né@mmigrant visas become quite critical given the shortage of skill resources in

the US and the global delivery business mdmghgadoptedby these companies to help thetustomes

grow in the US. The following sections elaborate the CRS market and underline the importance of
movement of skilled resources.

2.1 Introduction to CRS Market

2.1.1 Definition of CRS

The GATS Services Sectoral Classification List indodgsuter and Relatedservices(CRShs a sub
sector of busiass and professional servicdhe methodology for scheduling used by WTO Members in
the GATS commitments scheduled in 1995, relied on a classificatioeféiged to W-120, which in turn

was based on th&nited Nations Provision&entral Product Classification (CP&yued bythe United
Nations Statistical Commissiam 1991. The \AL20 listing of CRS refers to UN Provisional CPC 84. This
comprises of consultancy services related to the installationoafputer hardware(CPC 841 )software
implementation servicegCPC 842)data processing servicd€PC 843)database service@CPC 844)
maintenance and repair services of office machin€@pC 84%nd other computer servicgCPC 8495.,

as described below.

841  Consultancy services related to the installation of computer hardware

8410 84100 Consultancy services related to the installation of computer hardware
Assistance services to the clients in the installation of computer hardwiage ghysical
equipment) and computer networks.

842  Software implementation services
All services involving consultancy services on, development and implementation of software.
The term "software" may be defined as the sets of instructions requirechae computers
work and communicate. A number of different programmes may be developed for specific
applications (application software), and the customer may have a choice of usingmealdy
programmes off the shelf (packaged software), developing sSpegibgrammes for particular
requirements (customized software) or using a combination of the two.

8421 84210 Systems and software consulting services
Services of a general nature prior to the development of data processing systems and
applications. It nght be management services, project planning services, etc.

8422 84220 Systems analysis services
Analysis services include analysis of the clients' needs, defining functional specification, and
setting up the team. Also involved are project managemeethnical coordination and
integration and definition of the systems architecture.

8423 84230 Systems design services
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8424

8425

843
8431

8432

8433

8439

844
8440

845
8450

849
8491

8499

Design services include technical solutions, with respect to methodology, gasdityance,

choice of equipment software packages or nmshnologies, etc.

84240 Programming services

Programming services include the implementation phase, i.e. writing and debugging

programmes, conducting tests, and editing documentation.

84250 Systems maintenance services

Maintenance services @tude consulting and technical assistance services of software products

in use, rewriting or changing existing programmes or systems, and maintainibgrdape

software documentation and manuals. Also included are specialist work, e.g. conversions.

Data processing services

84310 Input preparation services

Data recording services such as key punching, optical scanning or other methods for data entry.

84320 Dataprocessing and tabulation services

Services such as data processing and talonriagervices, computer calculating services, and

rental services of computer time.

84330 Timesharing services

This seems to be the same type of services as 84320. Computer time only is bought; if it is

bought from the customer's premises, telecomnications services are also bought. Data

processing or tabulation services may also be bought from a service bureau. In both cases the

services might be time sharing processed. Thus, there is no clear distinction between 84320 and

84330.

84390 Otherdata processing services

Services which manage the full operations of a customer's facilities under contract:

computerroom environmental quality control services; management services qflaice

computer equipment combinations; and management servioexomputer work flows and

distributions.

Database services

84400 Database services

All services provided from primarily structured databases through a communication network.

Exclusions Data and message transmission services (e.g. network atiper services,

valueadded network services) are classified in class 7523 (Data and message transmission

services).

Documentation services consisting in information retrieval from databases are classified in

subclass 96311 (Library services).

Maintenance and repair services of office machinery and equipment including computers

84500 Maintenance and repair_services of office _machinery and equipment including
computers

Repair and maintenance services of office machinery, computers and relatquhesnti

Other computer services

84910 Data preparation services

Data preparation services for clients not involving data processing services.

84990 Other computer services n.e.c

Other computer related services, not elsewhere classified,teming services for staff of clients,
and other professional computer services.
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2.1.2 Identification of Reliable Data Source

The overall objective of thestudy is to evaluatequantitative impact of PL 131230 on Group A
(juridical person®f Indiain the US) Group Bj(ridical persons of Y&nd Group Gjuridical persons

of rest of the worldn the U$ companies supplying computer and related services in thénsder

to identify service suppliers within each group forming a substantial share andljprgiike services,

it requires revenue data for adlervice suppliersperational in the US CRS market classified by their
services as per provision@PE34 definition. However, the compani@svolved in the computer and
related services market do notqvide data as per CPC 84 classifications. There is no listing on either
public domain or company filings on the amount of revenue that is generated from each CPC 84
ASNBDAOS fAySo Ly G4KS 06aSyO0S 27 adzOklassfiedoy NJ a 2
CPC 84, the report relies on the closest datssubstitute that is available.

The study is based on the data fraeport prepared byGartnerinc.tited ¢ DI NIy SNJ Y I NJ S i
a4 SNIIA O 8% Gartnarme is &ne of the most reputedand respectedUS based information
technology research and advisory company. It is a public listed compdnZ¥2015 revenue of USD

2.16 billionand is widely recognised as a reliable source of market data across the business research
fraternity. Given lhe credibility attached to the data and research insights published by Gartner, it is
often used by CRS industry stakeholders as well as global enterpriseseport under reference
details revenue of companies classified by their location of operatonslines of services. It should

be noted here that while the study intends to select companies based on provisional CPC 84
definitions, no such report on US CRS market was available in the accessible domain. The Gartner
report used in the study does noblfow provisional CR84 definitions and instead describes the
YEN] SO a GKIaG 2F wWLe aSNBAOSaAaQd ¢2 @GFEfARFGS
and that Gartner data can be used in absence of any other reliable report on US CRSasetien

2 ¢hQa LINE @A definRiohs, Servites falling under Gartner definitiorese mapped against

the components of CRS market as per provisional CPC definifibies.assessment reveabs
substantial overlap between the two, thus justifyingetselection of Gartner report as a source of
market data.

Additionally, it should benoted that the dataavailable fran Gartnerpertains to the parentompany
including their subsidiaries, both US based and globhis data does not discriminate between
delivery of services between Mode 1 or Mode The segregation at the subsidiary level is not
available andaccordingly the analysis done using the data obtained from Gartner pertains to the
parent company, includinthe subsidiary.

(" The study is based on the data frorartner reporttited d DI NIy SNJ Y I NJ S
HnaMmné & isvidélyrecdgmised as a reliable source of market data across the busine
NBE&SI NOK FNI GSNYA G épihg vibth CRE $4sbliicas vastaoNsAokt @) Estifyf
the usage of the data provided in the report.

J
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2.1.3 Mappingof CRS Market Under CPC 84

Table3: RelationshipBetweenCP@4 Service Lines with Gartner Service Lines

C

Gartner IT Services Definition

Business Services

Business ServicedT

Business Services

Business Service:

Provisional

CPcs4

Definitions of

RS Market

hardware or
software, which
can be performeq
by the
manufacturer of
the product or
LI NJothes tha®
the vendor that
created the
product

1 Includes both
software and
hardware suppori

and methodology
strategies and, in
doing so, align their
network strategies
with their business or
process strategies
These services supp
Odza G 2 YSNE ¢
initiatives by providin
strategic,
architectural, and
operational and
implementation
planning related to
their networks.

=

service and infrastructure
solutions br business
outcomes

1 Outsourcing, which also
includes utility services,
software as a service and
cloud-enabled outsourcing,
helps clients to develop the
right sourcing strategies an
vision, select the right IT
service suppliersstructure
the best possile contracts,
and govern deals for
sustainable wirwin
relationships with external
providers.

implementation ang
rollout of new
network
infrastructure,
including
consolidation of
establided network]
infrastructure.
Activities may
include hardware 0|
software
procurement,
configuration,
tuning, staging,
installation and
interoperability
testing

Gartner IT Product Support Consulting Outsourcing Implementation BPO
Services 1 Prod_uct support | 1 Con_sultm@er_vmes an 1IT outsourmr_\g is the_) use ol 1 Formerly known as| 1 Business
o services refer to advisory services tha]  externalserviceprovidersto Development and process
Definitions labour-based help clients assess effectively deliver Ienabled  integration serviced  outsourcing
services for different technology business process, applicati - support the (BPO) is the

delegation of
one or more 7
intensive
business
processs to ar
external
provider that,
in turn, owns,
administrates
and manages
the selected
processes
based on
defined and
measurable
performance
metrics

CPC
Code

Description

841

Consultancy services relate
to the installation of
computer hardware

842

Software implementation
services

8421

Systems and software
consulting services

8422

Systems analysis services

8423

Systems design services

8424

Programming services

| <|<| <

8425

Systems maintenance
services

< | <K< <

843

Data processing services

8431

Input preparation services

8432

Dataprocessing and
tabulation services

8433

Timesharing services

8439

Other data processing
services

844

Database services

</ < <] < |<

| < <] < |<

845

Maintenance andrepair
services of office machiner
and equipment including
computers

849

Other computer services

8491

Data preparation services

8499

Other computer services

n.e.c.
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& Qndicates a positive mapping of the CPC code to the Gartner IT Service definitions. The mapping has
0SSy R2yS 2y (GKS o0laira 2F I @LAtlofS HrgvisimdBRCH A 2 Y
84 definition of CRS

The abovetable-3 transposs theL ¢ { SNIAOSa RSFAYSR Fad LISNJ DI NI
RSFAYAGAZY | a LISNI LINRPGAAA2YLFT [t/
category of services with provisional C8Cdefinition is as follows:

a) Product Support As per Gartner, the category includes labbased services for hardware or
software. The same are overlapping withrovisional CPC classification 842& systems
maintenance services (software), and 8fmaintenance and repair services for office maeiyn
and equipment (hardware)Please note that this pertains s@rvices delivered by entities based
in and outside the US

b) Business Serviceg Consulting: As per Gartner, the category includes advisory services for
technology assessment, implementation and strategic alignment of IT to business objectives. The
same overlap wittprovisional CPC classification 84lassistance services to the clients in the
ingallation of computer hardware and networks, 8421Services such as management, and
project planning prior to the development of data processing systems and applications, and 8422
¢ services such as analysis of the clients' needs, defining functionalfisatmn, project
management, technical coordination and integration and definition of the systems architecture
Please note that this pertains gervices delivered by entities based in and outside the US

¢) Business Services|T Outsourcing As per Garter, these includehe use of externakervice
suppliersto effectively deliver If®enabled business process, application service and infrastructure
solutions.These external service suppliers can be those based out of the US or other regions and
deliveringservices in the US markéfhis category overlaps with all the categoriepaivisional
CPeB4 classification, including 841, 842, 8834,845 as all of these can be delivered through
externalservice suppliersPlease note that this pertains services delivered by entities based in
and outside the US

d) Business ServicesImplementation: As per Gartner, these include procurement, configuration,
tuning, staging, installation and interoperability testing to support the implementation of new
network infrastructure. As this includes services related to both hardware and software, this
category overlaps with 841, 842 and 849 mbvisional CP@&4 classification. Some of these
implementation services also overlap with category 849pro¥isionalCPC classifation. Please
note that this pertains tservices delivered by entities based in and outside the US

e) Business Services BPO As per Gartner, these include outsourcing one or mormtansive
business processes to an external provider. Data processing services and data preparation
services, classified within 843 and 84ategoriesof provisional CPE84 classification are
delivered through external providersPlease note that this pertains tservices delivered by
entities based in and outside the US
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2.1.4 CRSMarket Size

As per the Gartner report,lgbal CRS market wasvalued at USD 954.8 billion in CY 2014, grown at a
rate of 1.9% from USD 937 billion in CY 2013.

The US CRS markawvas valued at USD 373.2 billion in CY2014 after exhibiting a growth of 4.1% over the
previous year. In CY2014, US comprised of ~39% afithal market for computer and related services
valued at USD 954.8 billion, as depicted in Graph 1

Graphl: Global CRS MarkeUUSD Bn

578.6 581.6
2013 2014

m US Market m Rest of the world

Large s&ze of the market in the USs characterised by high degree foAgmentation and presence of
multiple global and US based companighesecomg: Yy A r§giof of originis based on the parent
company origin and generates revenue from P&graphythrough its subsidiaries in the US and
elsewhere in the worldShare of US based companies is 51%, while that of India based companies is 6%
and the remaiing is contributed by rest of the world and other services suppliesshown in grapa.

Graph2: US CRS MarkeBy Origin
of companies (CY 2014)
6

m USHE Row + Other services supplie” India

IT outsourcing business process outsourcirjong with implementatiofiare the largest revenue
contributors to the US CRS framservice component standpoinhd forms 75% of the US CRS market.
These service components are followed by consulting (12%), hardware support (7%) and software
support (6%)as depicted in grapB.

% Gartner defines other servicasippliers as long tail of service suppliers which are not tracked individually and
estimates are made on the basis of company size, extensive statistics on current and past spending, end user
survey data, economic and demographic statistics and locaysinekpertise

% Pertains to servicedelivered by entiies based in and outside the US
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Graph3: Service Components of US
CRS Market (CY 2014)

Software
HSardware Support T
uppor
7%‘/1 \6% Outsourci

Consulting 30%
Business
Process
Impleme Outsourci
tation ng
22% 23%

Of the total globalcomputer and related servicamarket of USD 954.8 billion, Indian service suppliers
generatal nearly USD 45 billion of revenues CY 2014basd on the top 20 Inidn service suppliers
which constitutesignificant portionof the market in 2014). Nearly 53% ofetlievenue generated by
Indianservice suppliers.e. USD 24 billion of their total revenue is derived from United States geography
United Sates, hence, is a critical market for Indian Computer relaedices suppliers
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2.2 Relevanceof H-1B and L-1 Visas for CRSSuppliers

Camputer and relatedservices supplierflave traditionally helped their clients with respect to their
initiatives across requirements such asftware/ hardwaredesign anddevelopment, implementation,
consultingand business process management. These seniege typically been provided through two
broad engagement models including project based support and outsourcing. In adsé@ieice suppliers
also leverage a global service delivery modeupport engagements across service lines.

Over the yearscomputer and relatedservices supplierbave transcended to become strategic partners
to their clients (as against merely beinghard-party vendor) as they have started supporting various
strategic endeavours aligned with business objectives such asiuevgrowth, customer acquisition,
operational optimization etc. The global movement towards digital transformation has fuelled this
gradual transition of servicé& dzLJLJfrelaohshigis with clients. In order to support this increasingly
complexscope ofengagement, it has become all the more important $ervice supplierso leverage
global talent to provide such services.

2.2.1 CR$Engagement Mdel

Enterpiises,fulfil their IT requirements by engagingth computer and relatedservices supplierander
two broad engagement modéefs

1 Project Based Servicel this engagement modeénterprises seek ongme support fran CRS
suppliersp ¢ KS Dénitd s@@ehld afferad in thiSy 3+ 3SYSy G Y2RSt | NB
GLYLX SYSYy (Gl GA2yé FyR2ANLENRGI NBk {2Fdol NB { dzL]

9 Outsourcing Servicesin this engagement modeknterprises ousource the management of
their computer and elated infrastructure (hardware, pplications and businessrpcesses) to
expert computer andrelated services suppliersMany enterprises consider IT as an enabler
rather than amere cost centravhich helps them grow their business exponentially. To manage
IT, companies work with expert computer and related suppliers ratien doing it inhouse. For
instance a retail compny, outsources its inventory management, supply chain management,
customer management systems to the CRS suppliggamilarly other industries such as
manufacturing, banking outsource IT related functions, while focusing on their core business
processes.¢ KS DI NINIBINDS &S3IYSyida AyOfdzRSR Ay (K1
hdzi a2 dzNOAY 3¢ YR G. dzAAySaa tTNBtDE6ENG (ahadzirtzoRadzNI A
outsourcing definition) is the use of exterrsarvice suppliefgo effectively delier IFenabled
business process, application service and infrastructure solutions for business outcomes.
Outsourcing, which also includes utility services, software as a service andecithidd
outsourcing, helps clients to develop the right sourcingtegies and vision, select the right IT
service suppliersstructure the best possible contracts, and govern deals for sustainablgimvin
relationships with external providers. Outsourcing can enable enterprises to reduce costs,
accelerate time to marketand take advantage of external expertise, assets and/or intellectual
propertyg

* Pertains to servicedelivered by enties based in and outside the US
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All the service segments offered through above two engagement models can be delivered by
entities based in and outside US.

2.2.2 CR®elivery Model

Indian and most of thglobalcomputer and relatedervices suppliereverage global delivery model to
deliver services to their clients (including those in US). Wgéobal delivery models enabthe computer

and relatedservices suppliersto provide cost effectivearoundthe clack and timely delivery of services.
These aspects of global delivery k&t | NB S @A R S gefinitich NPGIbbaDDelNgryMbakD a
¢the optimum combination of processes, eneend methodologies and quality procedures, with high
quality skills andasources available internally or externally, in requisite quantities, on a global basis, that
enables organizations to maximize the quality of their solutions while minimizing the overall cost and
delivery time of their IT servicés.

One of the major compnents of such global delivery models is the use of resources on a global basis

FONRaa t20FGA2ya (2 LINRPOARS aSNIWAOSa Giobal delvey Odzi (i

is the technical skills, process rigor, tools, methodologies, ostmaditure and strategies for seamlessly
delivering Ifenabled services (IT or business process services) from global locations. Global delivery
locations are broadly categorized as being inclusive of four options: onsite, onshore, nearshore and
offshore¢*®

¢ Onsitd: { SNBAOSA (KIG | NB 2dziaz dzND S8rexangpR,Indas f A &S
service suppliers througtheir US operationsprovidea S NJJA OS &  llodatioil ii§ the USt A Sy
1 Onshoré® Services that are outsourced to a locally based mater and related service supplier.
For example, Indian servie supplier through US subsidiapyovide services to an enterprise
based out the US
1 Nearshoré®. Services that are outsourced to a computer and related services suppliers in a
nearby geographyysually within similar time zoné&or exarple, Indian service supplier, through
Mexico or Canadaperations provides services to an enterprise based out the US
§ Offshore® Services that are outsourced to computer and relagsavices suppliershat are
baswd overseas (generally in disparait®e zone$in locations such as to India and China, in case
of a US client. For example, Indisgrvicesuppliersthroughindia operations provides servie¢o
an enterprise based out &S

These global delivery modebre leveraged by service suppliers across Grquprédup B and Group C.
Below arethe illustratiors:

§ TataConsultancyServices(Group A) Global Delivery Network Mod&|®* - Through this model, a
global team of professionals ensure all round support 2d&spective of the locatiomwf client.
As an illustration TCS set up a consolidated msliiore service delivery model for a US based
global professional services firm, helping the firm reduce castsincrease productivity

1 Infosys(Group A) GlobalDelivery Mode¥ - This modelis a framework for distributegbroject
management and mukliocation engagement teams. It is based on the principle of takiock
where it can be done best anchakes the most economic sense, with the least amount of
acceptablerisk.

f I1BM (Group B) Integrated Delivery Mod@&l- It operates with one set of processes, shared
services carried out by a highly skilled global workforce across different geographical locations.

1 Accenture(Group C)Global Delivery Network- It deliversservices from more than 50 delivery
centres across the globés an illustration,d cater to a multinational energy company mobility
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requirement to improve existing businepsocesses, Accenture developed the software with the
help of onsite team and subgt matter advisors from Korea and India defiv centres. Hence,
using a global delivery model having a mix of onsite, offshore teams to build mobility capabilities
for the client®

Indian computer and related servicesppliersalso leverage a mix of Onsite, Onshore, Nearshore and
Offshore locations to deliver services and hence have established deiemingsin onshore locations as
well, including in the US to cater to the local market.

Computer and related services sliprs leverage global delivery model including onsite, onshor
nearshore and offshore model to provide cost effective, around the clock and timely delivery
services to their clients.

2.2.3 Imperaivesto UseH-1Band L-1 \isas

As established above, Indian computer amdhted services supplierteverage global elivery centres
located in the USat deliver services to their Ulsased customerscross business areas. Withdian
service suppliergvolving as strategic partners and providing com@er” upcoming technologies, it is
imperative to utilize global talent having specialised skills to deliver sendagspanies cannot find the
skills they need in the domestlabour pool and needaccesso a global pool ofScience, Technology,
Engineering and MathematicSTENF® workers.Employers request for #iB visas for hard to fill STEM
jobs. It was found thad3 percent of job vacancies for STEM occupations witlB llequests are reposted
after onemonth of advertising, implying that they are unfilfédAlso, there are reports which says that
the students interest in STEM fields decline by the time they gradudésrly 28% of high school
freshmen declare interest in a STE8ated field. Of these sdents, over 57% will lose interest in STEM
by the time they graduate from high schtbiThis reflects that the STEM talent is in shortage and their
interest in STEM drops offs by the time they graduate.

To hire human resources fglobaldelivery centres, Indian computer and related services supplieften

rely on Indian talent, given the shortage of computer professionals in th@skXplained belowy. Also,

Indian computer and related services suppliersgage with clients througleither onetime suppat

(Project Based Services) and/or time bound support (Outsourcing Services) models, which entails these
service supplierso allocate/re-allocate resources based on project specific requirements for a limited
period of time. These factors make it impexatifor the Indian Iservice supplierso move resources

from outside of theUS, based on project requirements anetumn make their business highly dependent

on ease with which they can leverage thelBl and £l visas. The below sections delve a bit dereipto

these two aspects clearly bringing out the skill gap in the US as compared to India.

1) Shortage of Skilled Talent in the US

There is a shortage in availability of computer professionals in the US and this current shortage of skilled
talent is expeatd to continue growing and result in shortfall of 445,000 computer professitipis
2022°, as shown in graph.
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Graph4: Availability of Computer

Professionals in the U§20122022)
945,000

500,000

Demand Supply

This shortage has often been cited by various think tdrdesd research group such as: _

oShortage of 230,000 of advanced degree SWelkforce by 201&.¢ Partnership for a "
New American Economy

0By 2015, big data will generate 1.9 million IT jobs in the US and onthicthef them
will be filledég Gartner

2) Time Bound Projects

Analysis of deals signed by the top four IndiaBéfvice supplieréTCS, Infosys, Wipro and HCL) in the US
over a5-year time frame (C201014) highlights that the average deal duration is 3.6Grgé® For
instance, Infosys bagged a fiyear IT managed services deal from New Yaked wellness company

NBTY. As a part of the deal, Infosys will provide development and suppentices for NBTY's IT
system&’. Infosys US based, executive vice prestdand global head for retail and logistics sagsh dzNJ

goal is to help NBTY achieve productivity improvements and reduce operational costs through
Fdzi2 Yl GA2YE 6KAES AYLINROAY3I GKS ljdadtAade 2F aSNUA

As these dealare time boundand require IT skillseservice supplierseed to allocate resources based
on specific requirements of the prajes for a limited periodOnce the deal expires, the resources often
need to be reallocated to other projects which mayecessitate onsite, onshore, nearshore or offshore
deliverymodels

Hence, given the naterof the projects which requirspecialized IT skills and shortage of skilled talent in
the US, it becomes important for Indian service suppliers to hire resommesdutside the USGiven the
high availability of relevant skilled resourdasndid, resources are temporarily transferred to the US on
H-1B and L1 visawhich require specialized skills to perform a task.

As a result, India has consistently figuredosng the top recipients for US-HB and L1 visas in the recent
years:
1 According to the United States Citizenshipdalmmigration Services (USCPE20,286 H1B
petitions were approved in FY 2014 (Oct 1, 2013 to Sep 30, 2014) for beneficiaries born in India

®Global wellness company NBTY selects Infosys to transform its IT landscape, Source, Irfisigs we
https://www.infosys.com/newsroom/presseleases/Pages/manufacturelistributor-retailer-transfornm:

IT.aspx (Last accessed on Sember 19, 2016)

®The ITBPM Sector in India: Strategic Review 2015, Source, NASSCOM,
https://www.google.co.in/url?sa=t&rct=j&g=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=4&ved=0ahUKEwjHoL 14prPAhUHOW
MKHariA10QFggvMAM&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.nasscom.in%2Fdownloaa®2iFg file%2Ffid%2F1101
708usg=AFQjCNHZ®HPNzudZXBQ3AZXUGUC3BMNA&bvm=bv.133178914,d.dGo&¢cpdttja2, (Last
accessed on September 19, 2016)
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https://www.infosys.com/newsroom/press-releases/Pages/manufacturer-distributor-retailer-transform-IT.aspx
https://www.infosys.com/newsroom/press-releases/Pages/manufacturer-distributor-retailer-transform-IT.aspx
https://www.google.co.in/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=4&ved=0ahUKEwjHoL_14prPAhUH9WMKHariA10QFggvMAM&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.nasscom.in%2Fdownload%2Fsummary_file%2Ffid%2F110170&usg=AFQjCNHLd-7QpNzudZXBQ3AZXUGUC3BmNA&bvm=bv.133178914,d.dGo&cad=rja
https://www.google.co.in/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=4&ved=0ahUKEwjHoL_14prPAhUH9WMKHariA10QFggvMAM&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.nasscom.in%2Fdownload%2Fsummary_file%2Ffid%2F110170&usg=AFQjCNHLd-7QpNzudZXBQ3AZXUGUC3BmNA&bvm=bv.133178914,d.dGo&cad=rja
https://www.google.co.in/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=4&ved=0ahUKEwjHoL_14prPAhUH9WMKHariA10QFggvMAM&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.nasscom.in%2Fdownload%2Fsummary_file%2Ffid%2F110170&usg=AFQjCNHLd-7QpNzudZXBQ3AZXUGUC3BmNA&bvm=bv.133178914,d.dGo&cad=rja

out of the total 315,857 HB petitions approved glodsl India accounts for 69.7 psnt of total
H-1B petitions approved.

1 Indian citizens receive more L1 visas than nationals of any other country. MissioH issliad
more than 17,200 L1 visas in FY.&0representing 29.6 percent of the worldwide tSfal

Graphb: H1B Petitions Approved
(By Origin)
99.503 95,571
FY13 FY14
® Indian Origin = Other Origin

Graph 5 shows that the more than 65% of the totdl Bl petitions approved are given to people of Indian
origin each year. In FY14, 2286 H1B visas were approved todian origin people, forming 68% of the
total 315,857 HLB petitions approved’

Graph6: H1B Petitions Approved
(By Occupation)

1,15,160 1,12,432

1,71,61 2,03,425

FY13 FY14
m Computer related occupation:

Other occupations

It is evident from the graph 6, that more than 60% 1Bl petitions approved are for computer related
occupations. In FY14, 203,4251H visas were approved for computer related occupations, forming
645% of the total 315,857 HIB petitions approved®

Indian computer relatedservices supplierare dependent upon HB as well as-1 visas for sustained
delivery to their US clients. The cost of filing such visas, thus becomes fundamental to the profitability
and feasibility of conducting CRS business in the US.

(" As discussed, IT companies angaged in supplying IT or computer related services function in
manner that require transferring of human resources with specialized IT skills to different coun
Therefore, it is imperative for such companies to utiliZ8BHnd L1 visas to supplihese serviceand
serve clients in the US geography
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3. QUANTITATIVE IMPAGBSESSMENT OF THEMEASURES

To establishthe discriminatory impact of PL 1B0 on Indian companies, a quantitative approach was
taken tounderstand the applicability of the law on companies with different origin (India, US and rest of
the world). An assessment of theroportion of employeesthat are nhonrimmigrantsadmitted under the

H-1B and L1 categonyto that of employees other thamon-immigrants admitted under the 4B and £1
categorywill revealthe impact of the lawon companie®f different origin.

3.1 Quantitative Approach

1 The study aimst identifying three key groupf companies which are segregatbdsed onwhether
they qualify asJPof Indiain the US (Group Adr JP ofany othercountry in the US(Group Cpr USJP
(Group B}hat have a substantial share mvenue in the CRS markiatthe Ud.e. at least80%of the
total US CRS market shafléhis conveys that these companies have a significant presence in the US
CRS Market.

1 Based on the workforce comptisn of each company in tree three groups (India, US and rest of
the world), this study will asess the impact of the additionfales under PIL11-230.

The outcome of the studig based orthree critical tasks:

Stepl: Identification ofleading CRS suppliers based on their origiine studyidentifies key companies
delivering serviesin the US CRS markgts per provisional CPC 8dfinitions)and clasifies them into
Group A (Indiguridical personsn the U, Group B Sjuridical person) and Group C (RoW juridical
personsin the US. Hence, while Group B companies are domestiwice suppliersGroup A and Group C
are foreignservice supplierglelivering services through their commercial presence (as defined under
GATS) in the US.

Sep 2: Identification of data on H1B and L1 visa filingsThe studyrequiresdata on actual visa filindsy
companiesbetween FY10 to FY 1 understand the applicability of PL11-230 andthe additional fee
paid by companies within Group A, B and C.

Step 3 Identification of data related to workforce composition in the USAs the US law PL 11230
mandates payment of additional visa fee only for companies with 50 or more employees in the US with
more than 50% of them on-#HB and L1 VisaThe study evaluates each compaidgntified in Step 1 with
respect to their total workforcen the USas well agheir visa statusto ascertainthe applicability of the

law onthem.
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3.2 ldentification of Leading CRSSuppliers

Given thepurpose of the stug to understand the impact dPL 111230 across companies of different
originy groups it isimportant to choose an indicative set of companies which collectively comprise the
odzZt {1 2F GKSAN NBa thiS U8ICRS Sarksalit@® deleflidg thé kndiddise lit yf the
companies, this report will compamompaniesn Group B and Group Which are like service suppliers
andprovide like service® that of Group A companies, and assess whether companies in each Group are
in a competitive relationship witkach dher.

For the purpose of the study, the threshold of representative sharelieen set at a minimum of 80%
(assumed to banindicative of significant representation), separately for each of the three groups. The
three group of companies are defined below

1. Group A companies Representsindia based parent companies which hasabsidiaries/
branches in the 8 They provide Mode 1 services frdmtia(and other parts of the world)and
Mode 3 from their US$resence.The selected companiesimulatively captureat least % of
the total market share of Indiacompaniesn the US CRmarket.

2. Group B companiesRepresentdJS based parent compani@soviding like services as that of
Group A companies. The companies provide seswicthe US either directly through the parent
or through other commercial presender both Mode 3 and Mde 1 typeof services, in some
cases also serving the US from outside the UBese companiesumulativelycapture at least
8> 2F ' { O2YLIYASAaQ YIFINYSG akKFENB Ay (GKS ! {

3. Group C companieRepresentRRest of the World (RoW) based parempanieswhich have
subsidiaries/ branches in the SJRest of the world companies are defined as those not
originating from India or the US and offering like services as the Group A compahés.
provide Mode 1 services fromutside the USand Mode 3 fiom their USpresence.These
companiessumulatively captureat least 8% ofthe total market sharef RoWcompaniesn the
US CRS market

The selection of companies within Group Arigl C has been done through the procdsscribed below:

SelectionProcess & Group A, Group B and Group ©rfipanies

STEP 1:
Identification of

STEP 2:
Establishment of

STEP 4: Establishin
like services

leading companies
with respective JP i
INdiTsoSamar~ovr
wMarket Share
ulocation of
control

uPlace of
Incorporation

Mode 3 presence suppliers and like

services

wService line focus

windustry vertical
focus

«IT contract
bidding
uMapping to
Gartner and CPC
84 service line
definitions

wSubsidiary and
Branch office
presence

wShareholding

details

STEP 1: Identificatioof Leading Companiesitin RespectivelP in India, US and ROW:

It is important to establish that Group A companies are JPs of imdiee US Graup B companies are JPs
of the USand Group C companies aresd Rest ofthe World in the US To do so,the ownership and
control ofeach of theGroup A, Group B and Group C entitiegsestablishedas perthe publicly available
data

1 [Qa LINBaSyds Ay GKS '{ /w{ YINyISG KlF-a oS8Sy IO
company forall its US subsidiaries is a Bermudan entity.
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Definition of Juridical Person (JPXs per General\greement on Trade in Services (GATi#®sd terms
have been defined in GATS Article XXVIII as follows

A Juridical Persdhis:

(1) "Owned" by persons of a Member if more than [ cent of the equity interest in it is
beneficially owned by persons of thatevhber;

(2) "Controlled" by persons of a Member if such persons have the power to name a majority
of its directors or otherwise to legally direct its actions

(3) "Affiliated" with another person when it controls, or is controlled by, that other person;
or when it and the other person are both controlled by the same person

CRS companies from the Gartner report were classified on the basis of JP (India, US and RoW) in the US.

The Gartner Report has identified athajor companies that provide CRS services in the B8m the
Gartner Report this study hadentified Group A companiethat account formore than 80%of the total
revenue generated by IndiaJPs in the US operating in the US CRS mafketimilar exercise was
conducted to shortlistompanies fromGroup B ad GroupC. Followingare the lists of companies in
Group A, Group B and Group C with their respective market shares:

Table4: Identification of Group ACompaniegIndia based parent companies which havelsidiaries/
branches in the U%c Based on Datdor 2014

1  Tata Consultancy 7,396 30.8% India’ India” India
Services Limited
Infosys Limited 4,786 19.9% India’® India’® India
Wipro Limited 3,626 15.1% India’’ India’® India
HCL Technologie 2,705 11.3% India’® India® India
Limited
5 Tech Mahindra 1,435 6.0% Indig® Indig® India
Limited
6  Larsen & Toubro 695 2.% India®™ India® India
InfotechLimited
Total 20,643 86%

Top 6 group A companiesnstitute 86% share in the total revenugenerated byindian JP companies in
the US.

Tableb5: Identification of Group B Companig8)S based parent companies providisgrvices in the US
either directly through the parent othrough other commercial presenge Based on Datdor 2014

\[o} Group B Revenue Share inrevenuesof Location of Place of

#  Companies (USD MnJ US JPs Control Incorporation

1  International 16,236 8.6% New York, US New York, U3  US
Business
Machine

8l /[ Qa LINBaSyOdS Ay GKS !'{ /w{ YINy}SG KIFa 06S8Sy | 00z2d
company for all its US subsidiaries is a Bermudan entity
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10

11

12

13

14

15

Group B
Companies
Corporation

(IBM)

Hewlett-

Packard Co.
(HP)
Lockheed
Martin
Corporation
Deloitte
Touche
Tohmatsu

Limited
Automatic

Data
Processing,
Inc.
Xerox
Corporation

Computer

Science
Corporation

(CE)

Cognizant
Technology

Solutions

Corp.
Cisco
Systems, Inc.

EMC
Corporation
First Data

Corporation

Dell Inc.

Oracle
Corporation

AT&T Inc.
Northrop

Grumman
Corporation

Revenue
(USD Mn

11,741

10,515

10,011

9,367

8,222

7,522

7,345

6,286

5,707

5,643

5,515

5,437

5,387

5,304

Share inrevenuesof
US JPs

6.2%

5.5%

5.3%

4.%%

4.3%

4.0%

3.9%

3.3%

3.0%

3.0%

2.%

2.%%

2.8%

2.8%

Location of
Control

California, U8

Maryland, U®

New York, U8

New Jersey, U%

Connecticut,
us®
Virginia, U¥

Teaneck, New
Jersey, U8

San Jose
California, US*

Hopkinton,

Massachusetts,
U§03

Atlanta,Georgia,
U§05
Texas, U'¥’
California, US®

Texas, US

Virginia,us*

Place of
Incorporation

Delaware, U8

Maryland, U$

Not Available

Delaware, U8

New York, US

Nevada, U8

Delaware,
U §00

California,
U§02

Massachusetts
Ug04

Delaware,
U §06

Delaware,
U §08

Delaware,
Uélo

Delaware,
U§12

Delaware,
U§l4

us

us

us

us

us

us

us

us

us

us

us

us

us
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16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

Group B
Companies
Fidelity
National
Information
Services Inc.
(FI19
Price
Waterhouse
Coopers
(PwQ
Booz Allen
HamiltonInc.

Fiservinc.

LeidosInc.

Amazoncom
Inc.

Science
Appliation
International
Corporation
(SAIC)
Verizon
Communicati
ons Inc.

Paychexnc.

Convergys
Corporation

Microsoft
Corporation

Broadridge
Financial
Solutionsinc.
West
Corporation

Total System
Services Inc.

(TSYB

Revenue
(USD Mn

5,143

5,122

4,659

3,880

3,686

3,448

3,010

2,682

2,590

2,369

2,305

2,300

2,271

1,847

Share inrevenuesof
US JPs

2.™

2. ™%

2.5%

2.0%

1.9%

1.8%

1.6%

1.4%

1.4%

1.3%

1.2%

1.2%

1.2%

1.0%

Location of
Control
Florida, U¢

New York, U’

Virginia, US®

Wisconsin, US°

Virginia, US?

Seattle, WA,
U§24

Virginia, US®

New York, U€?

Rochester, New
York, ug°

Cincinnati, Ohio,
U§32

Washington,
U§34

New York, US®

Nebraska, U$®

Columbus,
Georgia, US°

Place of
Incorporation
Georgia, US°

Not Available

Delaware,
Ug.lg

Wisconsin,
U§21

Delaware,
U§23

Delaware,
U§25

Delaware,
U§27

Delaware,
U§29

Delaware,
U§3l

Cincinnati,
Ohio, US®

Washington,
U§35

Delaware,
U§37

Delaware,
U§39

Georgia, US!

us

us

us

us

us

us

us

us

us

us

us

us

us
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Group B Revenue Share inrevenuesof Location of Place of

Companies  (USD Mn§® US JPs Control Incorporation
30 SunGard 1,614 0.9% Pennsylvania, Delaware, us
Data Systems ug4? yg4s
Inc.
31 Rackspace 1,233 0.7% San Antonio, TX  Delaware, us
Hosting Inc. ys* yge
32 Avayalnc. 1,194 0.6% Callifornia, US® Delaware, us
U§.47
33 Unisys 1,164 0.6% Pennsylvania, Delaware, us
Corporation ygee ug*
34 | CenturyLink 1,092 0.6% Monroe, Louisiana, us
Inc. Louisiana, U& us*®
35 CDK Global 1,037 0.5% lllinois, US> Delaware, us
Inc. Ugss
36  CompuCom 1,035 0.5% Dallas, TX, U8 = Delaware, us
Systems Inc. ugss
37 | NetApplnc. 910 0.5% Sunnyvale, CA, Delaware, us
U§56 U§57
38  McKinsey & 903 0.5% New York, US® = Not Available ~ US
Co.
39 Acxiom 903 0.5% Little Rock, Delaware, us
Corporation Arkansas, U&’ us®
40 Sapient 885 0.5% Boston, MA, Delaware, us
Corporation yger yge?
41 iGate 875 0.5% California, U8®  Pennsylvania, US
Corporation yge4
42 Syntelinc. 827 0.4% Troy, Michigan, Michigan, us
U§65 UéGG
Total 1,79,222 94.6%

Top 42 group B companiesnstitute 95% share in the total revenues generated from US JP companies in
the US.
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Table6: ¢ Identification of Group C CompanigRest of the World (RoW) based parent companies
which have subsidiaries/ branches in the Y &based on ditafor 2014

Share in total

Group C Revenue revenues Location of Place of
Comparies (USD Mm®”  amongstROW JPs  Control Incorporation
in the US
1 Accenture Plc 10,393 22.%% Dublin, Ireland® Ireland
Ireland®®
2 Ernst & Young 4,531 10.0% UK’ Multiple UK
Global Ltd. Locations
including
London
3 KPMG 2,640 5.8% Multiple Multiple RoW
International Locationd™ Locations
4 Capgemini 2,570 5.7% Paris, Francé® Paris, France
Francé”
5 CGIGroup Inc. 2,459 5.4% Quebec, Quebec, Canada
Canadd” Canada”
6 Systems, 2,412 5.3% Waldorf, Germany’’ = Germany
Applications and German§76
products (SAP)
7  AonCorporation 2,010 4.4% London, UK®  London, UK® UK
8 NTT Datalnc. 1,749 3.% Tokyo, Japaft’ Japan®! Japan
9 RicohCo. Ltd. 1,450 3.2% Tokyo, Japaf Multiple Japan
locations
including
Japan®®
10 Hitachiltd. 1,394 3.1% Tokyo, Japaf* Multiple Japan
locations
including
Japan
11 Genpact_td. 1,354 3.0% New York, U€® Hamilton, RowW
Bermudd®
12 BT Group Plc. 1,290 2.8% UK’ UK UK
13  Teleperformance 1,026 2.3% Paris, Franc&’ Paris, France
Francé®
14 Samsung SDS 928 2.0% Republic of Republic of | Republic of
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Share in total
Group C Revenue revenues Location of Place of

Comparies (USD MnY®”  amongstROW JPs  Control Incorporation
in the US

Kored™ Kored™ Korea

15 Canoninc. 799 1.8% Tokyo, Japar’ Multiple Japan
locations
including
Japar®

Total 37,005 81.6%

Top 15 group C companies constitute82% share in the total revenues generated from RoW JP
companies in the US.

From thisexercise,CRS suppliers that are juridical persons of India, US and ROW were idemtified
shortlisted that had significant share in the US CRS markBte identified service suppliefeom India

account for 86% share, US companies form 95% share and ROW companies account for 82% of the share
in their respective groupsThis exerciseliminated long tail of companies from each graup

Group A, Group 8nd Group C companies were identified based on the JP and their market share in
respective groups.

STEP 2: Establishment 6Bbmmercial Presence @roup Aand Group CCompaniesin the
us

Commercialpresence of Group And GroupC companes in the US, wasstablisted by understanding
O 2 Y LJI oprangeiial presence in the U&ther through a branch office othrough itsmajority owned

subsidiaries.In relation to ownership and controthe shareholding structure of the companiesas

evaluatedbased orpublicly available sources

Table-7: Group A Companiem the US

Tata Consultancy CMC eBiz In¢owned by CMC Americd)lS CJV Investments Corp Annual
Services Limited = (Owned byTata America International INGTCS &Serve America In€MC  Report®and
Americas IncTata America International Ingata Consultancy Service U information
Branch directly
obtained
through
company

Infosys Limited | Infosys Limited U$0adstone Management Consultants Inc.; Infosys = Annual
Public Services, Inc.; Infosys Americas, Inc.; Infosys McCamish Syste Report®® and
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Company Source

US Subsidiarie§ncluding step down subsidiariegnd Branches

LLG InfosysNovaHoldings LLC; Panaya Inc.; Kallidusdfia Skava information

Noah Consulting Lt EdgeVerve Systems Ltd. Infosys BPO Lintiteasys directly

BPO Americas LLC; DW Nova LLC obtained
through
company

Wipro Limited Wipro LLC; Infocrossing Inc; Wipro Data Centre and Cloud Services, Annual
Opus Capital Markets Consultants LLC; Wipro Gallagher Solutipns ~ Report®” and
Healthplan Services Insurance Agency, Inc; Healthplan Services, Inc; information
Wipro Promax Analytics Solutions LLC; Healthplan Holdings, Inc; directly
Harrington Health Services Inc; Wipro Insurance Solutions LLC; Wipr obtained
Services, Inc through

company

HCL Technologie¢ HCL America In®@arent companieg HCL Bermuda and Axon group HEL = Annual

Limited Expense M_anagement Services (Rarent company, HCL BermL_thtd.); _ Reporfgs and
Axon Solutions In@Parent companyg HCL America In¢HCL Latin America | . .
HoldingLLQParent company HCL Bermudhtd.); HCL America Solutions It information
(Parent company, HCL America Inc.) directly
obtained
through
company
Tech Mahindra Tech Mahindra (Americas) Inc, U$Ach Talenta In¢c.USAParent Annual
Limited company:Tech Mahindra (Americas) In€pmviva Technologies Inc. Report®*and
(Parent company Comviva Technologies Limitedech Mahindra information
Technologies, In€itisoft Inc, FixStream Networks In€ech Mahindra directly
IPR IncMahindra Techpologies Services In€apio InqParent company: obtained
Tech Mahindra (Americas) IncSpfgen Americas InfParent company: = through
Sofgen Holdings Limited)ight Bridge Communication Corporation company
(Parent companyTech Mahindra (Americas) Ind-Jghtbridge North
America Holdings, In¢Parent companylight Bridge Communication
Corporatior), LCC Deployment Services, lfiRarent companylight
Bridge Communication Corporatiph.CC International, In(Parent
company:Lightbridge North America Holdings, lntCC Wirelss
Services, In¢Parent companyCC International IngLCC Design
Services, Ingparent companyLCC International If¢Lightbridge Middle
East Holdings, In¢Parent companytight Bridge Communication
Corporatior), Pininfarina of America CorfParent companyPininfarina
Extra S.r.)), TechM BPO Ltd; . Mahindra Engg Seryidg®n Networks
Inc, (30% subsidiary of Tech Mahindra (Americas) In@hiiira
Engineering Services
Larsen& Toubro | Larsen & Toubro Infotech LLGrsen & Toubro Infotedhimited Annual

40




Company

US Subsidiarie§ncluding step down subsidiariegnd Branches

Source

Infotech Limited

Report™ and
information
directly
obtained
through
company

Table-8: Group C Companies in the WdS$Subsidiary details are as per the informati@vailable in

Company

AccenturePlc

public domain and may not be 100% accurate

US Subsidiarieand Branches

SEC Filing¥

Accenture LLP; Accenture Newco, Inc.; Accenture Sub Inc.; Accentt

Capgemini

CGl Group Inc.

Aon Corporation

NTT Data, Inc.

Ricoh Co. Ltd.

HitachiLtd.

Inc.; BPM Technical Resources LLC; Digital Asset Management Co
Epylon Corporation; Indelig, Inc.; Navitaire Inc.; BABCN LLC; Tekra
Utiligent LLC; VIA World Network LLC; Accenture Financial Corpore
Willow Investment, Inc.; Willow Investment Properties, Inc.; Proquire
LLC

Capgemini UELC; Capgemini Financial Services USA, Inc.; Capgen
America, Inc.; Sogeti USA LLC

CGlI Technologies and Solutions, Inc.; CGI Federal Inc.

181 Subsidiariesike Aon Service Corporati; Aon US Holdings, Inc.;
ARMRISK Corp.; K2 Technologies Inc. etc.

Raging Wire Data Centres, Inc.; RW Holdco Inc.; RW Midco Inc.;
Dimension Data (US) Il Inc.; Dimension Data (US) Inc.; Dimension [
North Americalnc.; Solutionary, Inc.; NTT Innovation Institute, Inc.;
DOCOMO GuamHoldings, Inc.; MCV Guam Holding Corp.; DOCOMN
Capital, Inc.; NTT Data International L.L.C.; NTT Data Inc.; NTT Dat
Enterprise Servics Holding, Inc.

Ricoh Hctronics, Inc.; Ricoh Americas Holdings, Inc.; Ricoh Americi
Corporation; Ricoh USA, Inc.; Ricoh Printing Systems America, Inc.
Prduction Print Solutions, LLC; mindSHIFT Technologies, Inc.; Rico
Imaging Americas Corporation

Deere Hitachi Construction Machinery Corp.; Hitachi Construction

Annual
Financial
Report®

Annual
Report®

Annual
Financial
Report®

SEC Filing%

Annual
Securities
Repat?*®

Corporate
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Company

US Subsidiarieand Branches

Source

GenpactLtd.

BT Group Plc.

Teleperformance

Samsung SDS

Canoninc.

Ernst & Young
Global Ltd.

Systems,
Applications and
products (SAP)

Machinery Holding USA Corp

Creditek Corporation; Genpact International, Inc.; Genpact LLC; Ge|
(Mexico) I LLC; Genpact (MexicolLILLGenpact Mobility Services, Inc
Genpact Mortgage Services, Inc.; Genpact Onsite Services Inc.; Ge
Registered Agent, Inc.; Genpact Services LLC; Genpact US LLC;

Infonet Services Corporation; Infonet Broadband Sen@m@poration;
IINS, Inc.; BTGS USVI Limited; BT United States L.L.C; BT Newgat
Moorgate LLC; BT LatAm, Inc.; BT LatAm Services, Inc.; BT LatAm
Holdings Two, Inc; BT LatAm Holdings Three, Inc; BT LatAm Holdin
One, Inc; BT LatAm (Nevada) Corp.F&deral Inc; BT Conferencing
Video Inc; BT Communications Sales of Virginia LLC; BT Communic
Sales LLC; BT Commerce L.L.C.; BT Americas Inc.; BT Americas H
Inc

Teleperformance Group Inc

Samsung Electronics America (SEA); NexusDX (Nexus); NeuroLogi
Samsung Semiconductor (SSI); PrinterOn America; Quietside; RT £
INVEST; SEMES America; Samsung Telecommunications America;
Samsung International; Grandis; Samsung ResearehniédanSamsung
Semiconductor (SSI)

Canon Information Technology Services, Inc; Canon Solutions Ame
Inc; Canon Financial Services, Inc.; Canon Information and Imaging
Solutions, Inc.; Canon Business Process Services, Inc.; Canon Biol\
Inc.; CanorJSLife Sciences, Inc.; Canon Hleedre Optics Research
Laboratory Boston; Imaging System Research Division; Canon Virgi
Inc.; Canon Environmental Technologies, Inc.; Canon Virginia Oakle
Virtual Imaging, Inc.; CandJ8A. Latin America Group;

Emst & Young CertifyPoint LLC; EYUS Canada Services LLC; Capil
Technologies LLC; Ernst & Young Capital Advisors, LLC; EY Infrast
Advisors LLC; EY Investment Advisors LLP; EY LLP; EY Product S¢
EY Puerto Rico LLC; EY Real Estate SeBadogpany LLC; ISA Consult|
LLC; Mitchell and Titus, LLP

Ariba, Inc.; Concur Technologies, Inc; SAP America, Inc.; SAP Indu:
Inc; SAP Labs, LLC; SuccessFactors, Inc.; Sybase, Inc.|htQ40Hha

International, Inc.; Ariba International Holdings, Inc.; Business Objec
Option LLC; Concur Holdings (US) LLC; Inxight Federal Systems Gi

Informatio

SEC Filing¥

Annual
Report®

Annual
Financial
Report™®

Annual
Report**

Website?

Audit
Regulatio™

Annual
Report**
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Company US Subsidiarieand Branches Source

Inc.; HG Intermediate Holdings, Inc.;:® Holdings, Inc.; Gelco
Information Network, Inc.; Finandigusion, Inc.; Extended Systems,
Inc.; Plateau Systems LLC; SAP National Security Services, Inc; SA
International, Inc.; SAP Global Marketing, Inc.; SAP Public Services
SAP Technologies Inc.; Sybase International Holdings Corporation,
Sybase365, LLC; Sapphire Ventures Fund Il, L.P.; TRX, Inc; TRX
Technology Services, L.P.; TRX Fulfillment Services; TRX Data Ser
Inc.; Travel Technology; TomorrowNow, Inc.; Technology Licensing
Company, LLC

KPMG Barents GrouplLC; Global Consulting Delaware LLC; i2Midlantic, LL' SEC FiIinffé
International i2Northwest, LLC; KCA Holdings LLC; KCI Funding Corporation; KF

Consulting Americas, Inc.; KPMG Consulting LLC; Metrius Inc.; OAI

Acquisition Corporation; OAD Groug InPeatMarwickinc.; Peloton

Hddings, LLC; Softline Acquisition Corp; Softline Consulting and

Integrators, Inc.

The shareholding pattern of the subsidiaries (wherever available) is provided in the appentited
G[ Aad 2F DNRdzZLJ ! YR DNRdzLJ / O2YLI yASa Ay (KS

The above data suggests that each of the identified companies in Groupd AGewup C has its
commercial presence in the U®/hile, it is obvious for Group B companies being JP of US to have
commercial presence in the US.

Commerciapresence of Group Ad Group C companies was establishedhimscking their ownershig
and control pattern to conclusively determine that they are juridical persons of India and Ro\

STEP 3: Eliminatingdirect Competitors

While the companies included in Group B &@rbup C, provide servicesn sync with the CRS market,
some of these companies do not directly compete with Group A companies.

To enswe that companies under reference are comparable with each other, it is important to establish
that they compete to offer the same set of services as wetlrasr majority of their revenues froreame
industryverticals.

It can be observed from tabl@, that majority ofrevenues (87.49) of Indian JP companied the US

can be attributed tahree services categories, namely, IT outsourcing (CPC 841 {251p8431-39 | 844

| 845 | 8491-99), Implementation (CPC 841 | 8424 | 8491-99) and Business Process Outsourcing (CPC
841 | 842124) | 8491-99).
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Further, he rightside of the tabled helps to conclude the industry vertical sharerefenues ofindian JP
companiesin the US generate 95.184" revenue from seven verticals, nameBanking & Securities,
Manufacturing & Natural Resources, Communications Media & Services, Retail, Insurdiies &hd
Healthcare Providers.

Table9: Segmentationof USCRRevenue olndian JPCompanies i Services &ndustry Verticals

Computer and Related Service: Revenue Verticals Revenue
Segments Proportion Proportion

iT OutsourcindCPC 841 | 8421 40% Banking & Securities 24%

25| 843139 | 844 | 845 | 849t

99)

Implementation (CPC 841 | 32% Manufacturing & Natural Resources  21%

8421-24 | 8491-99)

Business Process Outsourcing = 15% Communications, Media & Services = 18%

(CPC 841 | 84224) | 849199)

ConsultingCPC 841 | 8421 6% Retail 11%

8422)

Software SupporfCPC 8425) 6% Insurance 10%

Hardware SupporfCPC 845) 1% Utilities 5%
Healthcare Providers 5%
Transportation 3%
Government 1%
Wholesale Trade 0.07%
Education 0.02%

To identify Group B and Group C companies which compete directly with Group A companies, it is
important to identify companies whichegerate significantportion of their revenue from the CRS
segments and erticals from which Group A companies derive major revenues. For this analysis, the
following two criteria were established to frther refine the list of Group B and Group C comparies
identify and eliminatein-direct ompetitorsthat do not compete diectly with Group A@mpanies:

1. Major CRS Serviddne SegmentsDirect competitorso Group A companiewill be those Group
B and GroupC companiediaving more than29%of US CR&venue (1/3 of Indin Services
companies) fromthree computer and reled services segments, which are IT outsourcing,
Implementation and Business process outsourcifige sum of theséhree CRS segments is
87.4%for Group A companieévhich is the average propton of revenue derived fronthree
CRS segments for IndidPs in the US)

2. Major Verticals:Direct competitorsto Group A companiewill be those Group B and Group
companieshaving more tharB2%of US CR&venue (1/3 of Indian Services conmies) from
sevenmajor \erticals. The sum afevenmajor verticals i95.1%for Group A companievhich is
the average proportin of revenue derived from sevendustry verticals for IndiaJPs in the US)
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Based on the above criterioin-direct competitors in Group B and Group C were identifiedable-
10,11,12 These arghe companies having leghan 29% US CRS revenue from tle&S segments (IT
outsourcing, Implementation and Business process outsourcing) or havethées 32% US CRS revenue
from seven industry verticals (Banking & Securities, Manufacturing & NatuRdsources,
Communications, Media & Services, Retail, Insurance, Utilities and Healthcare Providers).

Table10: Group B Indirect Competitors: Companies havirgss than 29% revenue frothree®’ CRS
segment$™®

2014 US CRS Revenue
Proportion from Major
three CRS Segments

2014 Revenue from US CF
Market (USD Mn)

Company

1 CiscaSystemsnc 6,286 15%
2 OracleCorporation 5,437 26%
3 PriceWaterHouse CoopefPwC) 5,122 9%
4 Microsoft Corporation 2,305 4%
5 Avayalnc. 1,194 22%
6 NetAppinc. 910 11%
7 Mckinsey & Co. 903 0%

Since the revenu@rom three major CRS segmenf®y companies mentioned in tabi&0, doesnot meet
1/3" threshold, the above list of companies welninatedfrom further analysis.

Table11: Group B Indirect Competitors:Companies havintess than 32% revenue frosevert’
industry verticals’*®

2014 US CRS Revenue

2014 Revenue from US CF

Company Market (USD Mn) Proportion from Major
sevenVerticals
1 Lockheed MartirCorporation 10,515 1%
2 Northrop GrummarCorporation 5,304 3%
3 Booz Allen Hamiltomc. 4,659 2%
4 Leidos Inc. 3,688 9%
5 Science Applications International @oration 3,010 0%
(SAIC)

Since the revenuéfrom severmajor verticalsfor companies mentiord in tabe-11, doesnot meet1/3™
threshold,the aove list of companies wadiminated from further analysis.

Similar criterieof revenuesharegenerated from three major CRS segments and sevaor verticals was
applied on Group C companies. Talilg lists the irdirect competitorsin Group Gvhich does not meet
any ofii 4 2 O N@omn@mds haidg less than 29% revenue fribmee CRS segments companies

°Three CRS segments include IT outsourcing, Impleatientand Business Process Outsourcing
% Seven verticals includganking & Securities, Manufacturing & Natural Resources, Communications, Media &
Services, Retail, Insurance, Utilities and Healthcare Providers
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having less than 32% revenue fragaven industry verticg). These companies wereliminated from
further analysis.

Tablel2: Group C Irdirect Competitors:Companies having less than 29% revenue friimee CRS
segment$®°

2014 Revenue from US CF AU LS CRS RIELEnUE

Company Proportion from Major
Market (USD Mn) CRS Segments
1 Ernst & Young Global Ltd. 4,531 3%
2 KPMGnternational 2,640 6%

Based on the above assessmeftevenue from specific service lines and verticalsydirect

competitors wereidentified across Group B and Groupm@d wereexcludel from further analysis
since they weranot directly competingvith Indian servicesuppliers in their areaf offerings across
service lines and verticals.

In-direct competitors were identified based on the revesiuarefrom specific service lines and verticals
where Indian servigsupplierderive majority of their revenue

STEP 4: Establishihgke Services

After applyingcriteria mentioned in Step 3, hdirect competitors in Group B andr@p C were
eliminated. Tablel3 below lists direct competitors to Group A companiegeriving more than 29% of
revenue from three major CRS segmefwibiere Indian JP companies drai7% of revenuegnd deriving

more than 32% of revenue from s&avmajor verticals (where India]P companies draw 95%revenue).

Major CRS segments where these companies play role are IT outsourcing, implementation and business
process outsourcingTherefore companies ligd in tablel13 are like servicesuppliers providingt f A 1 S ¢
serviceghereby are direct competitor® each other

Tablel3: Direct Competitorsn Group B and Group t© Group A Companies

No. # Group Company Name Hereafter referred as

1 Tata Consultancy Services Tata Consultancy Services
Limited

2 Infosys Limited Infosys

3 Group A Wipro Limited Wipro

4 Companies | HCL Technologies Limited HCL Technologies

5 Tech Mahindrd.imited Tech Mahindra

6 Larsen & Toubrinfotech Larsen & Toubrinfotech
Limited

1 International Business Machine International Business Machine (IBM)
Corporation

2 Group_B Hewlett-Packard Co. Hewlett-Packard (HP)

3 Compames; Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu Deloitte

Direct o
Competitors Slilic . . . .
4 Automatic Data Processing, In¢ Automatic Data Processing
5 Xerox Corporation Xerox
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No. #

© 00N o

10
11

12
13
14
15
16
17

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

29
30

A WDN PR

© 00 ~N o O

10
11
12
13

Group

Group C
Companies;
Direct
Competitors

Company Name
Computer Science Corporation
EMC Corporation
First Data Corporation
Dell Inc.

AT&T Inc.

Fidelity National Information
Services Inc. (FIS)

Fiserv Inc.

Amazon.com, Inc.

Verizon Communications Inc.
Paychex, Inc.

Convergys Corporation
Broadridge Financial Solutions,
Inc

West Corporation
TotalSystem Services Inc.
SunGard Data Systems Inc.
Rackspace Hosting, Inc.
Unisys Corporation
CenturyLink, Inc.

CDK Globalnc.

CompuCom Systems Inc.
Acxiom Corporation
Sapient Corporation
Cognizant Technology Solution
Corp.

iGateCorporation

Syntel Inc.

Accenture Plc

Capgemini

CGlI Group Inc.

Systems, Applications and
products (SAP)

AON Corporation

NTT Data, Inc.

Ricoh Co. Ltd.

Hitachi Ltd.

Genpact Ltd.

BTGroup Plc.
Teleperformance

Samsung SDS

Canon Inc.

Hereafter referred as
Computer Science Corporation (CSC)
EMC
First Data
Dell
AT&T
Fidelity Naional Information Service$1S)

Fiserv

Amazon

Verizon

Paychex

Convergys

Broadridge Financial Solutions

West

Total System Services (TSYS)
SunGard Data Systems
Rackspace Hosting
Unisys

CenturyLink

CDK Global
CompuCom

Acxiom

Sapient

Cognizant

iGateCorporation
Syntel

Accenture
Capgemini

CGl

SAP

Aon

NTT Data

Ricoh

Hitachi

Genpact

British Telecom (BT)
Teleperformance
Samsung SDS
Canon

Within Group B direct competitors, there are few companies that haefy strong operations in India
and these companies typically face dynantiksthat of Goup A companies-or the ease of analysis and
to bring out the applicability of PL 1PB0 on these companies, these are classified as India centric
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Group B companiein table-14. Theseare the conpanies which have more thasb% of their workforce
in India.

Table14: India Centric Group Bervice Suppliers

% of Total Headcount

Company Total Global Headcount :
from India
1 Cognizant 220,000 >68%
2 Syntel! 24,469 >739%6%
3  iGate Corporation 33,484 >75%6%

It is worth nding that these threecompaniesjdentified as India cenic service suppliers in tablid,
form only 4.8% of the share of US JRshe US CRS market.

Further research was conducted to corroborate the findings on direct catopet It was found that
companies across Group @roupB andGroupChave intense competition and bid for similar contracts

or projects for the US customerBor instanceWipro won a USD 500 million outsourcing contract from
Citigroup (US based clienggainst other bidders from Group A, Group B and Group C which included
TCS, HCL, Infosys, Cognizant, IBM, Accenture, Dell and others for this ¥8n&aimilar article states

that Group A companies such as Infosys, Wipro bid against Group B compeahiess4BM and Group C
companies such as Accenture for renewal of contracts with various US based companies such as
Citigroup, Bank of BostorBristotMyers Squibb eté?®>As evidety all Group A, Group B and Group C
companies bidor the same contract and are like service suppliers.

In yet another instancelnfosys set up delivery centine Wisconsin to support US clients includinglela
Davidson. It was thiive-yearengagementhat acted as a catalyst for locating new facilibfosys under
this contractprovides applications management, infrastructure support and hosting sen?fées.

Additional validation was done to establish thaethelected companies table-13 have a signi€ant play
in the CRS segment and provide like services, by mapping each company offering with the CRS definition.

This was done based on the revenue these companies generate &8mD3sNI Yy SNJ { SNIBA OS { S

AaAYy0S GKS WDI NIy SeNdeeh S1dfiell © Hrovisiénal T3 definiion @nithé& section
2.1.3, it can also be concludefthy extensiof that these companies offer services as classified under
CP@E34 definitions.

Also, it can be concluded that commercial entities (subsidiarieshdh offices)n the USwill provide
same services as that of IndielS and rest othe world JP companiegs commercial entitiesare an
integralpart of overall company

A snapshot of services provided tirect competitors inGroup A, Group Bral GroupC companies is
shown in tablelb.

" Syntel: Global HC: 24,496 | Offshore BikaHIC (India Billable HC): 17,9¢4ndia HC as % of Global
HC: >73%
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Table15: Provision of Like Services by Group A, Group B and Group C comf@nies

IT

Outsourcin Business
Consulting (CPC 841? Implementation |  Process

Hardware
Software | cpc gaj | (CPC 841 | | Outsourcing

Support 8421-25 | Support

CompanyName 8421 8421-24 | 8491- | (CPC 841
S (CPC | 843139 | | ( |

8425) 8422) 99) 8421-24) |

844 | 845 |
8491-99
8491-99) )

(CPC 845

GroupA Companies

1 | Tata Consultancy v v v v

Services v
2 | Infosys v v v \ \

A 3 | Wipro v i v v \

4 | HCL Technologies v v v v \Y
5 | Tech Mahindra v v v v v v
6 | Larsen & Toubro

Infotech v v v Y

Group B- Direct Competitors

1 | International

Business Machine v v v v v

(IBM) v
2 | Hewlett-Packard

(HP) v i v v \ \
3 | Deloitte v v v Y v
4 | Automatic Data

Processing v v v v
5 | Xerox \% v v \ \Y
6 | Computer Science

Corporation v v v Y
7 | EMC v v v v v
8 | First Data v i v
9 | Dell v v v v v

=) | 10 [ AT&T v v v v v

11| FIS \Y \ \Y
12 | Fiserv v v v v v
13 | Amazon v
14 | Verizon v v v i \Y
15 | Paychex v
16 | Convergys v v \ \Y
17 | Broadridge Financig

Solutions v
18 | West v
19 | Total System

ServicesTSYB v
20 | SunGard Data

Systems v \Y
21 | Rackspace Hosting v v
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IT

. Business
. Outsourcing .
Consulting Implementation Process q
Software | (cpc g1 | CPCBH T cpcga1| | outsourcing| H™AWare
Support 8421-25 | Support
CompanyName (CPC 8421 843130 | 8421-24 1 8491- | (CPC 841 | (CPC 845
8425) 8422) 844 | 845 | 99) 8421-24) |
8491.00) 8491-99)
22 | Unisys v v \ v \ \
23 | CenturyLink v
24 | CDK Global v
25 | CompuCom v v v i \Y
26 | Acxiom v i \
27 | Sapient v v v v v
28 | Cognizant v v v v \
29 | iGateCorporation v v v \Y
30 | Syntel v v % \
Group Cg Direct Competitors
1 % % % %
Accenture v
2 | Capgemini v v v \
3 | CGlI v i v v \
4 | SAP V v \
5 | Aon v \Y
6 | NTT Data V v v \ \Y
C 7 | Ricoh v v v \Y
8 | Hitachi v v
9 | Genpact v v i \Y \Y
10 | British TelecomBT) v v v %
11 | Teleperformance v v v v
12 | Samsung SDS v v v \
13 | Canon v v \Y \Y \Y

As evident, Group A, Group B and Group C compardike service suppliers apobvide like
services that overlap significantly as per provisionat&P¢assification
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3.3 Applicability of US PL111-230 On Group A B and CCompanies

Theoverarching objectivef the study is tounderstandthe impact of thelaw; hence it is important to
know the applicability of the law on different companie&pplicability of US PL 1-PB0O on a company
depends on the composition of its workfie in the US. The law mandates payment of additional fee on
visa filings, only if the company employs 50 or mpepple in the US and more than 50% of its
employees in the US are orlB or E1 visas. To understand the applicability of US PL2BDlon Goup

A, Group B and Group C companies, it is essential to source infornatitime total US workforce
composition and alien wéforce composition (includemployees which are on-HB or L1 visas) for all
identified companiesn Group AGroupB andGroupC.

3.3.1 Applicability of PL 11230 on Group A Companies

To assess whether thgSlaw that increass visa fees for HB and L1 visas i.e. PL 142830 is applicable

2y DNRdzLJ ! O2YLI yASa |  &adz2NBSe NBFSNNBR G2 +Fa
parent companies athe Group A companies identified table-4. RFI wadloated to access th H1B visa

yearly data from FY1BY15 (FY denotes American fiscal year i.eS8p} on total number of initial (new)

H-1B visas received, number oflB visa received for lateral hiring, number of renewal visa requests filed
and number of renewal visaanted.

RFI also requested thellvisa yearly data from FY-EY15 (FY denotes American fiscal year i.eS@p)
on the number of initial (new)-L applications filed, number of initial (new) visa granted, number of
renewal visa requests filed and numbarrenewal visa granted.

Eachparent ofGroup Acompaneswasalsorequested toindicatethe applicability of PL 13230 or 50:50
rule on its subsidiaries in the UShe applicabilityf the lawis defined if a company has more than 50
employees in thdJSand more than 50 percent dfie US employees are ¢#1B or E1 visas.

All the identified parent companiesof Group A companies provided the data requested the
applicability & PL 1131230 and categorically mention if they we impacted by the law. Tadstl6
representshe summary of the responses received from varipagents ofGroup A companies:

Table16: Applicability of PL 11-P30 on Group A Companies

Applicability of Applicability of  Applicability of  Applicability of

Group A Companies PL 111230 PL 111230 PL 113230 PL 111230
(FY15) (FY14) (FY13) (REY)
Tata Consultancy Services Yes Yes Yes Yes
Infosys Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wipro Yes Yes Yes Yes
HCL Technologies Yes Yes Yes Yes
Tech Mahindra Yes Yes Yes Yes
Larsen& Toubro Infotech Yes Yes Yes Yes
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Please refer to the Request for Informati¢RFI) template in the Appendi&7 G A Gf SR & wS| dz
LYF2NXYEFGA2Y ¢SYLX I GS¢

It should be noted that while each of the Group A parent companies located in India have indicated that
they were affected by the higher fees pursuant to PL-23Q and continue to be effected by PL 1143.
They have also clarified that nall their subsidiaries are impacted by these measures

3.3.2 Applicability of PL 1112300n Group B & Group Companies

Data on aplicability of PL 12230 at the company level was not available on any of the secondary
a2dzNDOSa Ay Of dzRAyYy 3  Oepwrt, heyitafides étS i ihd abseidce of the sdahel, data
across two parameters: djotal US workforceand b) Taal number of employees on-HB andL-1 visg
wasrequired to assesthe applicability of PL 13230 on each compariy Group B and Group C

Step 1:Estimationof Dataon H-1Band L-1 VisaApproved forGroup Band Group GCompanies

a) FOIA Requests filed in 20160 access thdata on the visa number fileloy Group B anGroupC
companies, attempts were made to directly contact US government uriteedom of
Information Act (FOIA)kince this data is otherwise not available across any other secondary
sourcepublicly available
FOIA is a mechanism through which people, irrespective of their nationality, can request access
to information from goverment agencies and bodies within the US government. Separate FOIA
requests were filed with th&nited States Citizenship and Immigration Serv{tE&ClBand the
Department of State[O$S (visa issuing agencie) access the data around-HB and L1 visa
filings by Group A, Group B and Group C compantesrequesthus madewasto access the H
1B visa yearly data from FYEY15 (FY denotes American fiscal year i.e-S@p} on total
number of initial (hew) KB visadilled andgranted and number of renwal visa grantedn each
year. In addition data was requested taascertainl-1 visa yearly data from FY-RY15 on the
number of initial (new) 41 applications filed, number of visgrantedby the respective agencies
Along with these data setsgjovernmentagencies were categorically asked to comment on
whether the petitioner emplog 50 or more individuals in the United States aimdthose,
whether more than 50 percent of the US employessg on H1B or E1A or E1B norimmigrant
status was also requesteBlease refer appendi-8 for the copy of FOIA request madehtarch
2016.

Therequest was processed and the reply from United States Department of State in July 2016
aGFrGSasx a2S INB dzyltofS (2 LINPODARS a4ALB@EFAO

gAGK2dzd GKS FLILX AOFYyGaQ FdzikK2NRT FGA2y ® C dzNJi

visa records across classification by corporate affiliation, so we are not able to locate and provide
GKS AYF2NX¥IFGA2Y GKFG &2dz NB aSS{Ay3aoe

FOIA Requestdiled in 2012: A similar FOIA equest was made to the USCIS to access the
quarterly data (from September 2009 to September 2012) on totdlBHapplications filed,
approved and granted, pertaining to all companieish more than 500 total HLB applications

filed during the year. For the same period, data eh &pplications for all companies who filed
more than 50 1 petitions during the year, was also requested. The data on total visa numbers
for companies fulfilling the above conditions has been providgd)SCIS thrah its replydated
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December 52012 Please refer appendi&-9 for the copy & FOIA request made in December
2012.

However, through the same request, USCIS was also requested for data on initial vs. ¥&newal
visa split as well as information on US employee base composition of each company. The same
has not been provided by USCIS in its reply.

The data provided by USCIS had numberbfvisa (on monthly basis) by petitioning companies

with applications filed/ approved/ denied cases greater than 50 between July 1, 2009 to
September 30, 2012. It also provided the number efBHvisa (on monthly basis) by petitioning
companies with applications filed/ approved/ denied cases greater than 500 between July 1,
2009 b September 30, 2012.

To calculate the total visa approved for one company, the visa grdoted its subsidiaries and

the entities of the same company with different names as provided by the USCIS in the FOIA
response wasdded For example: Total numér of visa approved for Cognizant was calculated

by summing up the visa granted to Cognizant Tech Solns US Corp, Cognizant Technology Solns U
Corp, Cognizant Tech Solution US Corp, Cognizant Tecior@olls Corp etc. Detaildidt for

each company is nmioned in the appendidn = GAGf SR a[ A&l ArftiesD NP2 dzl
filing visapetitionst.

To calculate the visa approved in FY10 for a particular company, the visa approved numbers from
October 2009 to September 2010 month for that company é€fatities with different names and
subsidiaries of that company) were summed.

Tablel7 represents the number of-L and H1B visas approved for Group B and Group C
companies between FY10 to FY12, as evaluated from the data received frommefQdAtin

2012.

Table17: Summary oNumber d L-1 and H-1BVisa Approvedrom FOI&?®

L-1 VisaApproved H-1B VisaApproved

Companies FY10 FY11 FY12 FY10 FY11 FY12

International Business
Machine(IBM) 670 807 698 1063 1454 2366

Hewlett-PackardHP 186 186 | 179 | 259 567 844
Deloitte 86 77 191 | 807 1323 2257
Automatic Data Processing
Xerox

Group B:
Direct
Competitor

ComputerScence
Corporation (CSC)

43

72

68

EMC

102

261

254

First Data

Dell

AT&T

FidelityNational
Information Servicebc.

(FIS
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Companies FY10 FY11 FY12

Fiserv

L-1 VisaApproved

H-1B VisaApproved

FY10

FY11

FY12

Amazon

310

486

993

Verizon

49

215

184

Paychex

Convergys

Broadridge Financial
Solutions

West

Total System ServiceBIYB

SunGard Data Systems

Rackspace Hosting

Unisys

CenturyLink

CDK Global

CompuCom

Acxiom

Sapient

22

54

46

Cognizant

1765

1348

1332

4229

7816

14492

Group B:
India Centric

iGateCorporation

17

25

42

194

344

1375

Companies

Syntel

41

45

31

368

639

1383

Accenture

43

34

71

525

1203

3915

Capgemini

62

50

33

106

166

271

CGl

SAP

87

87

95

Aon

Group C:

NTT Data

Direct

Ricoh

Competitors

Hitachi

Genpact

19

45

158

British TelecomRET)

Teleperformance

Samsung SDS

24

22

Canon

The kK1

and H1B visa data for few companies (as available through FOIA) across Group B and
Group C was captured between FY10 to FY12 to understand the total visa holders in that
timeframe.
As evident, 41 ard H1B visa numbers for alompanies were not available through the data
received from FOIA. Other sources such as USCIS website and computewelmsit were

explored to fil the gaps in the above data.
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b) Data from USCIS ardomputer World Forcompanies for which the HIB data was not available
through FOIAequest of 201or a particular year or multiplgears, the data wapopulated
from the thatavailable througtsimilar USCISheets as received from third partiesid the one
published byCanputer world Computer world is a publication website serving the needs of IT
and business management with coverage of information technologies, emerging technologies,
career information and analysis of technology trends. It is a part of renowned IntenahiData

Group (IDGY°.

The data from USCIS had number elB visasapproved for fiscal years FY10 to FYI8.
calculate the total visa approved for one company, the visa granted to all its entities with
different nameswere coveredas provided by the USCGi6ross each year

For example, to understand the visa filed by Sapient, USCIS data which providevyish
approved numbers for FY10,11,12 and FY13 was considered. As per the USCIS Batesabl
approved for Sapient Corporaticand Sapient Corp (relevant entities corresponding to Sapient)
was summed for each fiscal year to get the overédlB-visas approved.

The FY14 HB visa data for companies was extracted directly from computer world wéBsite
providing information throught G F 6t S  (i-ARi\is® Rppravais2ihJFY| 2014 for new
SYLX 28YSyid Ay O2YLIzGSNI 200dzLdr GA2yaéd

Tablel8 represents the number of B visa approved by companies between FY10 to FY14, as
evaluated / populated from USCIS and computer world data sources.

Table-18: Jummary ofH-1BVisas Approvedas Extractediom USCISnd Computer World
Sheets

H-1 B VisaApproved

Companies FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14

International Business Machine

(IBM) 1619 1513

Hewlett-PackardHP 704

Deloitte 1491 280

Automatic Data Processing 2 6 14 15

Xerox 3 4 16 29

Computer Science Corporation

(Cs¢ 30 72 132 277 833

EMC 126 121
Group B: First Data 3 4 4
Direct Dell 57 142 274 202
Competitors | AT&T 23 41 19 19

Fidelity National Information

Servicesnc. F19 17 31 20 18

Fiserv 2 5 69 36

Amazon 868 811

Verizon 21

Paychex 1 2 1

Convergys 15 16 5 1

Broadridge Financial Solutions 16 11 15 15

West 12 7 18 22
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H-1 B VisaApproved

Companies FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14
Total System ServiceEYpH 1 1 1 3
SunGard Dat&ystems 16 18 17 20
Rackspace Hosting 14 27 38 13
Unisys 1 2 15 11
CenturyLink 6
CDK Global
CompuCom 3 2 2
Acxiom 6 16 29 28
Sapient 17 32 57 51
Group B: India Cognizant 5165 5228
Centric iGateCorporation 1156 927
Companies | gynel 1041 | 1149
Accenture 3340 2376
Capgemini 493 699
CGl 15 19 222 125 112
SAP 66 64 79 70
Aon 6 6 17 2
Group C: NTT Data 2 1 140 352 358
Direct Ricoh 2 4 1 4
Competitors | Hitachi 24 85 201 159 97
Genpact 33 58 133 245
British TelecomRT) 1 3 2 2
Teleperformance
Samsung SDS 11 28 26 36
Canon

The H1B visa data for few companies (as available through USCIS/ Computer world) across
Group B and Group C was captured between FY10 to Fxdbtetoninethe total visa holders in
that timeframe.

c) Data notavailablein public sourcesEven after going through the steps a &HDIA request data
and USCIS/ Computer world data) a great deal of data neaspublicly available. In order
continue our analysis of the impact of PL B30, we have made theoflowing informed
assertions:

i. Datareceived fromFOIAthrough therequest placed in 201rovidedH-1B approved visa
numbers for each compartyavinggreater than 500 petitions from Jul 1, 2009 to Sep 30,
2012.1t can be concluded that for all the companies for which th&B-visa data was not
providedthrough FOIA, must have maximum of 500 HB approved visas for théime
period which covers FY1D2 (from Oct2009 to Sep 2012). Henceompanies for which
the H1B data was not provided through FOtéquest the H1B numbers for the
timeframe of FY1d2 were taken as 500-EB visas (to hedge for maximum possible
impact of aplicability of PL 11230 oncompanies).
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ii.  Similarly, FOIA request, provided-1 approved visa numbers for each company having
greater than 50 petitions from Jul 1, 2009 to Sep 30, 2@1&an be concluded, that for all
the companies for which the-1 visa data was not puided throudy FOIA, must have a
maximum of 50 {1 approved visas for thatme period Hence for companies for which-L
1 data was not praded through FOIA requesthe L1 visa numbers for the timeframe of
FY1612 were taken as 50 visé&® hedge for maximum possilimpact of aplicability of
PL 111230 oncompanies).

Tablel9 below showsthe calculationof total of H1 and L1 visa holdexs Group B and Group C
companies.For the clarity of pointing out different data sources usedhta points were colour coded
with different colours for better readability.Please note that the datsetsin orange colour are sourced
from USCIS/ computer worl@s explained in step b abgy¢he data points in grey colour are concluded
based oninformed assumptions formed on theéata receivedthrough FOIA request as explainedstep

¢. Numbers with na@olour code are the actual numbersceived in responst FOIArequest 0f2012(as
explained in step a above)
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Table19: Summary of HLB and k1 Visa Approval Numbersrbm Various Sourceé$

L-1 Visa Approved

H-1B Visa Approved

FY12

Categories |Companies List FY10| FY11l| FY12| FY13 FY14 Fy1l
International
Business Machine 670 | 807 | 698 1,454( 2,366
(1IBM)
Hewlett-Packard (HH) 186 | 186 | 179 567 | 844
Deloitte 86 77 | 191 1,323| 2,257
Automatic Data
- 50
Processing
Xerox 50
Computer Science
Corporation (CSC) 43 2 68
EMC 50
First Data 50 ]
Dell 50
AT&T 50
Fidelity National
Information Serviceg 50
Group B: (F'S)
Direct Fiserv 50
Competitors Amgzon 50 310 [ 486 [ 993
Verizon 50 49 215 | 184
Paychex 50
Convergys 50
Broadridge Financig 50
Solutions
West 50
Total System Servicy 50
(TSYS)
SunGard Data
50
Systems
Rackspace Hosting 50
Unisys 50
CenturyLink 50
CDK Global 50
CompuCom 50
Acxiom 50
Sapient 22 54 46
Group B: |Cognizant 1,765|1,348| 1,332
India Centric|iGate Corporation 17 25 42
Companies |Syntel 41 | 45 | 31
Accenture 43 34 71
Capgemini 62 50 33
CGl 50
SAP 87 | 87 | 95
Aon 50
Group C: |NTT Data 50
Direct Ricoh 50
Competitors [Hitachi 50
Genpact 19 | 45 | 158
British Telecom (BT) 50
Teleperformance 50
Samsung SDS 3 24 | 22
Canon 50 500

2various sources include FOIA request, USCIS, Computer world and estimations based on FOIA data received
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(i) Further, to estimate the remaining numbers oflB and £l visaholders the maximum of
the visa number approved (bestige scenario) in any particulgear (based on the data
available) was taken for those years for which the data was unavailabletfrabove steps

(a, b & ¢i), c(ii). For exampleThe number of 11 visa approved for IBM was 670 in FY10, 807 in
FY11l and 698 in FYifas availablefrom the FOIA response. The highest of thd kisa
approved between FY10 to FY12 was 807 in FY11, heniteefpears FY13 and FY 14 fdrich

the data was not availablehe -1 visa approgd numbers was taken to be 807.

These data points are shm in green olour in table20. It should be noted that the usage of this
estimation methodology ensures that thmaximum potentiaimpact of the law on Group &d Group C
companies is accounted fofhe subsequent comparative assessmehimpact of the law on Group
and Group Companies ishencedone in themost adversescenario for showcasing disproportionate
impact on Group Aompanies
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Table20: ConsolidatedNumber ofH-1Band L-1 Visas Approved

=WAiNelelgelV/Te

Categories |Companies List FY10| FY11l| FY12| FY13| FY14] FY10| FY11l| FY12 | FY13| FY14
International
Business Machine 670 807] 698 1,063 1,454 2,364
(1BM) 807| 807 1,619 1,513
'("HeF‘;‘;' stwhackard | 18el 186 179 184 18d 259 567 844 —od sua
Deloitte 86 770 1911 191] 1911 807 1,323 2,257 1,491 280
Automatic Data
Processing 50 17| 17 2 6 14 15 15
Xerox 50 17 17| 3 4 16 29 29
Computer Science
Corporation (CSC) 43 72 68 72 72 30 72 132 277 833
EMC 50 17 170 102 261 254 126 121
First Data 50 17| 17 3 4 4 4 4
Dell 50 17 17 57| 142 274 202 274
AT&T 50 17 17 23 41 19 19 41
Fidelity National
Information
Services (FIS) 50 17 17 17 31 20 18 31
Gloup B [Fiserv 50 17l 14 2] 5| 69l 36 6d
Competitors Amazon 50 17 170 310 486 993 868 811
Verizon 50 17 17 49| 215 184 21| 215
Paychex 50 17| 17 2 1 2 1 2
Convergys 50 17 17 15] 16 5 1 16
Broadridge
Financial Solutions 50 17 17 16 11 15 15 16
West 50 17 17 12| 7 18] 22 22
Total System
Services (TSYS) 50 17 17| 1 1 1 3 3
SunGard Data
Systems 50 17 17 16 18 17 20 20
Rackspace Hosting 50 17 17 14 27 38| 13 38
Unisys 50 17 17 1 2 15 11 15
CenturyLink 50 17 17 6 6 6 6 6
CDK Global 50 17 17 500 167 167
CompuCom 50 17 17 3 2 2 3 3
Acxiom 50 17| 17 6 16 29 28 29
Sapient 22 54 46 54 54 17 32 57 51 57|
Group B: |Cognizant 1,769 1,348 1,333 1,769 1,76 4,229 7,814 14,4924 5,165 5,22§
India Centric|iGate Corporation 17| 25 42 42 421 194 344 1,3791,154 921
Companies |gyntel 41 45 31 45 45 368 639 1,3831,044 1,149
Accenture 43 34 71 71 71 525 1,203 3,915 3,340 2,376
Capgemini 62 50 33 62 62 106 166 271 493 699
CGil 50 17 17 15 19 2221 125 112
SAP 87| 87| 95 95 o5 66 64 79 70 79
Aon 50 17 17| 6 6 17| 2 17
Group C: |NTT Data 50 17 17| 2 1 140 352 358
Direct Ricoh 50 17 17 2 4 1 4 4
Competitors|Hjtachi 50 17 17 24 85 201 159 97
Genpact 19| 45| 158 158 158 33 58 133 245 245
British Telecom (BY) 50 17 17 1 3 2 2 3
Teleperformance 50 17 17 500 167 167
Samsung SDS 3| 24 22 24 24 13 28] 26| 36| 36
Canon 50 17 17 500 167] 167
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d) Arriving atTotalH-1Band L-1 Visa Holders for Group B ar@roupC Companies
Based on the data gatheredy performing steps a to c to ascertain th€lB and Ll visa

holders in the USor short listed companies in Group B aB@doupC, total H1B and L1 visa
holders for these companiefor FYL2, FY13 and FYlsas estimatedin table21 below. To
calculate the total number of visa holders in a particular year, tetaland H1B visa approved

for the last three years wersummed upAs an illustration, taealculate the total visa holders in
FY14, total 11 and H1B visa approved irFY12, FM3 and FY14 were summe8imilarly, to
calculate the total visa holders in FY12, totdl &nd H1B visa approved in FY10, FY11 and FY12
were summed.

For example, at a company levéBM, to calculate the total visa holders in FY1iHde total
number d L-1 visas approved in FYZIA and 14 wer&98, 807 and 807 respectively, hence the
total number ofL-1 visa holders in FY14 were 2,3$Bmmation of alL-1 visas approved in the
last threeyear9. In addition to E1 visas, the numheof H1B visas approvefbr IBM inFY1213
and 14 were2366, 1619 and 151&spectively, hence the total number ofHB visa hlalers in
FY14 were 5,49&ummation of all LB visas approved in the last threeayg) To calculate the
total visa holders ori-1 and H1Bin IBM,the sum of 2,312 €l visa holders) and 5,498 (B
visa holders) i.e. 7,810as taken.

Table21 below shows thedotal visa holdergH1B and £1) in FY14, FY13 and FYdi2he US on
the rolls of the shortlisted companies in Group B and Group C.
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Table?21: TotalH-1BandL-1 Visa Holdersor FY14, FY13 and FY12

a Approvea

Approve

| companies Total H-1B & L-| Total H-1B & L-] Total H-1B & L-
Categories List FY10|FY11|FY12|FY13|FY14|FY10 |FY11 |FY12 |FY13 [FY14 | VisaHolders | VisaHolders | Visa Holders
FY14 FY13 FY12
International
a‘fc'r:‘ifes 670 | 807 | 698 | 807 | 807 1,063| 1,454 2,366 7,810 7,751 7,058
(IBM)
Hewlett 186 | 186 | 179 | 186 | 186 259 | 567 | 844 844 2,943 2,666 2,221
Packard (HP)| ’ ' !
Deloitte 86 | 77 | 191|191 | 191| 807 |1,323| 2,257 4,601 5,530 4,741
Automatic
Data 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 15 95 86 73
Processing
Xerox 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 29 125 100 74
Computer
izlrir;Cthion 3| 7268|7272 1,454 693 417
(CsC)
EMC 17 | 17 | 17 | 27 | 17| 102 | 261 | 254 552 692 668
First Data 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 4 4 63 63 62
Dell 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 274 801 669 524
AT&T 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 41 130 130 134
Fidelity
National
Group B: |Information Ir| v 17| 17| 17 31 120 120 119
Direct |Services (FIS|
CompetitordFiserv 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 69 225 161 127
Amazon 17 | 17 | 17 | 27 | 17| 310 | 486 | 993 2,723 2,398 1,840
Verizon 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 | 17| 49 | 215 | 184 215 471 471 499
Paychex 17 | 17 (17 | 17 | 17| 2 2 56 55 56
Convergys 17 | 17 [ 17 | 17 | 17 16 73 73 87
Broadridge
Financial 17 | 17| 17 | 17 | 17 16 97 92 93
Solutions
West 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 22 113 98 88
Total System
Sewice‘; o V||| 3 58 56 54
2;22;;" Pal 17| 17| 17| 17| 17 20 108 106 102
Rackspace
Hosﬁng 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 38 140 129 130
Unisys 17 | 17 | 17 | 27 | 17 15 92 79 69
CenturyLink | 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 6 6 6 6 69 69 69
CDK Global 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 | 167 | 167 | 167 | 167 | 167 551 552 552
CompuCom 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 3 3 59 58 58
Acxiom 17 | 17| 17| 17 | 17 29 137 124 102
Sapient 22| 54| 46 | 54 | 54 57 319 294 228
Group B: Qognizant 1,7691,344 1,334 1,769 1,764 4,229 7,816(14,49 29,747 31,918 30,982
India Centri fa‘e . 17| 25| 42| 42| 42| 194 | 344 | 1,375 3,584 2,984 1,097
Companies orporation
Syntel 41 | 45| 31| 45| 45| 368 | 639 | 1,383 3,694 3,184 2,507
Accenture 43 | 34| 71| 71 | 71| 525 |1,203| 3,915 9,844 8,634 5,791
Capgemini 62| 50| 33| 62| 62| 106 | 166 | 271 1,620 1,075 688
CGl 17 | 17| 17| 17 | 17 510 417 307
SAP 87| 87| 95| 95 | 95 79 513 490 478
Aon 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 17 87 76 80
NTT Data 17 | 17 | 17 | 27 | 17 901 544 194
Group C: | Ricoh 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 4 60 60 58
002;:‘;;0._ Hitachi 7| | 508 496 361
Genpact 19 | 45 [ 158 | 158 | 158 245 1,097 797 446
British
Telecom (BT) 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 | 17 3 58 58 57
Teteperforma) 47 | a7 | 17 | 17 | 17| 167 | 167 | 167 | 167 | 167 551 552 552
SamsungSD$ 3 [ 24 | 22| 24| 24 36 168 160 114
Canon 17 | 17 | 17 | 27 | 17| 167 | 167 | 167 | 167 | 167 551 552 552
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Step 2:Estimationof USWorkforce Data forGroup Band Group GCompanies

To understand the applicability of PL :230 onGroup B and Group C companies, it is important to
ascertain a) the proportion of employees onAlB and L1 visa (calculated from the above sectictepl)

b) the total number of employees in the US for each Group B and Group C company. To ascertain the
lal G SNE AG ¢2d2 R a2 | LIWISFENI G2 0SS FIANI & aAavywts (b
Df 260l f ab/ Qa K¢ @ US WorkialicdSnRmbars: fiotheh pAst many years. Because of
the negative political activism which has been discdsedahe sectiorl.4.1.Some of the politicianded a
campaign to suggest that maymerican companies are usif@gppholes in the Ameécan visa system to
offshore jobs to other countries such as India by cutting down their workforce in the US. As a direct
fallout of this campan many American companistpped issuing data related witheir US workforce.
Hence, it wasearly impossible to find this number without some estimation technique or secondary
resources.

Hence, to calculate the total number ofSUworkforce for shortlisted companies, data available from
public sources and estimations based on LinkedIn data was utilized. Below are the details of US workforce
numbers obtained from publicly available sources and LinkedIn.

Step 2A: Sourcing of U&adcount from public sources

For certain companies where the US workforce number was available thrauglt gources such as
annual reports, the number watirectly sourced. dble-22 lists the US workforce for these companies.

Table22: US Headcoun?015 from Public Sources

Group Company Name US Headcount (2015)
International Business 71,000
Machine(IBM)
Deloitte 70,603%
Group B: Direct Competitor Xerox 82,747
Fidelity National Information 21,000°°
Servicesnc. FIS
West 8,47C°>°
. . . Cognizant 40,806
Group Bindia Centric Companies iGate Corporation 4.917%
. . Accenture 48,006%
Group C: Direct Competitors SAP 16,052%

Step 2BEstimationof US headcount from Linkedin

A method was adopted to triangulate the US workéodata forcompanie forwhich US headcount
data wasnot available from publicly available sourcedentioned kelow are detailedsteps
undertaken to estimate US headcount for companies
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1) Actualglobal Headount datafor 2015 (available for althe companies) wasosirced from
publicly availablesourcessuch as Annual reportSEGilings™. Please refer table3, column
GAGE SR a! OQGdz2tt Dt2o6lt |/ 6tdzoft A0 {2dz2NOSUO Hamp

2) Global Headcount (Refer table23> O2f dzyYy GAGf SR aDfamius |/ | o]
Headcount (Refer tabig3,02 f dzyYy GAGf SR & ! ){data fdrcompariey WaS RLYy 4 H
sourced from Linkedlim 2016 LinkedIn is a businessiented social networking website,
where people create their profile highlighting the current company they are working for.
LinkedIn has wre than 400 Million usef8.! y R A& FlF ad SYSNABAYy3I g2NIF
respected professional profile carrier through which professionals are seeking and applying
for jobs. Hence, it is appropriate to assume thdbimation extracted from Linkedlwoud
be believable but may not be most up to date. This is because some people may take some
time to update the employershanged,but it is quite evident that once the employer has
been entered it would not ba fake information.

Table23: Sourcingof Headcount 2016from LinkedIn

Actual Global HC
(Public Source)

US HC (LinkedIn Global HC

Company Name

2016 (LinkedIn)2016 2015
HewlettPackardHP 88,342 279,480 287,000°
Automatic Data Processing 30,753 48,422 55,00G*
Computer Science 22,490 61,934 70,006*
Corporation (CSC)
EMC 32,969 67,292 72,006%
First Data 11,931 16,228 24,000
Dell 41,144 111,652 100,006
AT&T 164,446 178,743 281,45G*
Fiserv 13,503 19,066 22,000%°
Amazon 67,000 108,374 230,806°°
Verizon 121,693 132,483 177,706
Group B: Direct =~ Paychex 10,211 10,278 13,006
Competitor Convergys 11,341 37,155 130,006°°
Broadridge Financial 3,203 5,366 7,400~
Solutions
Total System Services 4,031 5,639 10,506
(TSYB
SunGard Data Systems 3,025 8,001 13,006°%
Rackspacelosting 4,808 6,237 6,189°'
Unisys 7,653 21,934 20,0008
CenturyLink 25,097 27,707 43,006°°
CDK Global 4,449 6,486 8,90G°%°
CompuCom 6,330 8,356 11,506%*
Acxiom 3,848 4,630 4,32G%

¥ SEC filing is a financial statement submitted to the US Securities and ExClmnggssion (SEC)
* Actual Global HC for Sungard is for the year 2014, as it was acquired by FIS in 2015
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Actual Global HC
(Public Source)

US HC (LinkedIn Global HC

Company Name 2016 (LinkedIn)2016

2015
Sapient 3,489 15,702 11,900°
Group B: India  Syntel 3,068 18,095 24,537%
Centric Companies
Capgemini 14,417 159,554 180,639%
CGlI 6,263 39,127 65,000
Aon 19,467 46,510 68,79G°
NTT Data 4,223 14,954 241,606
_ Ricoh 14,191 22,648 109,953
G(r:%‘;:]’p%ﬁg':s"t Hitachi 6,956 22,052 336,676
Genpact 3,839 49,120 72,006™
British Telecom (BT) 2,750 45,549 88,500
Teleperformance 3,331 20,881 190,006"
Samsung SDS 429 4,411 14,30G™
Canon 8,540 17,691 189,571

3) In the absence of actual glabHC of companies in 201&r{cetheir annual reports arget
not published, global headcount for 201&as estimated based on the employmeagrowth
rate for the last three yearsEmployment growth rate in turn is dependent on revenue
growth rate and US HC growth rate.

The revenue growth rate wasstimated basecbn the geographical revendfecompound
annual growth rate (CAGR) for the lastal yearsGeographical revenue available for all the
companies for the last three years was takéom public sources. The geographies
considered were United States, Americlgrth America, Global (in the priority order based
on the data availability) since US employment will be a function of revenue generated from
US geography.

Please refer tabl24 belowfor the estimation of revenue CAGR.

!> Actual Global HC for Sapient is for the year 2013, as it was acquired by Publicis in 2015
®us geographical revenue is taken wherever available Ngsth Americas, Americas or Global revenue is
taken based on the data availability
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Table24: Estimation ofRevenue CAGR

Geo. Gea Gea Geo. Geo. Revenue | Revenue
Group | Company Name| Revenue | Revenue | Revenue | Revenue | Revenue CAGR Unit Geo.
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
International
BUSINesS 43,2497 | 41,4167 | 38,486"® 6% USD Mn. | Americas
Machine (IBM)
HewlettPackard 42,146™ | 40,284 | 38805 | NA 4% | usDmn, | United
(HP) States
Deloitte 16,400% | 17,40G% | 18,300 6% USD Mn. | Americas
85 86 87 United
Automatic Data 7,706% | 8354 | 9,107 9% USDMN. | oo
Processing
14,534% | 13,042 | 12,557%° | 7% usD mn, | United
Xerox States
Computer
Science 3667 | 3266% | 3057° | 9% | UsDwmn | Qnited
Corporation States
Group (CSC)

B: 94 95 96 o United
Siect | EMC 12,23¢* | 12,835% | 13,36F 5% USDMn.| oo
Compe | 9.1458% | 9428% | 9,798% 3% | usDwmn, | Ynited
titors First Data States

31,015 | 30,404% | 28200% | NA NA 6% | uspwmn,| United
Dell States
1,26,212 | 1,29,772 | 1,40,234 United
26, 29, ,40, 0
AT&T 303 304 305 5% USDMn- 1 giates
Fidelity National 06 07 08 United
Information 754 789° 864 4% USDMn.| oo
Services (FIS)
Fisery 4,814 | 50660 | 5,254 4% USD Mn.| Global
41,416% | 50,834 | 63,708 | 24% | uspmn. | North
Amazon America
1,20,550 | 1,27,079 | 1,31,620
Verizon 315 316 317 4% USD Mn.| Global
Paychex 2,300" | 2,500%° | 2,700%° 8% USD Mn.| Global
1,867% | 2,320%2 | 2,322% 12% | uspwmn,| North
Convergys America
Broadridge United
Financial 2,098% | 2,209 | 2,369 6% USDMn.| oo
Solutions
27 28 29 o United
West 1,627 1,717 1,812 6% USDMN.| oo o
Total System 30 31 32 o United
Services (TSYS) 12 779 982 1% USD Mn. States
SunGard Data 1,733 | 1685* | 1,717%° | NA 1% | uspwmn, | United
Systems States
Rackspace 1,076% | 1,237 | 1,367% 13% | usDwmn,| Jnited
Hosting States
. 1,455% | 1378% | 1,3713% 3% USD Mn, | United
uUnisys States
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CenturyLLink 17,008% | 17,028% | 16,668* -1% USD Mn.| Global

CDK Global 1,426%° | 1,548 | 1,64 7% USD Mn. Lé?:ti‘;
CompuCom 2,300 1,900*° 6% USD Mn.| Global
Acxiom 954™° 950" 9242 2% | USD Mn. L;?:tii
. 6253 691 798 NA NA 13% | usDmn.| Ynited
Sapient States
Grg.u'o Cognizant 6,860°° | 7,880 | 9,756%® | 19% | USD Mn. Aﬁq"e’:ia
Clzgif?ic foartp?oration 758" 802" 877" NA 8% USD Mn. LSJ?:;Z
Compa 62 63 64 0 North
nies | Syntel 757 827 873’ 7% UsbDMn.| oo
Accenture 12,038% | 12,796% | 14,20 | 9% | USD Mn. A%oer:la
63 69 70 North
. 2,077 2,226 3,332 27% | Euro Mn. :
Capgemini America
cal 2513 | 26657 | 28137 | 6% | cADMn.| ool
SAP 6,233 | 6,489 | 8,428" 16% | Euro Mn. | Americas
Aon 5574 | 5824 | 6,063 4% USD Mn. Lé?:teei
13019411 13.43.700) 15,1800 gy YenMn | Global

Di?é ct | Ricoh 5'0328’3065 5'93211892 6'5358%974 14% Yen M. | Americas
Compe 8,04,057 | 9,10,274 | 10,64,100 . North
titors | Hitachi 386 387 388 15% YenM. | America
North &
360°° 303 305 -8% USD Mn.| Latin
Genpact America
EB”T“)S’h Telecom 1,057%2 | 1,074%® | 1,049* 0% Euro Mn. | Americas
Ze'eperformar‘c 2.433% | 2756% | 3398 | 18% | EuroMn.| Global
Samsung SDS 6,017% | 6,738*° | 6,700% 6% USD Mn.| Global
10’??1’501 10’%32’500 11’%2’422 4% Yen M. Americas

Canon

Further, to establish the relation between employment CAGR and revenue,@CA@Banies for
which both US headcount and revenue numbers were available for satmaf gears from public
sourcesthe US headcounCAGRand revenue CAGRas @lculated. Then, the averagatio of US
headcountCAGR (refer tablg5y O2f dzYy GAGf SR )do that oKrdverRi® AR i

(taken from table24 for the same companigsvas calculatedh table25 (refer @ £ dzYy G A Gf SR

2F !'{ 1/ k '{ .wS@SydsS /! Dweo
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Table25: Establishing Relationship Between US Bfowth Rateand Revenue Growth Rate

Ratioof
Compan us us us us Revenue US HC/
Group Pany | Headcount | Headcount | Headcount | Headcount us
Name CAGR
(2015) (2014) (2013) CAGR Revenue
CAGR
International
Group B: | Business 71,000% | 83000% | 88,150 | -10% 6% 1.81
Direct Machine
Competitor | (IBM)
Deloitte 70,603’ 64,884% 60,951% 8% 6% 1.35
Group C:
Direct | Accenture 44,000 40,000 5% 9% 0.56
Competitors

Theratio of US HC to US Revenue CAGR.2d. (average of 1.81, 1.35 and Of&é@m table-25) was
applied on the regnue CAGR calculated in tai@lé to understand the employment CAG& each
Group B andGroup C company and thereby, total global HC 2016 wasmated basisthe
employment CAGR in tabRs.

Table26: Estimation of Total Global HC for 2016

ActuaI_GIobaI e Employment | Total Global HC
Group Company Name (Public Source)
2015 CAGR 2016E

International Business 7%

Machine(IBM)

Hewlett-Packard (HP) 2,87,000 -5% 2,72,601

Deloitte 7% -

Automatic Data Processing 55,000 11% 60,961

Xerox -9% -

Computer Science 0

Corporation (CSC) 70,000 11% 62,438

EMC 72,000 6% 76,044

. First Data 24,000 4% 25,041
Group B: Direct ! !

Competitors Dell 1,00,000 -71% 92,552

AT&T 2,81,450 7% 3,00,361

Fidelity National Information 6% -

Services (FIS)

Fiserv 22,000 6% 23,222

Amazon 2,30,800 30% 2,99,713

Verizon 1,77,700 6% 1,87,613

Paychex 13,000 10% 14,348

Convergys 1,30,000 15% 1,48,891

Broa(jrldge Financial 7.400 8% 7.975

Solutions

" please note that the companies for which actual global HC for 2015 is available from public sources, the
estimates for global HC for 2016 is not estimated
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ActuaI.GIobaI G Employment | Total Global HC
Group Company Name (Public Source)
2015 CAGR 2016E
West 7% -
Total System Services (TSY 10,500 22% 12,769
SunGard Data Systems 12,804 -1% 12,708
Rackspace Hosting 6,189 16% 7,165
Unisys 20,000 -4% 19,269
CenturyLink 43,000 -2% 42,329
CDK Global 8,900 9% 9,704
CompuCom 11,500 -8% 10,619
Acxiom 4,320 -2% 4,235
Sapient 16,060 16% 18,657
Group Bindia Cognizant 21% -
Centric Companies iGate Corporation 9% -
Syntel 24,537 9% 26,777
Accenture 11% -
Capgemini 1,80,639 33% 2,40,907
CGl 65,000 7% 69,694
SAP 20% -
Aon 68,790 5% 72,460
Group C: Direct NTT Data 2,41,600 10% 2,64,886
Competitors Ricoh 1,09,950 18% 1,29,488
Hitachi 3,36,670 19% 3,99,572
Genpact 72,000 -10% 64,892
British Telecom (BT) 88,500 0% 88,083
Teleperformance 1,90,000 23% 2,32,909
Samsung SDS 14,300 7% 15,289
Canon 1,89,571 5% 1,98,827

4) LinkedIn does not list thexact employee base as reflectéy comparing actual global

headcount (from public sources) to global headcount (Linkeidinable-23. Companies for
GKAOK | OlGdzt € !'{ 1/ A& y20 | S At 016%s &7 25N
calculatedin table-27. This wasichievedby scaling the US HC LinkedIn 204®ig the scaling
factor*® derived from comparison of Global HC Linke®016 to the estimated Global HC

2016 for the company.US headcount for each ye&015, 2014, 2013 and 2012 was
estimaed based on the employment CAGR and estimated US HC 2016.

Please note that, companies for which US headcount 2015 was dedilaim public sources
(table 22), is maked in orange colour in tabl27. And for such companies, employment
CAGR was applied on US headcount 2015, to estimate the US headcount for the remaining
years i.e. 2014, 2013 and 201Rease refer table7 below for the estimation of US HC for
each Group B and Group C company acroassye

'8 Estimated USIC= Scaling factor * US HC LinkedIn

¥ 3caling factor = (Actual Global HC/Global HC Linkedin)
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Table27: Estimationof US Headcount

Grou Company Name Total US HC| L‘gaﬂlﬁlﬁi Total Global | Estimated U Estimated |Estimated U{ Estimated U4 Estimated Uy Employment
P pany Linkedln 2014 2016 HC 2016E| HC 2016 [USHC 201§ HC 2014 | HC 2013 | HC 2012 CAGR
International Business 71000 | 76377 82161 88383 7%

Machine (IBM)
Hewlett-Packard (HP) 88,342 2,79,480 2,712,601, 86,168 90,719 95511]  1,00,556]  1,05,867 -5%

Deloite 70603  65985| 61660 57635 7%
Automatc Data 0753 | 48422 606l 38717 3493 31515 28433 25653 11%
Processing
Xerox ] 82747] 9069 99395 108935 9%
Corputer Science 2490 | 61934 62438 22673| 25419 28497|  31948| 35818  -11%
Corporation (CSC)
EMC 32969 | 67092 76044 3751  350276]  33400]  31623] 20941 6%
First Data 11,031 | 16,228 25081 18411 17645] 16911  16208] 15534 4%
Dell s14d | 111652 | 92552 s410s] 36850  0816] 430200 46482 7%
ATET 164446 | 178743 | 300361 276336 258938 242635 227350 213044 7%
Fidelity National : 21000 19895| 18849 17857 6%
Information Services (Fl

Group B: Direct|Fisery 13503 | 19,066 23200 16446| 15581 14761 13985  13249] 6%

Competiors [Amazon 67000 | 108374 | 299713 185201 142687 109879 84615 65159  30%

Verizon 121693 | 132483 | 187613 17233 163207 154603 146434 138696 6%
Paychex 10211 | 10278 14248]  14255]  12015] 11702] 10602  9606]  10%
Convergys 11341 | 37155 | 148891 45447 30681  34646]  20250] 26412  15%
Broadridge Financial | 5545 | 54 7075|  4760]  4417|  4000] 3803 3529 8%
Solutions
West ] ga0] 7007 7382 6892 7%
(TT";"’\‘('SS)VS‘em Sences | 4031 | 5639 12760|  o18|  7506| 6172|5075 4174] 20w
SunGard Data Systems| 3,025 8,001 12,708 4,805 4,841 4,878 4915 4,952 -1%
Rackspace Hosfing 4808 | 6237 7165 5523 ami]  ato1] 3560|3075 16%
Unisys 7653 | 21934 19260]  6723]  o6978]  7243]  7517]  7802] 4%
CenturyLink 25007 | 27.707 2329 38341 38949 20567  40195] 40832 2%
CDK Global 4449 | 6486 o704 6656 6105 5509 5135 4700 9%
CompuCom 6330 | 8356 10610  8044] 8712] 943 10218  11086] 8%
Acxiom 3848 | 4630 235 3pto]  sso0| 3663 3737 3812] 2%

Sapient 3,489 15,702 18,657 4,146 3,569 3,072 2,644 2,276 16%
Group B: India [Cognizant - 40,800 32,918 26,559 21,428 24%
Centric iGate Corporation - 4917 4,494 4,108 3,756 9%
Companies [Syntel 3,068 18,095 26,777 4,540 4,160 3,812 3,493 3,201 9%

Accenture - 48,000 43,339 39,131 35,331 11%

Capgemini 14417 1,59,554 2,40,907 21,768 16,322 12,239 9,177 6,881 33%

Cal 6,263 39,127 69,694 11,156 10,404 9,704 9,050 8,440 7%

SAP - 16,051 13,351 11,105 9,236 20%

Aon 19,467 46,510 72,460 30,328 28,792 27,334 25,950 24,636 5%

Group C: Direct NTT Data 4,223 14,954 2,64,886, 74804 68,228 62,230 56,759 51,770 10%
Competitors Ricoh 14,191 22,648 1,29,488 81,136 68,894 58,498 49,672 2117 18%
Hitachi 6,956 22,052 399,572] 126,039 1,06,198 89,480 75,394 63,525 19%
Genpact 3,839 49,120 64,892 5072 5,627 6,244 6,928 7,686 -10%

British Telecom (BT) 2,750 45549 88,083 5,318 5,343 5,368 5,394 5419 0%
Teleperformance 3,331 20,881 2,32,909 37,154 30,309 24,725 20,170 16,454 23%

Samsung SDS 429 4411 15,289 1,487 1,391 1,301 1217 1,138 %

Canon 8,540 17,691 1,98,827 95980[ 91512 87,252 83,190 79,317 5%

Based on the above methodology, US workforce for all the Group B and Group C companies was
estimated for years 2014, 2013 and 2012. This will help establish the applicability of -280Lhy
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evaluating the prportion of H1B and L1 visa holders to that of the US workforce for each company

across each year.

3.3.3 EffectiveApplicability of the Law en Group Band Group CCompanies

Applicability of PL 122300n the GroumB andGroupC companiedgepends upon the following factors:

a) Total US workforcef more than 50 employees

b) Share of aliens (on-HB and L1 visa)of more than 50% in the total US workforce

To understand the applicabyitof PL 114230 on allGroupB and Group C companiesorkforce on H1B
and -1 visa and total US workforckata wassourced fromabovesection 3.3.2

For Group B and Group C companies, based on the workforcel@hatd Ll visa(sourced from table
21)and total US workforcésourced from take-27) data sets the proportion of workforce on HLB and L

1 visafor a particular year wasalculated, hence understanding the mandate of higher payment under US
PL 111230in that year If the proportion of workforce on B and L1 visa is greater than 50%, then the

law is aplicable, mandating higher payment.

Table-28, 29 and 3Gummarizes the applitélity of PL 11230 onGroup B and Group C companias
2014, 2013 and 2012 respectively

Table28: Applicability of PL 1132300n Group B and Group C Companies 2014

Proportion Hiaher
Workforce of 9
Total US Payment
on H1B Workforce
CompanyName Group Workforce . Mandated
and -1 Visa| on H1B
(2014) | o014) | andr1 | Y USPL
: 111-230
Visa
International Business Group B: Direct 0
Machine (IBM) Competitors 76,377 7,810 10% No
Group B: Direct 0
Hewlett-Packard (HP) Competitors 95,511 2,943 3% No
Group B: Direct 0
Deloitte Competitors 65,985 4,601 % No
Automat_lc Data Group B Direct 31515 0% No
Processing Competitors 95
Group B: Direct 0
Xerox Competitors 90,690 125 0% No
Computer Science Group B: Direct 0
Corporation (CSC) Competitors 28,497 1,454 5% No
Group B: Direct o
EMC Competitors 33,400 552 2% No
Group B: Direct o
First Data Competitors 16,911 63 0% No
Group B: Direct o
Dell Competitors 39,816 801 2% No
Group B: Direct 0
AT&T Competitors 2,42,635 130 0% No
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Proportion

Total US Workforce of Pgi)?mhzat
CompanyName Group Workforce | _ 2" H13 o e Mandated
G| iyl e | BUE!
Visal 111-230
E?oilgx;glozﬁlgr;?\llices (FIS gcr)%legeiéotr);red 19,895 120 1% No
Fiserv gcr)%legeiio?ged 14,761 295 2% No
Amazon gg?#geig'r;ed 109879 |, 206 No
Verizon gé%”ﬁeiio?;re“ 154603 . 0% No
Paychex gcr)(r)rlmjgeiio[:ged 11,702 56 0% No
Convergys ggﬁﬁgeiio?gw 34646 . 0% No
o I R R
West | ggﬂgeiio[:ged 7,907 113 1% No
Pa g [CORS O | ol o, | w | ne
SunGard Data Systems CC;:)?T:JSeiio[r);reCt 4,878 108 204 NoO
Rackspace Hosting CC;:)?T:JSe%o[r)geCt 4,121 140 3% No
Unisys gg?:&?io?gw 7,243 92 1% No
CenturyLink gg(#ljgeiio[r)ged 39,567 69 0% No
CDK Global ggﬁseiio?ged 5599 | o, 10% No
CompuCom gg?rl:ge?iio?ged 9,435 59 1% No
Acxiom g;(;lllseiiol?;rect 3,663 137 4% No
Sapient g;?rlljr?e?iio?géd | 3,072 319 10% No
Cognizant gtr)?:saiielgdla centie 32918\ 9747 90% Yes
iGate Corporation gtr)cr):gai;;rs]dla centne 4,494 3,584 80% Yes
Syntel g(r)cr):gal?];;r;dla Centric 3812 7 6o 97% Ve
Accenture g;?;jgeiéoeslreCt 43,339 9,844 23% No
Capgemini gcr)?;jge(tiéo?slreCt 12,2391 600 13% No
CaGl g;?;jge%t:o?slrECt 9,704 510 5% No
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Proportion Hiaher
Workforce of 9
Total US Payment
on H1B Workforce
CompanyName Group Workforce . Mandated
and I-1 Visa| on H1B
e (2014) and x| PYUSPL
: 111-230
Visa
Group C: Direct 0
SAP Competitors 13,351 513 4% No
Group C: Direct 0
Aon Competitors 27,334 87 0% No
Group C: Direct 0
NTT Data Competitors 62,230 901 4% No
Group C: Direct 0
Ricoh Competitors 58,498 60 0% No
Group C: Direct o
Hitachi Competitors 89,480 508 1% No
Group C: Direct o
Genpact Competitors 6,244 1,097 22% No
Group C: Direct o
British Telecom (BT) Competitors 5,368 58 2% No
Group C: Direct o
Teleperformance Competitors 24,725 551 3% No
Group C: Direct o
Samsung SDS Competitors 1,301 168 17% No
Group C: Direct 0
Canon Competitors 87,252 551 1% No
Table29: Applicability of PL 112300n Group B and Group C Companies 2013
Proportion :
Workforce of ALEISS
Total US Payment
on H1B Workforce
Company Name Group Workforce . Mandated
and I-1 Visa| on H1B
(2013) (2013) and -1 by US PL
: 111-230
Visa
International
Business Machine Group B: Direct Competitors| 82,161 9% No
7,751
(IBM)
HewlettPackard . .
0,
(HP) Group BDirect Competitors | 1,00,556 2.666 3% No
o . 0
Deloitte Group B: Direct Competitors| 61,669 5530 9% No
Automatllc Data Group B: Direct Competitors| 28,433 0% No
Processing 86
o . 0
Xerox Group B: Direct Competitors| 99,395 100 0% No
Computer Science o . 0
Corporation (CSC) Group B: Direct Competitors| 31,948 693 2% No
. . 0
EMC Group B: Direct Competitors| 31,623 692 2% No
First Data Group B: Direct Competitors| 16,208 0% No
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Proportion

Higher
Total US LA gl Payment
on H1B Workforce
Company Name Group Workforce . Mandated
and -1 Visa| on H1B
(2013) (2013) and L1 by US PL
: 111-230
Visa
63
. . 0
Dell Group B: Direct Competitors| 43,020 669 2% No
* Di i 0
AT&T Group B: Direct Competitors| 2,27,359 130 0% No
Fidelity National
Information Services| Group B: Direct Competitors| 18,849 1% No
120
(FIS)
. . 0
Fiserv Group B: Direct Competitors| 13,985 161 1% No
. . 0
Amazon Group B: Direct Competitors| 84,615 2308 3% No
o . 0
Verizon Group B: Direct Competitors| 1,46,434 471 0% No
o . 0
Paychex Group B: Direct Competitors| 10,602 55 1% No
o . 0
Convergys Group B: Direct Competitors| 30,250 73 0% No
Broadridge Financia o . 0
Solutions Group B: Direct Competitors 3,803 92 2% No
. . 0
West Group BDirect Competitors 7,382 08 1% No
Total System o . 0
Services (TSYS) Group B: Direct Competitors 5,075 56 1% No
SunGard Data . .
. 0
Systems Group B: Direct Competitors 4,915 106 2% No
. . 0
Rackspace Hosting Group B: Direct Competitors 3,560 129 4% No
. . 0
Unisys Group B: Direct Competitors 7,517 79 1% No
o . 0
CenturyLink Group B: Direct Competitors| 40,195 69 0% No
o . 0
CDK Global Group B: Direct Competitors 5,135 550 11% No
o . 0
CompuCom Group B: Direct Competitors| 10,218 58 1% No
. . 0
Acxiom Group B: Direct Competitors 3,737 124 3% No
. . 0
Sapient Group B: Direct Competitors 2,644 294 11% No
Group B: India Centric 0
Cognizant Companies 26,559 31,918 120% ves
Group B: India Centric 0
iGate Corporation Companies 4,108 2,984 3% ves
Group B: India Centric 0
Syntel Companies 3,493 3,184 91% ves
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Proportion

Higher
Total US LA gl Payment
on H1B Workforce
Company Name Group Workforce . Mandated
and I-1 Visa| on H1B
(2013) (2013) and L1 by US PL
. 111-230
Visa
* Di i 0
Accenture Group C: Direct Competitors| 39,131 8.634 22% No
. . 0
Capgemini Group C: Direct Competitors| 9,177 1,075 12% No
. . 0
CGl Group C: Direct Competitors| 9,050 417 5% No
. . 0
SAP Group C: Direct Competitors| 11,105 490 4% No
o . 0
Aon Group C: Direct Competitors| 25,950 76 0% No
o . 0
NTT Data Group C: Direct Competitors| 56,759 544 4% No
. . 0
Ricoh Group C: Direct Competitors| 49,672 60 0% No
. . 0
Hitachi Group C: Direct Competitors| 75,394 496 1% No
. . 0
Genpact Group C: Direct Competitors| 6,928 797 22% No
. . 0
British Telecom (BT) Group C: Direct Competitors| 5,394 58 2% No
. . 0
Teleperformance Group C: Dired€ompetitors 20,170 550 3% No
. . 0
Samsung SDS Group C: Direct Competitors 1,217 160 17% No
. . 0
Canon Group C: Direct Competitors| 83,190 552 1% No
Table30: Applicability of PL 112300n Group B and Group C Companies 2012
Proportion :
Workforce of ) sy
Total US Payment
on H1B Workforce
Company Name Group Workforce . Mandated
and l-1 Visa| on H1B
(o (2012) andla | Y USPL
: 111-230
Visa
International
Business Machine Group BDirect Competitors 88,383 8% No
7,058
(IBM)
Hewlett-Packard . .
. 0,
(HP) Group B: Direct Competitors| 1,05,867 2.221 2% No
. . 0
Deloitte Group B: Direct Competitors| 57,635 4741 8% No
Automatllc Data Group B: Direc€ompetitors 25,653 0% No
Processing 73
Xerox Group B: Direct Competitors| 1,08,935 0% No
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Proportion

Higher
Total US LA gl Payment
on H1B Workforce
Company Name Group Workforce . Mandated
and -1 Visa| on H1B
(2012) (2012) and L1 by US PL
: 111-230
Visa
74
Computer Science o . 0
Corporation (CSC) Group B: Direct Competitors| 35,818 417 1% No
- Di i 0
EMC Group B: Direc€ompetitors 29,941 668 2% No
- Di i 0
First Data Group B: Direct Competitors| 15,534 62 0% No
- Di i 0
Dell Group B: Direct Competitors| 46,482 504 1% No
o . 0
AT&T Group B: Direct Competitors| 2,13,044 134 0% No
Fidelity National
Information Services| Group B: Direct Competitors| 17,857 1% No
119
(FIS)
o . 0
Fiserv Group B: Direct Competitors| 13,249 127 1% No
o . 0
Amazon Group B: Direct Competitors| 65,159 1,840 3% No
o . 0
Verizon Group B: Direct Competitors| 1,38,696 499 0% No
o . 0
Paychex Group B: Direct Competitors 9,606 56 1% No
. . 0
Convergys Group B: Direct Competitors| 26,412 87 0% No
Broadridge Financia o . 0
Solutions Group B: Direct Competitors 3,529 93 3% No
. . 0
West Group B: Direct Competitors 6,892 88 1% No
Total System . . 0
Services (TSYS) Group B: Direct Competitors 4,174 54 1% No
SunGard Data . .
. 0,
Systems Group B: Direct Competitors 4,952 102 2% No
o . 0
Rackspace Hosting Group B: Direct Competitors 3,075 130 4% No
o . 0
Unisys Group B: Direct Competitors 7,802 69 1% No
. . 0
CenturyLink Group B: Direct Competitors| 40,832 69 0% No
. . 0
CDK Global Group B: Direct Competitors 4,709 550 12% No
. . 0
CompuCom Group B: Direct Competitors| 11,066 58 1% No
. . 0
Acxiom Group B: Direc€ompetitors 3,812 102 3% No
. . 0
Sapient Group B: Direct Competitors| 2,276 208 10% No
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Proportion

Higher
Total US LA gl Payment
on H1B Workforce
Company Name Group Workforce . Mandated
and I-1 Visa| on H1B
(2012) (2012) and L1 by US PL
: 111-230
Visa
Group B: India Centric 0
Cognizant Companies 21,428 30,982 145% ves
Group B: India Centric 0
iGate Corporation Companies 3,756 1,997 53% ves
Group B: India Centric 0
Syntel Companies 3,201 2,507 8% ves
. . 0
Accenture Group C: Direct Competitors| 35,331 5791 16% No
. . 0
Capgemini Group C: Direct Competitors| 6,881 638 10% No
. . 0
cGl Group C: Direct Competitors| 8,440 307 4% No
o . 0
SAP Group C: Direct Competitors| 9,236 478 5% No
o . 0
Aon Group C: Direct Competitors| 24,636 80 0% No
o . 0
NTT Data Group C: Direct Competitors| 51,770 194 4% No
o . 0
Ricoh Group C: Direct Competitors| 42,177 58 0% No
o . 0
Hitachi Group C: Direct Competitors| 63,525 361 1% No
. . 0
Genpact Group C: Direct Competitors 7,686 446 22% No
. . 0
British Telecom (BT) Group C: Direct Competitors| 5,419 57 2% No
. . 0
Teleperformance Group C: Direct Competitors| 16,454 552 3% No
. . 0
Samsung SDS Group C: Direct Competitors 1,138 114 17% No
. . 0
Canon GroupC: Direct Competitors | 79,317 550 1% No

In table-29 and table30, for the companyCognizantthe proportion of workforce on H1B and £l Visais
more than 100%. This is due to estimationade to calculate the US workforce andlB andL-1 visa
holders Hence the proportion of workforce on-#B and L1 visas is logically concluded to lre than
50%which still make# applicable to PL 11230.

3.3.4 Companies affected by PL 111-230 across vears

Basedon the analyses of the applicéibi of the law data in tablel6 (for Group A companies) and table
28,29 and 30for Group B ad GroupC companiesonly Group A companies and India centric Group B
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companies are affected by PL 1230 across each ge 2014, 2013 and 2012. Takdé below
summarizes the companies affected by PL-2B0 across 2014, 2013 and 2012

Table-31: Summary of the comanies affected by PL 13230(2012 2014)

Company Name Group ‘
Tata Consultancy Group A
Services
Infosys Group A
Wipro Group A
HCL Technologies GroupA
Tech Mahindra Group A
Larsen & Toubro Group A
Infotech
Cognizant Group B: India Centric Companies
iGate Corporation Group B: India Centric Companies
Syntel Group B: India Centric Companies

Apart from all Group A companies, ladtentric Group Bompanies werealso impacted by PL 12130.
However, these India centric Group B companies form only 4.8% of the shagl@t amongst Group B
companiesshare in the US CRS market and does not affect the overall analysis that the predominant
impact of 5050rule is on Group Aompanies

Table32: Effective Impact of US PL 1-PBO

Group A Companies Group B Companies Group C Companies

The law affects albroup A

companies adversely by mandatin  Except India centric companies, None ofthe Group C companie:

additional fee for every new-HB none of the Group B companies . "
. . - gualify for an additional fee as
and l-1 visa file due tanfavourable  qualify for an additional fee as per
: . per US PL 11230 as has been
split of their US workforce (more US PL 11230 as has been estabished in thesection 3.3.4
than 50% US employees onlB or estabished in thesection 3.3.4 o
L-1 Visa)

From the above analysist can be deduced that the law PL 1230 is applicable only on Group A
companies and India centric Group dmpanies giving a competitive disadvantage @roup A
companies lfidian JPin the U$ compared to Group B (US JP) and Group C companies (RoW JP in the US).
And this will continue to be the case under the new law PL-1113 where theH-1B and L1 visa fe is

further increased.

Impact of PL 11413 As the applicabilitgpf PL 114113 continues to depend upon the sanparameters
as followed for US PL 1:PBOanduses the same 50:50 rule as basis ®fipplicability. Hence, @roup A
companies and Indieentric Group B companies wiflostlikely be impacted under PL 1143, payingn
additional fee of USD 4,000 fek1Bpetitions and USD 4,500 fbrlA and ELB petitions

78




3.4 Monetary Impact of PL111-230 on Group ACompanies

For Group A companies, monetamgpact due to the applicability of PL 1:2BOwas calculatedbased on

H-1B and L1 visas filed and the additional fees of USD 2,000 and USD 2,250 paid per petition respectively
for H-1B and Kl visas under PL 1280. For HLB visas, the additional feepsid on the number of initial

(new) visa received and the number of visa received for lateral hiring.

The fee applicable per petition in the absence of US Pi23@ior H1B visas USD 2,51%s established
above in the report section 3.3.4]la&roup A companies are impacted by PL £830. Hence, an
additional fee of US 2,000 is applicable per petition under US RR3L1

Table33 depictsthe calculation of monetary impact of PL 1230 on Goup A companies for B visas

received Please note thatsixGroup A companies have been named anonymous (Company A, Company
S0Py a2 GKIFIG GKSANI ARSyGAGe NBYFAya O2yFARSYylUA

LYF2NXYIFGA2YE D

Table33: Monetary ImpactDue toH-1BVisa Additional Fee UnddPL111-230

. " Total
Fee LOtaIIi;gE?efﬁ]e Aclj:c:algoonr?l Additional
Total H1B applicable bp Fee paidon  Total Visa
. " absence of  account of ,
Group A Visas per petition US PL 111 US PL 111 account of Fee Paid
Companies Received® in absence of 230 (USD S e USPL1}1 (USD Mn)fFY
(FY1e15Y* US PL 111 Mn) (FY 10 Petition 230 (USD 10-15)
230 (USD) 15) (USD) Mn) (FY 10
15)
Company A 26,466 2,515 66.6 2,000 52.9 119.5
Company B 26,865 2,515 67.6 2,000 53.7 121.3
Company C 16,562 2,515 41.7 2,000 33.1 74.8
Company D 7,359 2,515 18.5 2,000 14.7 33.2
Company E 5,857 2,515 14.7 2,000 11.7 26.4
Company F 4,290 2,515 10.8 2,000 8.6 19.4
Total 87,399 219.8 174.8 394.6

The additional fee paid on account of US PL-230 for Group A companies k1B category is USD
174.8 millionfrom FY10 to FY15 (FY denotes American fiscal year).

For L1 visas, additional fee is paid on the number of initial (new) applications ifitedpective of
whether the visa for granted or nothe fee applicable per p&tin in the absence of US PL 1230for L-
1 visa is USD 690. Akoup A companies are impacted by PL-230. Hence, an additional fee of US
2,250 is applicable per petition under US PL-23Q.

2 ncludes HLB number of initial (new) visa received and Bl number of visa received for lateral hiring
' Source, Data received from Request for InformaiiBf1s) sent to Indian companies
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Table34 depictsthe calculation of monetary impaatf PL111-230 on Group A companies fofllvisas

filed. For example, Company A (one of theGmoup A companies) in total files 22,10% Lisas from FY10

to FY15. Fee applicable per petition ef kisa in the absence of US PL-2B0D is USD 690, hence the

total fee applicable for 22,105 petitions in the absence of the law is USD 15.3 million. Since, the company
is impacted by PL 131430 an additional fee of USD 2,250 per petittonstbe paid. Therefore, the total
additional fee to be paid due to the law f@2,105 petitions is USD 49.7 milliddompany A paid a total

visa fee of USD 65 million from FY10 to FY15, which is a summation of fee paid in the absence of the law
and fee paid due to the applicability of the law. In a similar way, agempact on therest of the five

Group A companies was calculated.

Table-34: Monetary ImpactDue tolL-1 Visa Additional Fee UndétL.111-230

Total Visa
. fee Total Additional .
_ Fee ap_p_llcaple applicable in  Additional Fee on Fee paid on Total V|§a
Total -1 Visas  per petition in Fee Paid
Group A et B e absence of account of US PL  account of US PL (USD Mn)
Companies  (y 1g157 aPSLeTi‘:Z%OU USPL1El  111.230-Per 111230 (USD "y 1
( (USD) 230 (USD Petition (USD) Mn) e
Mn) (FY (FY 1615) )
10-15)
Company A 22,105 690 15.3 2250 49.7 65.0
Company B 2,561 690 1.8 2250 5.8 7.5
Company C 2,197 690 1.5 2250 4.9 6.5
Company D 5,806 690 4.0 2250 13.1 17.1
Company E 3,601 690 25 2250 8.1 10.6
Company F 283 690 0.2 2250 0.6 0.8
Total 36,553 25.2 82.2 107.5

Theadditional fee paid on account of US PL-PBD for Group A companiéas L-1 category is USD 82.2
million from FY10 to FY15 (FY denotes American fiscal, yehilp the total visa fee paid is USD 107.5
million from FY10 to FY15 for Group A companies in-th&isa category.

The total additional fee paily Group A companiaiie to US PL 13230 across both B and t1
visa category is USD 257 millioom FY10 to FY15.

2 30urce, Data from Request for Information (RFIs) sent to Indian companies
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CONCLUSION

To understand the impact of increased fees for the entry of temporaryimonigrant workers in the US,

the study identified the set of companies from different origins, classified as Group An(lIRlim the

US), Group B (US JP) and Group C (RoW JP in the US) in the report. It further established the commercia
presence and like services provided by each of theeseice supplierdiaving competitive rel@onship

with each other. Applicability of UBL 111230 was evaluated on Group A, Group B and Group C
companies by analysing the proportion of visa holderd B-and 11) of that of US workforcacross years

2014, 2013 and 2012

US PL 11230 mandates payment of additional fee for all companies egiptpmore than 50 people,

out of which 50% or more are onHB or E1 visa. On the face of it, the law applies equally well to all
companies irrespective of thefievenuesize, nature of business, and region of origin. However, in effect,

as demonstrated wh informed estimatesthat the law discriminateljtargets companies with Indian
origin or companies that leverage Indian talent. This is clear from the comparison of Group A, Group B
and Group C companies and the impact of US Pt23Q1on the threegroups, as summarised below in
table-35:

Table35: Summaryof Impactof US P1111 230 onGroup A Group Band Group QCompanies

Parameters Group A companies Group B companies Group C
companies
Origin of Juridical India United States Rest of the World
Persons
Applicability of US PL Obligated to pay Not impactedto pay Not impactedto
111-230 additional fee additional fee(expect pay additional fee
for India centric Group E
companies)
Monetary loss due to US USD 257 Mn Nil (excludingindia Nil
PL 111230(FY2016a15) centric Group B
companie$

As evident from he analysis of Group A, Group B and Grouwmi@panies, UPL 113230, owing to its
nature of expression, mandates onlyo@p A companies (Indian dPthe US) to pay the additional fee,
causing bothihancial and competitive losses.

An evaluation of the total number of visas filed highlghtat Group A companies paid an additional USD
257 million(over and above regular visa fee of USD 245 mjlli@tween FY145 pursuant to the US PL
111-230 as aginst zero additional fee for the Group(8xcluding India centric Group B companiasi
Group C companies.

As explained earlier, the impact assessment has been done at the parent leveltretheéhe subsidiary
level. This i®ssential in assessing theal impact of the lawgiven the complex structure of finance in
these global multhational companies.

While the report is centred around PL 1230 it also tries to put things in perspective from broader point
of view on what was the objective behindch legislative effort anthow such an innovative rule (58D)
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was carved out in a fashion that only hurts select group of companies and none lodrireegrown ones
(except for India centric companieshhe report also tries to uncover that this legislateffort is not a
standalone effort but only a part of broader concerted strategy in slew of other legislative and
administrative efforts targeted at Indian companies or companies leveraging Indian talent only or some
would argue to not just promote butmyaR I G S W Hekpitdthe ffagt,QHatfth@re is shortage of talent

in the local marketplace and no one to shield as per macanomic data.

This monetary impact oddditional USD 257 million is directiypairingthe competitiveness of Indian
companies. The IT industry is intensely competitive and is characterized by rapidly changing technology,
frequent new product launches, strict timelindsest quality output and cost reductions. It is challenging

to meet these expectations with an additional burdef the cost implied with the 1B and L1 visas

under PL 11230 which is further going to be increased with the new law PL-11B4where the
additional visa fee is doubled compared to that of PL-23Q.

/ It can be concluded that while US PL-230is origin neutral in theory, its practical implications are
discriminatory to Indian companies operating in the US CRS market as opposed to companies with j
persons in the US and RoW with juridical persons in the US, which stand safeguardedeutader t
Considering the current intensely competitive market, and shirking profit margins, the additional mon
burden caused due to the law can prove detrimental to the business interests of Indian companies op
in the US CRS market. /
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APPENDIX

A-1 Glossary of Terms

a.

CRS Market as per provision@PC 84 definitionsComputer and related services (CRS) market
is defined as per Central Product Classification (CPC) having followingremtfy* a)
consultancy services related to the installation of computer hardware, b) software
implementation services, ¢) data processing services, d) data base servioesntenance and
repair services of office machinery and equipment includimmgputers and f) other.

-1 and H1B Visas The L-1 visd'®category consists of-1A and LB visas. 4LA visa
classification enables BISemployer to transfer an executive or manager from one of its
affiliated foreign offices to one of its offices in thénited States. 41B visa enables bS
employer to transfer a professional employee with specialized knowledge relating to the
2NBIFYAT FGA2y Qa8 AyGSNBaida FTNRBY 2yS 2F AdGa
United States.

H-1B vis&“is also a nodmmigrant visa which permitsofeign workers to enter intdJSto
carry outfunctions of a company, however, the individual must possess knowledge either
theoretical or technical in gpecialty occupation field

US Public Law 11230"* The lawrequired the submission of an additional fee of USD 2,000
for certain H1B petiticns and USD 2,250 for certaifLA and L1B petitions postmarked on or
after August 14, 2010. This law remained in effect through September 30, 2015.

These additional fee applies only to petitioners who employ 50 or more employees in the
United Statesand if more than 50 per cent of its employees are ofiBior L (including-1A

and L=-1B) nonimmigrant status.

US Public Law 11213"® The Consafiated Appropriations Act, 2016ncreased fees further
for certain H1B and Ll petitioners. These petitioners mtisubmit an additional fee of $4,000
for certain H1B petitions and $4,500 for certainllA and E1B petitions postmarked on or after
December 18, 2015. This law will remain in effect through September 30, 2025.

Similar tg US PL 11230, these additionlafee applies only to petitioners who employ 50 or
more employees in the United Statasdif more than 50 per cent of its employees are o Bl
or L (including41A and E1B) nonimmigrant status.

Juridical PersonJP): JB"means any legal entity duly constituted or otherwise organized
under applicable law, whether for profit or otherwise, and whether privatakned or
governmentowned, including any corporation, trust, partnership, joint venture, sole
proprietorship or assciation.

Group A, B and C Companigsroup Acompanieshavihg commercial presence of IndidP in
the US Group B companiesre juridical persons of US ar@roup C companietaving
commercial presence of rest of the world JP in the US

Commercial Preence (Mode 3) Commercial presené®means any type of business or
professional establishment, including through (i) the constitution, acquisition or maintenance
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http://www.uscis.gov/working-united-states/temporary-workers/h-1b-specialty-occupations-and-fashion-models/h-1b-fiscal-year-fy-2016-cap-season

of a juridical person, or (ii) the creation or maintenance of a branch or a representative, off
within the territory of a nember for the purpose of supplying service

Gartner IT Services MarkefAs defined by Gartndnc- IT services refer to the application of
business and technical expertise to enable enterprises to create, access, mandgmtimize
information technology and thtensive business processes. It includes the following
components: a) Product Support, b) Business Sergdeéensulting, c) Business Servied$
Outsourcing, d) Business Servicémplementation, and e) Bus#ss ServicesBPO.

A-2 Acronyms

Acronym Description

JP Juridical Person

USCIS United States Citizenship and Immigration Services
CRS Computer and Related Services

CPC Central Product Classification

WTO World Trade Organisation

GATS GeneralAgreement on Trade in Services

DHS Department of Homeland Security

DOL Department of Labour

DOS Department of State

LCA Labour Condition Application

CISCOR Citizenship and Immigration Services Centralized Oracle Repository
SEC Security and Exchange Commission

FY Fiscal Year (Represents American fiscal yeaGeu}
CY Calendar Year (Represents calendar yeaDkn)

HC Head Count

FOIA Freedom of Information Act

A-3 US Commitments under the CRS Sector under GATS

Sector orsubsector Limitations on market access | Limitations on national | Additional
treatment commitments
B. COMPUTER AND 1) None 1) None
RELATED SERVIEES 2) None 2) None
3) None 3) None
(MTN.GNS/W/120 a)- | 4)Unbound, except as indicate 4) None
e), except airling in the horizontal section
computer  reservation
systems)
Sector or subsector Limitations on market access Limitations on Additional

national treatment commitments

“THE UNITED STATES OF AMEREBAdule of Specific Commitments, GATS/SC/90, 15 April 36arce,
The United States ofmerica- schedule of spafic commitmentsp.39
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Sector or subsector Limitations on market access Limitations on Additional
national treatment commitments

ALL SECTORS COVERED BY THIS SCHEDULE: For the purpose of this schedulStdtes'Usitkfined a
encompassing the 50 states of the United States, plus the District of Columbia.

All Sectors: Temporary | 4) Unbound, except for measurg 4) Unbound
Entryand Stay of concerning temporary entry and stay
Natural Persorf§ nationals of another member who fa
into the categories listed below:

Intra-corporate Transferees managers,
executives and specialists, as defin
below, who are employees of firnthat
provide services within the United Stat¢
through a branch, subsidiary, or affilia
established in the United States and w
have been in the prior employ of the
firm outside the United States for

period of not less than one yeg
immediately preeding the date of thei
application for admission and who a
one of the following:

a) Managers - persons within an
organization who primarily direct th
organization, or a department or sul
division of the organization, supervise a
control the work d other supervisory,
professional or managerial employeg
have the authority to hire and fire o
recommend hiring, firing, or othe
personnel actions (such as promotion
leave authorization), and exercig
discretionary authority over dato-day
operations. Does not include firdine
supervisors, unless the employe
supervised are professionals, nor does
include employees who primarily perfori
tasks necessary for the provision of tl
service.

1. * "Temporary entry" means entry without intent to establish permanent residence under
immigration laws of the US and confers no rights with respect to citizenship. US commitments
regarding entry and temporary stay in the US do noplg in case of labour/management disputes.
Source:THE UNITED STATES OF AMEBI&wdule of Specific Commitments, GATS/SC/90, 15 April
1994, pg. 17
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Sector or subsector

Limitations on market access

Limitations on
national treatment

Additional

commitments

b) Executives - persons within the
organization who primaly direct the
management of the organizatiorn
establish the goals and policies of ti
organization, exercise wide latitude
decisiormaking, and receive only gener|
supervision or direction from highdevel
executives, the board of directors, (
stockholders of the business. Executiv
would not directly perform tasks relate
to the actual provision of a service

services of the organization.

c) Specialists - persons within an
organization who possess knowledge
an advanced level of continuezkpertise
and who possess proprietary knowled
of the organization's services, resear
equipment, techniques, or managemer
(Specialists may include, but are n
limited to, members of licence
professions.)

Entry for persons named in this section
limited to a threeyear period that may be
extended for up to two additional year
for a total term not to exceed five years.

Fashion Models and Specialty
Occupationg; Up to 65,000 persons
annually on a worldwide basis in
occupations as set out in 8 USCL101
(@) (15) (H) (i) (b), consisting of
() fashion models who are ¢
distinguished merit and ability; and
(i) persons engaged in a special
occupation, requiring
(@ theoretical and practicq
application of a body of highl
specialized knowledge; and
(b) dtainment of a bachelor's o
higher degree in the specialty (or i
equivalent) as a minimum for entr
into the occupation in the Uniteg
States.

86




Sector or subsector

Limitations on market access

Limitations on
national treatment

Additional
commitments

Persons seeking admission under

above shall possess the followi
qualifications:

(a) full licensure in &S state to practice
in the occupation, if such licensure
required to

practice in the occupation in that state
and

(b) completion of the required degree, (¢
experience in the specialty equivalent
the completion of the required degre
and recognitbn of expertise in the
specialty through progressive
responsible positions relating to th
specialty.

Entry for persons named in this section
limited to three years.

Specialty occupation aliens and the
employers must be in compliance with §
labour condition applicatior
requirements that are attested to by th
established employer.

These requirements are:
a) wages paid to the person are th
greater of:
1) the actual wage paid by th
employer to individuals in that place ¢
employment with ginilar qualifications
and experience, or
2) the prevailing wage for tha
occupational classification in the are
of employment;
b) conditions of work are such that the
will  not adversely affect workin
conditions for those similarly employed;
c) there isno strike or lockout in the
course of a labour/management dispu
in progress at the place of employme
affecting the subject occupation
labour/management dispute in progresg
at the place of employment;
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Sector or subsector Limitations on market access Limitations on Additional
national treatment commitments

d) the employer has not laid off g
otherwise dispaced workers in the
subject occupation in the previous §
months and will not lay off or displac
any US worker during the afay period
following the filing of an application g
the 90day periods preceding an
following the filing of any visa petitio
supported by the application;

e) the employer has taken and is taki
timely and significant steps to recruit arn
retain sufficient US workers in th
specialty occupation; and

f) notice is given at the time of applicatig
by the employer to employees dheir
representatives at the place ¢
employment.

A-4 List of Group B and Group éntities filing visapetitions

Notes

Visa datd” contains many entries with seemingly erroneous names of the filing entity. Wherever
applicable, prudent assumptiofisy considering entities with erroneous names and subsidiaries in the US)
have been made while including the relevant onessu@toup Band Group @ategories.

Group B: Direct Competitors

International Business Machine (IBM)
IBM CORP

IBM CORPORATION

IBM INDIA PRIVATE LIMITED

IBM INDIA PRIVATE LTD

IBM INDIA PVT LTD

IBM CORPORATION (GUARDIUM INC
IBM GLOBAL SYSTEMS INC

IBM INDIAPRIVATE LIMITED

IBM INDIA PRIVATE LIMTED

IBM GLOBAL SYSS DBA JOLT TECHq
IBM GLOBAL SYSTEMS DBA JOLT TE
IBM INDIA PTV LTD

IBM INDIA PVT INC

**Source: Data received from FOIA request, USCIS and Computer world
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IBM INDIA PVT LT

IBM INDIA PVT.LTD

IBM INDIAN PVT LTD

IBM INDIA PRIVATE LIMITED

IBM INDIA PRIVATE LID

IBMINDIA PRIVATE LIMITED

IBM CORPORATION INDIA PRIVATE
IBM GLOBAL SYSTEMS DBA JOLT Tt
IBM INDIA PIVATE LIMITED

IBM INDIA PRAVATE LIMITED

IBM INDIA PRIVATE CASE MANAGEFR
IBM PRIVATE LIMITED

HEWLETT PACKARD CO
HEWLETPACKARD COMPANY
HEWLETPACKARD COMPANY
MPHASIS CORP

MPHASIS CORPORATION

MPHAIS CORP

MPHASIS CORPORTION

MPHASIS INFRASTRUCTURE SVCS
MPHASIS CORPORATIONS
MPHASIS INFRASTRUCTURE SERVI
MPHASIS CORPORTATION
MPHASIS FINSOLUTIONS PRIVATE
MPHASIS FINSOLUTIONS PRIVATE L
MPHASIS FINSOLUTIONS PRIVATE 1
HP ENTERPRISE SERVICES LLC A H
HP ENTERPRISE SVCS LLC (A HEWI
HP ENTERPRISE SERVICES LLC

HP ENTERPRISE SVC LLC A HERLE
HP ENTERPRISE SVCS LLC A HEWL
HP ENTERPRISECS LLC A HEWLETT]
HP ENTERPRISE SVCS LLC A HEPWL
HP ENTERPRISE SVCS LLC (A HEWI
HP ENTERPRISE SVCS LLP (A HEWL
HP ENTERPRISE SVCS LLC
HEWLETT PACKARD GLOBALSOFT
HP ENTERPRISE SERVICES LLC (A}
HP ENTERPRISE SVCS HEWRETTE
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HEWLETT PACKARD COMP

HEWLETT PACKARD GLOBALSOFT
LIMITED

HEWLETT PACKARD GLOBALSOFT |
HEWLETT PACKARD OCMPANY
HEWLETT PACKARD PACKARD CON
HEWLETPACKARD CARIBE BV PR

HEWLETPACKARD CARIBE B V PUE

HEWLETPACKARD CARIBE BV PUEF
R

HEWLETPACKARD GLOBALSOFT
LIMITED

HEWLETPACKARD GLOBALSOFT LT,

HEWLETT PACKARAD GLOBALSOFT
LIMITE

HEWLETT PACKARD COMPAN

HEWLETT PACKARD GLOBALSOFT
LIMTED

HEWLETT PACKARD STATE & LOCA|
HEWLETPACKARD FINANCIAL SVCE
HEWLETT PARKARDMPANY

HEWLETPACKARD CARIBE B V (PR)

HEWLETPACKARD CO

HEWLETPACKARD STATE & LOCAL
ENTE

HEWLETT PACKARD FINANCIAL SV(
DELOITTE & TOUCHE LLP
DELOITTE CONSULTING LLP
DELOITTE & TOUCH LLP

DELOITTE & TOUCHE LLC
DELOITTE & TOUGBNAERSEAS SVCS
DELOITTE & TOUCHE OVERSEAS S\
DELOITTE & TOUCHE USA OVERSE,
DELOITTE CONSULTING OVERSEAS
DELOITTE CONSULTING OVERSEAS
DELOITTE CONSULTING OVERSEAS
DELOITTE FINANCIAL ADVISORY SE
DELOITTE FINANCIAL ADVISORY SV
DELOITTE FINANCIAL ADVISORY SV
DELOITTE LLP

DELOITTE SERVICES LP

DELOITTE SVCS LP
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DELOITTE TAX LLP

DELOITTE TOUCHE TOHMATSU SV(
DELOITTLE CONSULTING LLP
DELOITEE CONSULTING LLP
DELOITTE CONSULTING LLP
DELOITTE & TOUCHE OVERSEAS PI
DELOITTE ANALYTICS LLC
DELOITTE CONS OVERSEAS PROJE
DELOITTE CONSULTING LLLP
DELOITTE FINANCIAL ADVISORY SF
DELOITTE SVCS LLP

DELOITTE TOUCHE TOHMATSU SEF
DELOITEE & TOUCHE LLP
DELOITTE & TOUCHE LLP
DELOITTE CONSULING LLP
DELOITTEORP FINANCE LLC
DELOITTE FINAN ADVISORY SVCS L
DELOITTE FINANCIAL ADVISORY SV
DELOITTE MARKETPOINT LLC
DELOITTE SVCS OVERSEAS SVCS L
DELOITTE TAX LLLP

DELOITTE TAX OVERSEAS SERVICE
DELOITTE TOUCHE TOHMATSU SEF
DELOITTE & TOUQHP **
AUTOMATIC DATA PROCESSING IN(
AUTOMATIC DATE PROCESSING IN(
.
XEROX CORP

XEROX CORPORATION

XEROX AUDIO VISUAL SOLUTIONS
XEROX BUSINESS SERVICES LLC
XEROX COMMERCIAL SOLUTIONS L
XEROX COPORATION

XEROX HROLUTIONS LLC

XEROX STATE & LOCAL SOLUTIONS
XEROX STATE HEALTHCARE LLC
XEROX HERITAGE LLC

Computer Science Corporation (CSC) ‘
COMPUTER SCIENCES CORPORATI
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CSC COVANSYS CORPORATION
APPLABS INC

CSC CONSULTING INC
COMPUTER SCIENCE CORP
COMPUTEBCIENCES CORP
COMPUTER SERVICE TECHNOLOG)
CSC CONVANSYS CORP

CSC CONVANSYS CORPORATION
CSC COVANSYS CORP

CSC HOLDINGS LLC

APPLABS TECHNOLOGIES PVT LTD
APPLABS TECHS PVT LTD

EMC

EMC CORPORATION

EMC CORP

EMC2 MECHANICAL INC

FIRSDATA MERCHANT SVCS CORP
FIRST DATA TECHNOLOGIES INC
DELL INC

DELL MARKETING LP

DELL MARKETING L P

DELL MARKETING

DELL MARKETING LLP

DELL PRODUCTS LP

DELL USA LP

DELL MARKETING USA LP

DELL FINANCIAL SVCS

DELL MARKETING LKP

DELL MARKETINGR

DELL MARKING SYSTEMS INC

DELL PRODUCTS INC

DELL SERVICES ENGRG SOLUTION;
DELL SVCS ENGINEERING SOLUTIC
DELLMARKETING LP

DELL PRODS LP

DELL MKTGLP

DELL PRODUCTS,LP

DELL SERVICES ENGINEERING SOL
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DELL SVCS ENGINEERING SOLNS C
DELL WORLD TRADE LP

AT & T LABS INC

AT & T MOBILITY SVCS LLC

AT&T MOBILITY SERVICES LLC
AT&T MOBILITY SVCS LLC

AT&T SERVICES INC

AT&T SVCS INC

AT&T SVCS LLC

AT&T CORP

AT&T LABS INC

AT & T CORP

AT & T SVCS INC

AT&T MANAGEMENT SERVICES LP
AT&T MOBILITY

AT&T SOLUTIONS INC

Fidelity National Information Services
GS)

FIS MANAGEMENT SERVICES LLC
FIS MANAGEMENT SVCS LLC

FIS MGMT SVCS LLC

FIS GROUP INC

FIS MANAGMENT SERVICES LLC
FIS MGMT SERVICES LLC

FIS MGT SVCS LLC

Fiserv

FISERGLOBAL SERVICES INC
FISERV GLOBAL SVCS INC
FISERVBANCINTELLIGENCE.COM IN
FISERV GLOBL SERVICES INC
FISERV PAR INC

FISERV SOLNS DBA IP/COMPUTER |
FISERV SOLUTIONS INCORPORATE
FISERV SOLUTIONS INC

Amazon

AMAZON COM INDC LLC

AMAZON CORP LLC

AMAZON CORPORATE LLC
AMAZON FULFILLMENT SERVICES ||
AMAZON FULFILLMENT SVCS INC
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AMAZON GLOBAL RESOURCES INC
AMAZON SERVICES LLC
AMAZON COM AZDC INC
AMAZON COPORATE LLC
AMAZON CORPORATE LLC
AMAZON CORPORTE LLC
AMAZON PRODUCE NETWORK LLP
AMAZONSVCS LLC

AMAZON WEB SERVICES LLC
AMAZON WEB SVCS LLC
AMAZON COM AZDC LLC
AMAZON COM KSDC LLC
AMAZON CORPORATE LLC
AMAZON COM DEDC LLC
AMAZON COM KYDC INC
AMAZON CORPORATE

AMAZON CORPORATION LLC
AMAZON DIGITAL SVCS INC
AMAZON LOGISTICS GROWP
AMAZON.COM DEDC LLC
AMAZON.COM KYDC INC
AMAZON.COM.AZDC LLC
AMAZON.COM.DECD LLC
AMAZON.COM.DEDC LLC
AMAZON.COM.DEDC. LLC
AMAZON.COM.KYDC INC
AMAZON CORPORATE LLC®
AMAZON CORPORATELLC
AMAZON.COM.NVDC INC
VERIZON DATA SERVICES LLC
VERIZON SERVICES CORP
VERIZON SVCS OPERATIONS INC
VERIZON BUSINESS NETWORK SV(C

VERIZON CORP RESOURCES GROLU

VERIZON CORPORATE RESOURCEYS
LLC

VERIZON CORPORATE SERVICES C
VERIZON SERVICES CORPORATION
VERIZON SERVICES OPERATIONS I
VERIZON BUS NETWORK SVCS INC
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VERIZON BUS NETWORK SERVICES
VERIZON CORPORATE RESOURCES
VERIZON WIRELESS

Paychex

PAYCHEX INC

Convergys
CONVERGYS CORP

CONVERGYS CORPORATION

CONVERGYS INFO MANAGEMENT G

CONVERGYS CUSTOMER MGMT GR
INC
CONVERGYS CUSTOMER MGT GRC
INC

CONVERGYS INFO MGMT GROUP IN
CONVERGYS INFO MGT GROUP INC
CONVERGYS INFORMATION MGT G
CONVERGYS CUSTOMER MGMT GHK
CONVERGYS CUSTOMER MGT GR |

CONVERGYS INFO MGT GR INC

CONVERGYS INFORMATION
MANAGEMENT G

CONVERGYS INFORMATION MGMT
GROUP |

CONVERGYS INFORMATION MGMT
INC

CONVERGYS INFO MANAGEMENT
GROUP IN

CONVERGYS INFORMATION MGT G
IN

Broadridge Financial Solutions
Broadridge Financial Solutions
BROADRIDGE FINANCIAL SOLNS
BROADRIDGE FINANGEALNS INC
BROADRIDGE FINANCIAL SOLUTIONM
BROADRIDGE FINANCIAL SOLUTIONM
BROADRIDGE FINANCIAL SERVICES
West

WEST ASSET MANAGEMENT

WEST CORP

WEST SERVICES INC

WEST CORPORATION

WEST SVCS INC

Total System Services (TSYS)

|
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TSYS ACQUIRIEGLUTIONS

TSYS MERCHANT SOLUTIONS LLC
SunGard Data Systems

SUNGARD AMBIT LLC

SUNGARD AVAILABILITY SERVICES
SUNGARD AVAILABILITY SERVICES
SUNGARD AVAILABILITY SERVICES
SUNGARD AVAILABILITY SVCS LP
SUNGARD BUSINESS SYSTEMS LLC
SUNGARDONSULTING SERVICES LI
SUNGARD CONSULTING SVCS LLC
SUNGARD ENERGY SYSTEMS INC
SUNGARD PUBLIC SECTOR INC
SUNGARD CONSULTING SERVICES
SUNGARD AVAILABILITY SVCS
SUNGARD HIGHER EDUCATION

SUNGARD INST BROKERAGE INC

SUNGARD INSTITUTIONAL BROKER
IN

SUNGARD KIODEX INC

SUNGARD PUBLIC SECTOR
SUNGARD SYSTEMS INTERNATION/
SUNGARD AVANTGARD LLC
SUNGARD CONSULTING SVCS INC
SUNGARD INVESTMENT SYSTEMS
SUNGARD FINANCIAL SYSS LLC
SUNGARD FINANCIAL SYSTEMS LL(
Rackspace Hosting

RACKSPACE LTD

RACKSPACE US INC

Unisys

UNISYS CORPORATION

UNISYS CORP

CompuCom

COMPUCOM SYSTEMS INC
COMPUCOM SYSTEMS INC DBA EX(

Acxiom

ACXIOM CORP

ACXIOM CORPORATION
Sapient

o
|>
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SAPIENT CORPORATION |

SAPIENT CORP
Group B: India Centric Companies

Cognizant

COGNIZANT TECHNOLOGY SOLUTI(
IS

COGNIZANT TECH SOLUTION US C(

COGNIZANT TECH SOLNS US CORP

COGNIZANT TECH SOLUTIONS US ¢

COGNIZANT TECHNOLOGY SOLNS |
CORP

COGNIZANT TECH OSLUTIONS US ¢

COGNIZANT TECH SOL US CORP

COGNIZANT TECH SOLUTUBNGORP

COGNIZANT TECH SOLUTINS US C(

COGNIZANT TECH SOLUTIONS COR

COGNIZANT TECH SOLUTIONS COR

COGNIZANT TECH SOLUTIONS UC (

COGNIZANT TECH SOLUTIONS US ¢

COGNIZANT TECH SOLUTIONS US ¢

COGNIZANT TECH SOLUTIONS US
CORPOR

COGNIZANTECH SOLUTIOS UC COR

COGNIZANT TECH SOULTIONS US ¢

COGNIZANT TECHN SOLUTIONS US

COGNIZANT TECHNOLGY SOLUTION
C

COGNIZANT TECHNOLOGY COLUTI{
us

COGNIZANT TECHNOLOGY SOLUTI(

COGNIZANT TECHS SOLUTIONS US

COGNIZANT US CORP

COGNIATN TECH SOLUTIONS US C(

COGNIZANT TEC SOLUTIONS US C(

COGNIZANT TECH SOLTUIONS US ¢

COGNIZANT TECH SOLUTIONS INC

COGNIZANT TECH SOLUTIONS US

COGNIZANT TECH SOLUTIONS USC

COGNIZANT TECH SOLUTONS US C

COGNIZANT TECH SOULUTIONS US|

COGNIZANT TECH US CORP

COGNIZANT TECHNOLOGIES SOLU
U
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COGNIZANT TECHNOLOGY SOLN Uj
CORP

COGNIZANT TECHNOLOYG SOLUTI(
IS

COGNIZANT TEHC SOLUTIONS US ¢

COGNIZANTTECH SOLUTIONS US C

COGNIZNANT TECH SOLUTIONS US

COGNIZNT TECH SOLNSQRP

COGNIZANT TECH SOLUTIONS US|

COGNIZANT TECHNOLGY SOLN US

COGNIZANT TECHNOLOGY SOLUTI
usS

COGNIANT TECHNOLOGY SOLUTIO

COGNIGEN CORPORATION

COGNIGZANT TECH SOLNS US COR

COGNIZANAT TECHNOLOGY SOLUT
usS

COGNIZANE TECHNOLBSGNJITIONS
usS

COGNIZANT TECH COLUTIONS US (

COGNIZANT TECH SLOUTIONS US ¢

COGNIZANT TECH SOLOUTIONS US

COGNIZANT TECH SOLUITONS US ¢

COGNIZANT TECH SOLUTIONS U S {

COGNIZANT TECH SOLUTIONS US ¢

COGNIZANT TECH SOLUTIONS US §

COGNIZANT TECH SOLUTIONSUS C

COGNIZANT TECH SOUTIONS US C(

COGNIZANT TECH SULUTIONS US C

COGNIZANT TECHNLOLGY SOLNS \
CORP

COGNIZANT TECHNOLOCY SOLNS |
CORP

COGNIZANT TECHNOLOGY LOLUTI(
usS

COGNIZANT TECHNOLOGY SOLUTII
us

COGNIZANT THEROLOGY SOLUTION

COGNIZANT TECHNOLOGY SOLUTI(

COGNIZANT TECHNOLOGY SOLUTIF

COGNIZANT TECHNOLOGY SOULTI(
us

COGNIZANT TECHNOLOGYSOLNS 4
CORP

COGNIZANTT ECH SOLUTIONS US ¢
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COGNIZNAT TECH SOLUTIONS US (
iGate Global Solutions

IGATESLOBAL SOLUTIONS AN IGATE
IGATE GLOBAL SOLUTIONS AN IGA]
IGATE GLOBAL SOLNS AN IGATE C(

IGATE TECH INC AN IGATE COMPAN

IGATE GLOBAL SOLNS AN IGATE
COMPAN

IGATE GLOBAL SOLUTIONS LTD AN

IGATE GLOBAL SUTIONS IGATE
COMPANY

IGATE TECHNOLOGNES

IGATE AMERICAS INC

IGATE AMERICAS INC FKA PATNI AN
IGATE GLOBAL SOLUTHOMSE COMP
IGATE GLOBAL SOLUTTIONS AN IG/
IGATE TECH INC

IGATE TECHNOLGIES INC

IGATE TECHNOLOGIES

IGATE TECHNOLOGIES AN IGATE Ci
IGATE TECHNOLOGIES INC
IGATHECHNOLOGIES INC AN IGATE
IGATE TECHNOLOGIES, INC

IGATE TECHS INC

IGATE TECHS INC AN IGATE CO
IGATE TECHS INC AN IGATE COMPA
IGATE TEHCNOLOGIES INC

IGATE TEHNOLOGIES INC

IGATE TECHNOLOGIES IN AN IGATE
IGATE TECHNOLOGIES INC AND IGA
IGATE TECHNOLOGIES@GXTE COMP
IGATE TECHNOLOGIES IN C AN IGA]
PATNI AMERICAS INC

PATNI AMEREICAS INC

PATNI AMERICANS INC

PATNI AMERICAS INC
N
SYNTEL CONSULTING INC
SYNTEL LIMITED

SYNTEL INC

SYNTEL CONSULTING INC
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SYNTEL COMSULTING

SYNTEL CONSULTIN INC

SYNTEL CONSULTING

SYNTEL CONSULTING INC

SYNTELCONSULTING INC

SYNTEL CONSULTING LLC

SYNTEL CONSULTING, INC

SYNTEL CORPORATION INC

SYNTEL CONSTULING INC

SYNTEL CONSULTANCY INC

SYNTEL CONSULTANTS INC

SYNTEL CONSULTING INC.

SYNTEL LTD

Group C: Direct Competitors ‘

Accenture

ACCENTURE LLP

ACCENTURE TECH SOLUTIONS

ACCENTURE TECHNOLOGY SOLUTI

ACCENTURE TECHNOLOGIES SOLU

ACCENTURE TECH SOLNS

ACCENTURE GLOBAL INC

ACCENTURE LLC

ACCENTURE LLLP

ACCENTURE LLP®

/ACCENTURE LLP
CAPGEMINI FINANCIAL SVCS USA I
CAPGEMINI APPLICATION SERVICE:
CAPGEMINI APPLICATION SVCS LLC
CAPGEMINI APPLICATIONS SVCS LI
CAPGEMINIU S LLC *
CAPGEMINI AMERICA INC
CAPGEMINI FINANCIAL SERVICES U
CAPGEMINHINANCIAL SERVICES US|
CAPGEMINI FINANCIAL SVCS USA I
CAPGEMINI U S LLC
CAPGEMINI US LLC
CAPGEMINI FINANCAL SVCS USA IN
CAPGEMINI FINANCIAL SVCS USA I
CAPGEMINI FINANCIAL SVCS. USA,
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‘ CAPGEMINI FINANCIAL SVCS INC \

CGI FEDERMNC

CGI COMMUNICATIONS INC

CGI TECH & SOLUTIONS INC

CGI TECH AND SOLUTIONS INC

CGI TECHN AND SOLUTIONS INC
CGI TECHNOLOGIES & SOLUTIONS
CGI TECHNOLOGIES AND SOLNS IN
CGI TECHNOLOGIES AND SOLUTINS
CGI TECHNOLOGIES AND SOLUTIOI
CGITECHS & SOLNS INC

CGI TECHS & SOLUTIONS INC

CGI TECHS AND SOLUTIONS INC
CGI FOODS EQUITABLE PLAZA INC

CGI INC

CGI INTERACTIVE COMMUNICATION
INC

CGI INTERNATIONAL LLC
CGI TECHNOLOGIES & SOLNS INC
CGI TECHNOLOGIES SOLNS INC
CGI NORTH AMERICA INC

CGI TECHS AND SOLUTONS INC
SAP |
SAP AMERICA INC

SAP GLOBAL MARKETING INC
SAP INDUSTRIES INC

SAP LAB LLC

SAP LABS LLC

SAP GLOBAL MARKETING
SAP INTERNATIONAL INC
SAP PUBLIC SERVICES INC

SAP PUERTO RICO GMBH LLC

SAP TECHNOLOGY SOLUTIONS INC

SAPTECH SOLUTIONS INC

SAPS LABS LLC
Aon |
AON CONSULTING INC

AON CONSULTING INC[INCORPORA
IN

AON RISK SVCS INC OF MARYLAND
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AON SERVICE CORP
AON SVC CORP
AON BENFIELD INC
AON RISK SERVICES INC OF MARY|
AON RISK SVCS (HOLDINGS) OF TH
AON FIRBROTECTION ENGINEERIN{
AON FIRE PROTECTION ENGRG CO
AON RISK CONSULTANTS INC

AON SERVICE CORPORATION

NTT AMERICA INC

NTT MULTIMEDIA COMMUNICATION
LABO

NTT DATA ENTERPRISE APP SVCS |
NTT DATA INC

NTT DATA INC FORMERLY KEANE I
NTT DATA INC FORMERY KEANE IN(
NTT DATA INC FORMERLY KEANE |
NTT DATA INC FORMERLY KEANE |
NTT DATA INC (FORMERLY KEANE |
NTT DATA INC FOMERLY KEANE IN(
NTT DATA INC KEANE INC

NTT DATA IONC FORMERLY KEANE
NTT DATA, INC

e
RICOKAMERICAS CORPORATION
RICOH INNOVATIONS INC

RICOH AMERICAS CORP

RICOH PROD PRINT SOLUTIONS LL¢
RICOH USA INC

HITACHI AMERICA LTD HAL
HITACHI CONSULTING

HITACHI CONSULTING CORPORATI(
HITACHI AMERICA LTD

HITACHI CONS CORP
HITACHCONSULTING CORP
HITACHI CONSULTING SOFTWARE ¢
HITACHI CONSULTING SOFTWARE ¢
HITACHI DATA SYSTEMS CORP
HITACHI SOLUTIONS AMERICA LTD
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HITACHI CONS SOFTWARE SVCS IN
HITACHI CONS SOFTWARE SERVICI
HITACHI CONS SOFTWARE SVCS IN
HITACHCONSULTIGN SOFTWARE SV
HITACHI CONSULTING SOFTWARE {
HITACHI CONSULTING SOFTWARE ¢

HITACHI DATA SYSTEMS CORPORA

HITACHI GLOBAL STORGE
TECHNOLOGIES

HITACHI HIGH TECHNOLOGIES AME
HITACHI CONSULTNG CORPORATI(
HITACHI CONSUTLING FOQRATION
GENPACT

GENPACT PROCESS SOLUTIONS LL
GENPACT LLC

HEADSTRONG SERVICE LLC
HEADSTRONG SERVICES INC
HEADSTRONG SERVICES LLC
HEADSTRONG SERVICES LLP
HEADSTRONG SRVC LLC
HEADSTRONG SVCS LLC

BT SYSTEMS LLC

BT AMERICASC

BT CAPITAL MARKETS LLC
BT TRANS LLC

Samsung SDS

SAMSUNG INFO SYSTEMS AMERICA

SAMSUNG INFORMATION SYS AMEF
IN

SAMSUNG SDI AMERICA INC
SAMSUNG SDS AMERICA INC

SAMSUNG INFORMATION SYSTEMS
AMERIC

SAMSUNG INTL INC
SAMSUNG INFO SYS AMERICA

|
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A-5 List of Group A and Group C companies in the US

% of shares

US Subsidiaries held by the
Name parent

company

Parent Company

Group A Companies

Tata Consultancy | CMC eBiz Inc 100
Services MS CJV Investments Corporation 100
TCS &erveAmerica, Inc. 100
CMC Americas Inc. 100
Tata America International Corporation 100
Infosys Loadstone Management Consultants Inc. 100
Infosys Public Services, Inc. 100
Infosys Americas, Inc. 100
Infosys McCamish Systems, Inc. 99.9
Infosys novanoldings LLC 100
Panaya Inc. 100
Kallidus Inc. 100
Noah Consulting LLC 100
Wipro Wipro LLC 100
Infocrossing Inc 100
Wipro Data Centre and Cloud Services, Inc 100
Opus Capital Markets Consultants LLC 100
Wipro Gallagher Solutions Inc 100
Healthplan Services Insurance Agency, Inc 100
Healthplan Services, Inc 100
Wipro Promax Analytics Solutions LLC 100
Healthplan Holdings, Inc 100
Harrington Health Services Inc 100
Wipro Insurance Solutions LLC 100
Wipro IT Services, Inc 100
HCL Technologies = HCL America Inc. 100
HCL Expense Management Services Inc. 100
Axon Solutions Inc 100
HCL Latin America Holding LLC 100
HCL America Solutions Inc. 100
HCETEN Ventures, LLC 100
Tech Mahindra Tech Mahindra (Americas) Inc 100
Tech Talenta Inc. 100

% Sources for the table (US subsidiaries and % of shares held) are provided in table 7 (for Group A companies)
and table 8 (for Group C companies)
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Larsen & Toubro
Infotech

Accenture

Capgemini

CGl

SAP

Tech Mahindra IPR Inc

Comviva Technologies Inc.

Tech Mahindra Technologies Inc.
Citisoft Inc.

vCustomer Services LLC

FixStream Networks Inc.

Mahindra Technologies Services Inc.
SofgenAmericas Inc

Larsen & Toubro Infotech LLC

Group C: Direct Competitors
Accenture LLP
Accenture Newco, Inc.
Accenture Sub Inc.
Accenture 2, Inc.
BPMTechnical Resources LLC
Digital Asset Management Co.
Epylon Corporation

Indeliq, Inc.

Navitaire Inc.

BABCN LLC

TekraM LLC

Utiligent LLC

VIA World Network LLC
Accenture Financial Corporation
Willow Investment, Inc.

Willow Investment Properties, Inc.
Proquire LLC

Capgemini US LLC

Capgemini Financial Services USA, Inc.

Capgemini America, Inc.
Sogeti USA LLC

CGlI Technologies and Solutions, Inc.
CGlI Federal Inc.

Ariba, Inc.,
ConcurTechnologies, Inc
SAP America, Inc.

SAP Industries, Inc

SAP Labs, LLC,
SuccessFactors, Inc.,
Sybase, Inc.,

110405, Inc.,

100
100
100
100
100
73.9
100
100
100

Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
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Aon (181
Subsidiaries)

NTT Data

Ariba International, Inc.,

Ariba International Holdings, Inc.,
Business Objectdption LLC,
Concur Holdings (US) LLC,

Inxight Federal Systems Group, Inc.,
H-G Intermediate Holdings, Inc.,
H-G Holdings, Inc.

Gelco Information Network, Inc.,
Financial Fusion, Inc.,

Extended Systems, Inc.,

Plateau Systems LLC,

SAP National Security Services, Inc
SAP International, Inc.,

SAP Global Marketing, Inc.,

SAP Public Services, Inc.

SAP Technologies Inc.,

Sybase International Holdings Corporation,
LLC,
Sybase365, LLC,

Sapphire Ventures Fund Il, L.P.,
TRX, Inc

TRX Technology Services, L.P.,
TRX Fulfillment Services

TRX Data Service, Inc.,

Travel Technology,
TomorrowNow, Inc.,
Technology Licensing Company, LLC,
Aon Service Corporation

Aon US Holdings, Inc.
ARMRISK Corp.

K2 Technologies Inc. etc.
Raging Wire Data Centres, Inc.
RW Holdco Inc.

RW Midco Inc.

Dimension Data (US) Il Inc.
Dimension Data (US) Inc.
Dimension Data North America, Inc.
Solutionary, Inc.

NTT Innovation Institute, Inc.
DOCOMO GuamHoldings, Inc.
MCV Guam Holding Corp.
DOCOMO Capitdhc.

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

100

0

100

100

100

100

100

100

100
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available

80.1

80.1

80.1

100

100

100

100

100

66.7

66.7

66.7
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Ricoh

Hitachi

Genpact

British Telecom (BT,

NTT Data International L.L.C.
NTT Data Inc.

NTT Data Enterprise Servics Holding, Inc.

Ricoh Electronics, Inc.

Ricoh Americas Holdings, Inc.

Ricoh Americas Corporation

Ricoh USA, Inc.

RicohPrinting Systems America, Inc.
Ricoh Prduction Print Solutions, LLC
mindSHIFT Technologies, Inc.

Ricoh Imaging Americas Corporation

54.2
54.2
54.2
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

Deere Hitachi Construction Machinery Corf Not Available

Hitachi Construction Machineiyolding USA  Not Available

Corp
Creditek Corporation

Genpact International, Inc.
Genpact LLC

Genpact (Mexico) | LLC
Genpact (Mexico) Il LLC
Genpact Mobility Servicebyc.
Genpact Mortgage Services, Inc.
Genpact Onsite Services Inc.
Genpact Registered Agent, Inc.
Genpact Services LLC
Genpact US LLC
RadianZAmericas Inc

Infonet USA Corporation
Infonet Services Corporation
Infonet Broadband Services Corporation
[INS, Inc.

BTGS USVI Limited

BT United States L.L.C

BT Newgate LLC

BT Moorgate LLC

BT LatAminc.

BT LatAm Services, Inc.

BT LatAm Holdings Two, Inc
BT LatAm Holdings Three, Inc
BT LatAm Holdings One, Inc
BT LatAm (Nevada) Corp.

BT Federal Inc

Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
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Teleperformance
Samsung SDS

Canon

BT Conferencing Video Inc

BT Communications Saleswifginia LLC
BT Communications Sales LLC

BT Commerce L.L.C.

BT Americas Inc.

BT Americas Holdings Inc
Teleperformance Group Inc

Samsung Electronics America (SEA)
NexusDX (Nexus)

NeuroLogica

Samsung Semiconductor (SSI)
PrinterOn America

Quietside

RT SV GINVEST

SEMES America

Samsung Telecommunications America
Samsung International

Grandis

Samsung Research America
Samsungsemiconductor (SSI)

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
99.9
100
100
100
100
100
100

Canon Information Technology Services, In Not Available

Canon Solutions America, Inc
Canon Financial Services, Inc.

Canon Information and Imaging Solutions,

Inc.
CanonBusiness Process Services, Inc.

Canon BioMedical, Inc
Canon US Life Sciences, Inc

Canon Healthcare Optics Research
Laboratory Boston
Imaging System Research Division

CanonVirginia, Inc.

Canon Environmental Technologies, Inc.

Canon Virginia Oakland
Virtual Imaging, Inc.
Canon USA. Latin America Group

Not Available
Not Available
Not Available

Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available

Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
Not Available
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A-6 Letter by US Senators

For ImmediateRelease

Contact: Max Gleischman (Durbin)
202.228.5244

Beth Pellett Levine
202.224.6197

April 1, 2007
DURBIN AND GRASSLEY ZERO INBMISA DATA
Letters Sent on Day of Application DeadlineZ0®8 Visas

[WASHINGTON, DEPnited States Senators Dick Durbinllpand Chuck GrassleylfR sent a letter
today to the top 25 recipients of approvedIB visa petitions in 2007, seeking detailed information on
how each firm uses the visa progranhese firms were responsible for nearly 20,000 of the available H
1B visas last year.

G.& GKS SyR 2F (KM. RORANRBRTF2N) RS @F NIKSA 1 f
HM. LINPINI Y OFyQid o0 SkilerinAmercsd Re rie€d todeSs@e tNaSfirnts are mob
misusing these visas, causing American workers to be unfairly deprived of goeskitlighbs here at
K2YSod¢

Durbin and Grassley have repeatedly raised concerns that the loopholes irltBeahd L1 visa
progams are allowing for the outsourcing of American jobs. Last year, they introduceditBeaHd 1
Visa Fraud and Abuse Prevention Act, which would requitB ldpplicants to make a good faith effort to
hire American workers first and would give the Ddpaent of Labor greater oversight authority in
investigating possible fraud and abuse.

"I have no doubt that we'll hear arguments all day as to why the cap-bB ksas should be raised, but
nobody should be fooledThe bottom line is that there are dfily skilled American workers being left
behind, searching for jobs that are being filled biBlvisa holders," Grassley saitt's time to close the
loopholes that have allowed this to happen and enact real reform."

The letters are part of an efforbtdetermine if the HLB program is being used for its intended purpese
to fill a worker shortage for a temporary time perioBurbin and Grassley said they expect the
companies to cooperate and answer their questions to ensure that accurate informsti@ing used to
address future reforms of the program.

TheHm. @A al LINRPINIY |fft26a ! YSNAOIY O2YLI yASa
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managers, executives and specialists.

The letter was sent to the following companies: Infosys Technologies Ltd., Wipro Limited, Satyam
Computer Services Ltd., Cognizant Tech Solutions, Microsoft Corporation, Tata Consultancy Services Ltd.,
Patni Compter Systems Inc., US Technology Resources-Ele3, $olutions Inc., Intel Corporation,

Accenture LLP, Cisco Systems Inc., Ernst & Young LLP, Larsen & Toubro Infotech Ltd., Deloitte & Touche
LLP, Google Inc., Mphasis Corporation, University of lllin@kiaago, American Unit Inc., Jsmn

International Inc., Objectwin Technology Inc., Deloitte Consulting, Prince Georges County Public Schools,
JPMorgan Chase and Co., and Motorola Inc.

A copy of the letter is attached.
-30-

April 1, 2008

Dear Sir/Madam:

2SS gNRGS (2 AYldzA NB | -6Raddit] vis@s @dhhré3e iMdnliey theQeivisalzd S 2 F
programs to benefit the American economy by allowirgemployers to import higfskilled or highly
specialized workers whereeded to complement the domestic workforcelowever, we are concerned

that these programs, as currently structured, are facilitating the outsourcing of American jobs.

As you know, today is the deadline for filinglBl visa petitionsIf past yeas are any guide, enough
applications will be filed today to exhaust the annual allotment dfB-visasWe understand that many
employers would like Congress to make mor&BHvisas available-dowever, we must be mindful of the
impact importing more fogign workers will have on American workers, especially in light of the recent
economic downturn.

We believe that before increasing theld cap, Congress must close loopholes in tidtand 1
programs that harm American workerEor example, mder current law only employers that employ H
1B visa holders as a large percentage of thi&workforce are required to attempt to recruit American
workers before hiring a B visa holderMost companies can explicitly discriminate against American
workers by recruiting and hiring onlyHB visa holdersAs theUSDepartment of Labor (DOL) has said:
a F1B workers may be hired even when a qualifi#svorker wants the job, and BSworker can be
RA&LI I OSR FTNRY (KS 220 Ay FIF@2N 2F | F2NBAIY 62)

Additionally, we are concerned that some companies may be circumventing the requirements of the
H-1B visa program by using other visa programs, such asthélbring in cheaper foreign labowhile
the L-1 visa program allows intercompany transféo enter the United States, experts have concluded
that some companies use thellvisa to bypass even the minimal protections for American workers that
are in the H1B program.
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We have introduced S.1035, thel® and k1 Visa Fraud and AbusesRention Act of 2007 This
bipartisan legislation would reform the-EB and L1 visa programs to prevent abuses and protect
American companies and workerSor example, S.1035 would require all employers seeking to hire an H
1B visa holder to first malke goodfaith effort to hire an American worker.

According to statistics recently releasedWgCitizenship and Immigration Services, your company
was one of the top 25 recipients of approved.B petitions in 2007) Y RSNE&E (i | Y RA y Jusé 2 dzNJ
of highskilled visas would help to inform further our views of th&Bland L1 visa
programs. Accordingly, we would appreciate your responses to the following questions:

1.

a. For each of the last five fiscal years anddls/ear 2009, how many-1B visa petitions have you
submitted to USCIS and how many of these petitions have been approved?

b. For each of the last five fiscal years, how many people have you employeduis#me outside
the U

c. For each of the last five fiscal years, how meiSgitizens, HLB visa holders-1A, and £1B visa
holders, and other foreign nationals have you employed ind&and outside theJ If you have
employed other foreign nationals in théS please secify the type of visas held by such nationals.

2.
a. For each of the last five fiscal years, have you beeflB Hependent employer?
b. Would you support legislation prohibiting a company from hiring additioraBHisa holders if

GKS O2YLIye SYLX2ea Y2NB GKIYy pn LIS2LX S HBER Y2NB

and -1 visa holdersPlease explain.

3.

a. For each of the last five fiscal years, how many Labor Condition Al CA) have you
submitted to DOL and how many of these LCAs have been apprévedmany HLB visa holders were
covered by these LCAs?

b. If DOL denied any LCAs you submitted, what reasons did DOL give for the denial?

c. Ifyou are a HLB dependent employer, for how many LCAs have you claimed an exemption
from the requirements to make a goedith effort to recruit American workers and not to displace
American workers (i.e. Alternative C in sectieh &f the LCA)How manyH-1B visa holders were
covered by these exempt LCAs?

4.

a. Please provide a detailed description of your recruitment process for open positions, including
any relevant company policies and where you advertise.

b. Doyou give priority tdJScitizens when filling open positiond20 you make a goefaith effort
to recruit UScitizens for open positions before recruiting foreign nationdlses, please provide a
detailed description of these efforts.

c.  Would you support legislation requiring all employers seeking to hire-aB kisa holder first to
make a goodaith effort to hire an American workerPlease explain.

d. Would you support legislation requiring all employers seeking to hiretdB visa holder first to
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advertise the job opening for a reasonable period of time on a website operated by Biéase explain.

5.

a. Are there any positions for which you only recruit or give priority to foreign nationals?

b. Are there any positions for which you advertise that you will only hire foreign nationals and/or
H-1B visa holders?

c. Would you support legislation requiring that employers may not advertise a job as available
only for H1B vsa holders or recruit only-#B visa holders for a jobPlease explain.

6.

a. For each of the last five fiscal years, how many foreign workei® ¥sa holders-1A, and L
1B visa holders have you sponsored for employrssd legal permanent residency?

b. How many such applications are pending?

c. For each of the last five fiscal years, how many of yeliBH:1A, and E1B employees have
received employmenbased green cards?

For each of the last five fiscal years, how many employees have you terminated outsidig’the
For each of the last five fiscal years, how many employees have you terminatedi§%he
How many of these employeegere UScitizens?

d. Did H1B visa holders replace or take over the job responsibilities of any of these terminated
employees?

e. Would you support legislation prohibiting all employers from displacing an American worker
with aH-1B visa holderPlease explain.

o oo N

8.

a. For each of the last five fiscal years, how many of yeliBrnd £l employees have you
contracted to other companies?

b. How many such employees have you contracted onldifoé basis?

c. For each of the last five fiscal years, please provide a list of the companies to whom you have
contracted your HLB or E1 employees and how manyHB and 1 employees you have contracted to
each of these companies.

d. Have any employees of companies to whom you have contracted ya8r &# E1 employees
been displaced by these employees?

e. How do you determine whether you are involved in secondary displacement, i.e. ydBirok
L-1 employees areidplacing employees of a contractor company?

f.  Would you support legislation prohibiting all employers from engaging in secondary
displacement?

What positions do your current-tHB employees fill?
How many of your currentiB employees received higher education degrees inige
How many of your currentiB employees entered thdSfor the purpose of working for your

o TN
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company?
d. Whatis the average age of your cemt H1B employees?
What is the average level of experience of your curreiiBHemployees?
What is the average length of stay in tb&of your current HLB employees?
How many of your currentiB employeesre skill level one, two, three, and four?
What are the mean, median, highest, and lowest salaries of your currél émployees?
. 2KFG FNB GKS YSIy>s YSRAlFYIX KA3IKS8Sktizeén | yR f24S
employees who are situated similarly to yourHB employees?

sa ~ o

10.

a. What positions do your currentlA and L1B employees fill?

b. Whatis the average age of your currerdtA and L1B employees?

c. What is theaverage level of experience of your currertA and 1B employees?

d. What is the average length of stay in tb&of your current L1A and L1B employees?

e. What are the mean, median, highest, and lowest salaries of youeruizlA and E1B
employees?

f. 2KFd FNB GKS YSIys YSRAIYS>S KAIKBizgn  yR f 26§
employees who are situated similarly to yout A and E1B employees?

11.

a. Have you received anpmplaints from your HLB and/or E1 employees about unfair hiring
practices, wages, or work condition$f?so, please provide details.

b. I S &82dz NBOSAGSR lye O2YLXIFAyda FNRBY &2dzNJ !
the H1B or L1 visa programs? so, please provide details.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Richard J. Durbin Charles E. Grassley
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A-7 Request for Information Template

USVISA FILING DETAILS

Categories of data specific to Visa Filling

1 H-1B Visa Filing Details
2 L-1 Visa Filing Details
3 50-50 Rule Applicability
4 USEntities Detalil

Note: FY denotes American Financial year i.e.-(G&p. For Example: FY15 denotes Oct 2@&eh

2015

Category 1

H-1B Visa Filing

FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15

Number of initial (new)visa received

Number of visa received for lateral
hirings*

Number of renewal visa requests filed

Number of renewal visa granted

*Details of visa received for lateral hiring
of resources already witht&1B visa,
however, a new H B visa has to filed for
these resources as they are changing
company

Category 2

Year
Number of initial (new) applications filed

L-1 Visa Filing

FY10 FY11 ‘ FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15

Number ofinitial (new) visa granted

Number of renewal visa requests filed

Number of renewal visa granted

Category 3

50-50 Rule Applicability

Definition: 5050 Rule is applicable if a company has more than 50 employees itJtband more
than 50 percent of the US employees are iAlB or 1 nhonimmigrant status

Year
Impacted by 5850 rule (Yes/ No)

FY10 FY11 ‘ FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15
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Name of theUSEntity

USEntities Detail

Mode of
presence
in the US
(Branch/
Subsidiary/
Others
specify)

Applicability
of 50-50
rule (Yes/
\[o))
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A-8 Request for data under Freedom of Information Afdied in March2016

Date range of requestOctober 1, 2009 through September 30, 2015

Description of the Request:

Requesting to access the following data related t#bBHand L1 visa petitions filed byampanies:

H-1B Visa Data:

1 The information should include the number ofliB initial visas filed and granted andlB
renewal visa filed and granted on quarterly basis from FY2009 to FY2015 (Quarters being 1st
October to 31st December, 1st Janyao 31st march, 1st April to 30th June and 1st July to 30th
September). Also, it should state whether the company employ 50 or more individuals in the
United States and are more than 50 percent of the US employeesl® &t E1A or 1B non
immigrant staus

9 Data to be provided separately for all companies filing a total of more thanHBB petitions in a
particular year

9 Please find below the template for your reference:

H-1B Visa Filing Details
Following data related to HIB visgetitions is requested
Kindly refer form-1129, Section
1 General Information of "HB
and H1B1 Data Collectioand
For each financial year, data to be provided for all companies Filing Fee Exemption
filing a total of more than 50 -HB petitions in that year Supplement"
Are more
Does the than 50
petitioner percent of
employ 50 or the US
H-1B Visa Details more employees in
individuals in | H-1B or 1A
Company| Fiscal| Quarter the United or L-1B nor
Name year | Ending States immigrant
status
Number | Number Number | Number | al NJ W ab Ny ¥
of Initial | of Initial of of the above the above
Visa Visa Renewal | Renewal statement statement
Filed | Granted | gy Visa holds true, holds true,
else mark
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Filed

Granted

else mark 'No'

INOI

Company
A

FY10

Dec-
09

NA

NA

Mar -
10

NA

NA

Jun- 10

NA

NA

Sep-10

FY11

Dec-
10

Mar -
11

Jun-11

Sep-11

FY12

Dec-
11

Mar -
12

Jun- 12

Sep-12

FY13

Dec-
12

Mar -
13

Jun-13

Sep-13

FY14

Dec-
13

Mar -
14

117




Jun- 14

Sep- 14

FY15

Dec-
14

Mar -
15

Jun- 15

Sep- 15

L-1 Visa Data:

1 The information should include the number ofllinitial visas filed and granted anedllrenewal
visa filed and granted on quarterly basis from FY2009 to FYZDi&rters being 1st October to
31st December, 1st January to 31st march, 1st April to 30th June and 1st July to 30th
September). Also, it should state whether the company employ 50 or more individuals in the
United States and are more than 50 percent of tHS employees in-EB or E1A or 1B non
immigrant status
9 Data should be provided separately fot lindividual and 41 blanket filings
1 Data to be provided separately for all companies filing a total of more thanl5fdtitions in a
particular year
1 Please find below the template for your reference:

L-1 Visa Filing Details

Following data related to-1 visa petitions is requested

For each financial year, data to be provided for all compan
filing a total of more than 50-1 petitions in that year

Company
Name

Fiscal
year

Quarter
Ending

L-1 Visa Details

Kindly refer form-1L29, Section 1
General Information of "L
Classification Supplement Eorm
1-129"

Does the
petitioner
employ 50 or
more
individualsin
the United
States

Are more than
50 percent of
the US
employees in H
1B or 1A or L=
1B non
immigrant
status
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Number
of
Initial
Visa
Filed

Number
of Initial
Visa
Granted

Number
of
Renewal
Visa
Filed

Number
of
Renewal
Visa
Granted

al N W

the above
statement
holds true,

else mark 'No'

al Ny W,
above
statement holds
true, else mark
'No'

q

N

Company
A

FY10

Dec-
09

NA

NA

Mar -
10

NA

NA

Jun- 10

NA

NA

Sep-10

FY11

Dec-
10

Mar -
11

Jun-11

Sep-11

FY12

Dec-
11

Mar -
12

Jun- 12

Sep-12

FY13

Dec-
12

Mar -
13

Jun- 13

Sep-13

FY14

Dec-
13
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Mar -
14

Jun- 14

Sep-14

FY15

Dec-
14

Mar -
15

Jun- 15

Sep-15
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A-9 Request for data under Freedom of Information Act, 2012

Under the Freedom dhformationAct, requestingaccess to the following data related tolB and Ll
visa applications filed by companies. Please note that, looking foimfiganation as mentionedelow:

Data for H-1B Visa:

e Quarter Number of Visa
pany Ending | Applications Filed

Sep09

Number of Visa
Applications Rejected

Number of Visas
Granted

Dec09

Mar-10

Junrl0

Sepl0

Decl10

Company

A Mar-11

Junll

Sepll

Decll

Mar-12

Junl?2

Sepl2

Kindly note that we need-HiB datafor all companies with total HLB visa application filings more than

500

Data for L1 Visa:

SR Quarter Number ofVisa
pany Ending | Applications Filed

Sep09

Number of Visa
Applications Rejected

Number of Visas
Granted

Dec09

Mar-10

Junl0

Sepl0

Decl10

Company

A Mar-11

Junll

Sepll

Decll

Mar-12

Junl2

Sepl2

Kindly note that we need L1 dafer all companies with total L1 visa application filings more than.50

121




A-10 List of Sources

YY2yiNRodziA2ya 2F LYRAIFIQa ¢SOK LyRdzaAGNE G2 GKS ! ofd
http://www.nasscom.in/contributionsindia%E 2%80%9%sch-industry-useconomy, p.4,5, (Last accessed on
September 09, 2016)

2 2ydNAOdziA2Y & 2F LYRAL Q&,Soukc® KASSGUMNelisieE (12 GKS ! o{ d
http://www.nasscom.in/contributionsindia%E 2%80%9%9sch-industry-useconomy, p.6, (Last accessed on
September 09, 2016)

% Analysis dondy Nasscom over data from Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS)

* Characteristics of 4B Specialty Ocpation Workers, Source, USCIS Website,
https://www.uscis.gov/sites/default/files/USCIS/Resources/Reports%20and%20Studi8gi-l B-
characteristicgeport-14.pdf, p.ii, (Last accessed okugust 16, 2016)

® Analysis of CRS industry related bills as tracked by Nasscom

® H-1B Speialty Occupations, DOD Cooperative Research and Development Project Workers, and Fashion
Models Source, USCIS Website
https://www.uscis.gov/workineunited-states/temporaryworkers/h-1b-specialtyoccupationsdod-
cooperativeresearchand-developmentproject-workersandfashionmodels Para.2, (Last accessed on
August 09, 2016)

"H1B visa filing fees and costs, Source, H1 base website,
http://www.h1base.com/visa/work/h1b%20visa%20fees/ref/1186(Last accessed on September 12, 2016)
®H and LFiling Fees for Formi1l29, Petition for a Nonimmigrant WorkeBource, USCIS website,
https://www.uscis.gov/forms/hand-l-filing-feesform-i-129-petition-nonimmigrantworker, (Last accessed on
September 12, 2016)

® -1A Intracompany Transferee Executive or Managewurce, USCIS Website
https://www.uscis.gov/workineunited-states/temporaryworkers/Flaintracompanytransfereeexecutiveor-
managef (Last accessenh July 13, 2016)

L-1B Intracompany Transferee Specialized Knowle8gerce, USCIS Webshéps://www.uscis.gov/working
united-states/temporaryworkers/t1b-intracompanytransfereespecializeeknowledge (Last accessed on
August 09, 2016)

191 1 visaindividual petition,Source, immihelp websitéttp://www.immihelp.com/l1-visa/ll-visa
petition.html, (Last accessed on September 12, 2016)

1 visablanket petition, Source, immihelp websitetp://www.immihelp.com/l1-visa/ll-blanket
petition.html, (Last accessed on September 12, 2016)

2H and LFiling Fees for Formi1R29, Petition for a Nonimmigrant WorkeBource, USCIS website,
https://www.uscis.gov/forms/hand-l-filing-feesform-i-129-petition-nonimmigrantworker, (Last accessed on
September 12, 2016)

'3 As estimated by NASSCOM

“New Law Increases-HB and L1 Petition FeesSource, USCV8ebsite,
https://www.uscis.gov/news/alerts/newaw-increasesh-1b-and-1-petition-fees Para.1(Last accessed on
August 09, 2016)

2 Bills such a®ffshoring Pregntion Actintroduced in January 201Fairness for Higkilled Immigrants Act
introduced in November 2010)utsourcing Accountability Act of 20kroduced in February 2012 etc.
lGCOngressionaI Record Volume 153, June 5,2007, Source, US Government Publishing Office,
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CREC007-06-05/html/CREE007-06-05-pt1-PgS70363.htm, (Last accessed
on Aug 04, 2016)

750: 50 rule refers to companies having more than 50 employees in the US and if more than 50% of their US
workforce is made up of #iB or L1 visa holders

18 Grassley works to ensure accountability #1Blvig program Source, Senator Chuck Grassley official
website, http://www.grassley.senate.gov/news/neweleases/grassleworksensureaccouwntability-h-1b-
visaprogram, para.3,(Last accessed ohugust 04, 2016)

Y9 A link between trade and immigration, Source, International Economic Law and Policy Blog,
http://worldtradelaw.typepad.com/ielpblog/2010/08/anew-link-betweentrade-andimmigration.html, (Last
accessed on August 04, 2016)
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http://www.nasscom.in/contributions-india%E2%80%99s-tech-industry-us-economy
http://www.nasscom.in/contributions-india%E2%80%99s-tech-industry-us-economy
https://www.uscis.gov/sites/default/files/USCIS/Resources/Reports%20and%20Studies/H-1B/h-1B-characteristics-report-14.pdf
https://www.uscis.gov/sites/default/files/USCIS/Resources/Reports%20and%20Studies/H-1B/h-1B-characteristics-report-14.pdf
https://www.uscis.gov/working-united-states/temporary-workers/h-1b-specialty-occupations-dod-cooperative-research-and-development-project-workers-and-fashion-models
https://www.uscis.gov/working-united-states/temporary-workers/h-1b-specialty-occupations-dod-cooperative-research-and-development-project-workers-and-fashion-models
http://www.h1base.com/visa/work/h1b%20visa%20fees/ref/1186/
https://www.uscis.gov/forms/h-and-l-filing-fees-form-i-129-petition-nonimmigrant-worker
https://www.uscis.gov/working-united-states/temporary-workers/l-1a-intracompany-transferee-executive-or-manager
https://www.uscis.gov/working-united-states/temporary-workers/l-1a-intracompany-transferee-executive-or-manager
https://www.uscis.gov/working-united-states/temporary-workers/l-1b-intracompany-transferee-specialized-knowledge
https://www.uscis.gov/working-united-states/temporary-workers/l-1b-intracompany-transferee-specialized-knowledge
http://www.immihelp.com/l1-visa/l1-visa-petition.html
http://www.immihelp.com/l1-visa/l1-visa-petition.html
http://www.immihelp.com/l1-visa/l1-blanket-petition.html

