
























































































































































1he subsidy dependence index calculation (SOl). (BRAC's program would still be 
financially self-sufficient even with the higher cost offimds applied to its. de!n, but not 
when it is applied to its equity base as well as tbe SDT calculation in the main body of the 
report implies) . 

b10"'ri.on Adjustments lU 6% for 1m 
intluion s4j on e;quity from pre\' }'eOlf 
inflation :.1dj on fixed from pre .. --year 
Nt.t inflati:oo adjustment expense: 

'Vrite otl' :md :-\djLL'ifcd lmn Portfolio 
Unadjm;tcd loon purdi>llo 
> 360doys 
-write off 

Adju.stcd lo:m pore 

9Q-l80 d>)' 
X50% 

180-360 
XIOO 
Adjustt.·d l...t1:Ut L():SS. J>ro.,i.qon 

Unndjustcd Portfolio 
l(lss Provision 

Un3djustcd net lon.n pori 
adj tot Joan port • 
adj Ll.P 
Adjusted net loan port 

Diffadj and unadjlL..ted llttloan po.r 

Uo:1dju:>tcd LLP Expcosc( from income"$bt.e) 
Adjm-t J.J.P IS 

CQ!t:t nr Funds i\dju.-,1ment 
CI)S.1 of fimds currCJ-l tly at t3lcs 

x shod<>w pri<¢ t0.087) 
m:1rl.:eL co$1 of funds 

Le::.::..; interest 

Cost offunds Adj C:xpet1se 

210.678.00.9 

176,804,066 

7.021581 
20.678 

20,678 

7.000.903 

87.927 

11,529 
17,529 

lOS d56 

7,021.581 
471.210 

6,55Q,371 
7,0Q0,9Q3 

105,.1 56 
6.895.447 

(345,076) 

(219.%5) 
(12S,JJI) 

1.679,799.400 

146,142.548 

83.989.970 

62.152,578 

An inflation rate of 6% was used and !he adjustment was applied to net fixed assets and of 
tile pre"iou!;· year. The lo;m loss expense was calculated aecording to the fommla used by the 
Microbanking Bulletin (CGAP and Calrueadow). which compares the performance across over 100 MF1 
m.1n) of whom are top performers. BRAC rraditiooally substantially in excess of its losses. hence 
the add-back. The rate applied for the cost oifunds adjustment was 0.087 (the rate used by theMBB 
Bulletin in 1998). In re;llity. tile cost of funds would be aJound two to three percent higher and we take this 
into account in our subsidy dependence index calculation) 
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Appendix 2: BRAC's Writo-Up on it's response to Sl10rebank's 1998 Financial Rev/ow Rocommondations 

~~~~~~~R-C-CO_I_n_m-~-~-H~In-t~iO_I_I~-- ----~----~,--,-~~,~~~~--~C~.O-I_O_II~lc"l~ll~~~----~.11~~-,r-r<~~A~C~t~iO~l:t ~T~a~k~-~ 

' ' ' : ' '0' ' .. ill!' ,,, 

Sector Progrnms: 

p BRAC should set new targets for its sector 
program co,·eragc. whtch systematic.1lly 
underestimate achievement. 

pAn extensive evaluation of BRACs sericuhurc 
program should srort for idcnti(\'tngthc reasons 
behind the dclinqucnc~· Mel also knowing the impact 
of scricuhuro on it s borrowers. 

p I"Ot' idouti ~vi i 1!J tho I'CII$011 CJf<lcl inqucncy a Sll 1cly 

should be J\:VC:11cd ()11 fishcri~s ond ~cl'icu ltu rc. 

p Jlerccnlagc of totnl portlo li o ou1standing on rural 
trading and food processing should l>c more :mel 
accurate categorized, 

r flRAC should put nil Nlfll. iuto 100 wc;:k$ missed 
payments ~nd "rite-orr nil Nlnl. and :til 1" o )'car< I~''' 

._2uc (nt moM '~ems). '-

p RDP has reviewed its targets of sectors and sets 
up a new activity wise target for service charge of 
sectors. 

p RDP \\ill m3ke a request to BRAC to monitoring 
dcpn nmenl undertake such kind of study 

p The reason of dol inqu~ncy of t1shc•·y sector is dull 10 
scosoual offccc and sericullurc is bccau~c o(' tcchnical 
problems. 

pIt will be yery difftcult to break down rural tmdc and 
food process ing into rnorc categories. Because under 
rural trading al l sorts of small business and services nrc 
included Again food processing include paddy husking, 
pufl"ed paddy. pulse husking, oil processing etc. which 
rakes more time and more comp licated lO maintain. 

Gencmlly BRAC put past due ru11011111 af\cr 104 weeks iuto 
NlOL, ;\gnin. all NIBL an: in this pOsition ror one ) C:tr then 
it• " rite-orr. 

p It has started frorn 1999. 

p Monitoring department 
will undct1akc this study in 
lnt~r of 2000. 

p Spcci:1l monitol'iug wi ll be 
cond ucted for identifying 
the reasons. 

r In Novemb<:r 1999 BRAC 
h11~ written off ~II NIBL lo.111S 



-Loan Loss Rcse•·ve: 

p Branches require m~king :1 one page sumnmry 
statement for lo.1n loss rcscn•c on a quarterly bnsis to 
reconcile 11 "11h balance sheet 

p Bmnch should reserve the amounl which they need 
rather 2% flat on disbursement 

p Including MGLA progr:un a loan loss provision 
should be charged 4% on disbursement. 

pAll loan t h~t over three yea rs past due und NIBL 
should be written off forma lly f'ro111 the bnl:mce 
sheet. 

p Different product with different pricing nnd 
malurit~· should be 1ntroduccd. 

p A head office s.wings manager is needed in each 
region that ",n be dcdicmcd to savings mobilization 

'---

p When branch will computeri e•' this kind of statement 
will be taken. 

p RDP is more interested ro charge 2% flat on 
disbursement globally ns it has to maintain outreach 
focusing in the organization that may be economically 
potential or less potential. After the flood, RDP started 
to charge 3% flat on disbursement but aflcr few months 
significant improvement have shown in the repnvmcnt 
mtc (from APO Report), it continues tO charge 2%. 

p n.c rate that chnrge on disburscmC!It, as loan loss 
provision '•nclud'tng MEtA will be rcv',cwcd. 

p BRAC already bas started wrillcn off loon rho! over 
three year past due and Nl BL from the lwlancc ~hcct. 

. 

p BRAC (RDP) now introduces four different products 
(security sovings, current savings, long-tcnn savings & 
fixed savings). which arc in different maturity at 
different inrerest rate. 

p BRAC recruited one senior regional manager transfer 
to hc.1d omcc and assigned l1im 10 look at\cr d•ffcrcm 
product He •s n:pon:~blc to PC (RDP). llcsidcs, one 

p It has clone once in a year. 

p This will be staned 
from January 2000. 

p TI1is will be stoned from 
Janua~· 2000. 
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p !ndividu:ll lc••d :wei br.1nch lc••cl $.1\'illl)S clMil 
n~cds to be collected :md ~nal:-zed the same 
dedication th:u disbursement and <>utstanding are 
tracked. 

p BRAC sl•oold d~<"Ciop a dam b.tsc s~ 'SCcm for 
s:wings pattcm that forecast its fund requirement 
that is the need for liquidity at the branch level. 

p New branch rating systen1 should include a 
savings measure (c.(l. s:wi••ss-outstanding ratio and 
snv111gs mobih1.n1ion per PO (01)C0)). 

p Curren! accounl s;wings product shoukl conhm•~ 
to be 1\I:Hkctcd untilnddititmnl products a•·c 
developed. 
p Branch managers arc forced to nil ow lllembers to 
withch·aw r.·ecly withm the proper guideline. 

Manngemelll of B•·anch Opcrntions: 

p BRI\C should begin a multiv;~riatc analysis or 
branch pcrformanc<: and within several years 
develop a system of' branch cntcgon zation that is not 
b.1scd solely onchc age of llu: Immel! but mhcr more 
revealing va riahlcs. 

program Ol'!):lnizcr (s:~ving~) i~ :1s~igncd lo mohililC 
s:wi11gs in e:~eh region. 

p MlS alwa~s provide branch wise savmgs performan<:c 
on a regular basis. 

p BRAC starcsroatinuall~·rompucerizcd information 
systcn1 in branch level. which will provide a cle:~r data 
on sa\1ng and fund requirements. RDP also use a 
fom1at to project fund requiremc•1t in a month basis. 

p 8RAC did rating of different brnnch i11 od hoc basis. 
But 110\\' this is 1101 doing rcgul:trh BRI\C needs :m 
extcn1al con,ullnntto dev<;lop br;nch·rating system. 
p Cun-cnl sn,·ing.~ has modit1cd ~nd mokc 11 customer 
friendly. 

p A new guidclin() has bc~n formulatod fo•· Ill<: 
members' savings withdrawal. 

p BRAC not only measure branch performance 0 11 th<l 
basis of age oft he branch and also analyze 
disbursement, sa•ings mobi li7.atlon, outstanding, 
dclinquCJlcy. 

p llus has started from 
1999. 

p The lin~ncinl 

mnnugc111cnl icnm will 
develop branch mling by 
2000. 

() ·n,is wiii iJc started from 
J:\nnary 2000. 

p BRAC wi ll start it from 
200 I. 
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Sector· l'r·o~:r·run Chnr'~C l~rciWtr·y: 

p A sound t.IIS rr-;~ckrng sy~tcrn is ncccssnry for 
BRAC to impro1·c us scnrcc charge r.:aliz.1tions as 

p Alrc:.d~ ROP ~IS provrdc rcgul~r service charsc and 
cost rccov~·~· infom1ntion to management 

well as to be alii~ to cut <:QSts \\here f.:asihlc. ? Sel'\·icc cli:u:gc <:Q\!ection system has been 
strengthening. Here PO (EIG) continual!~ follows up 

pBRAC should set up a tight collection system. and PO (ODCO) in\'olved in collecting this scn·icc 
ll'hich members know inflc.xiblc. charge. I 

pit 11ill be possible when all bmnches will come under 
computeriz:trion. 

p The pnst clue should be trnck~d over tirnc as per 
r\PO model (e.g. 0 wcelts, 1·4 weeks etc.) p BRAC will consider this but il will be J)Ossible 

I 
p The pcrform:1nco or s~cror srntl' should be based 

wftcn BR.AC's every branch will be fully 
comptuerized. 

on percentage on on-rime collections as well os orr . 
the <)ualit~· Clf p:1st dues. 

. J . 1 
p Branch staff shotrlcl r·cvise :lctivlty targets for 
re<:l<~r 011 11 <\llolrtcrly ();,~i~ . p Bot.h brfu1ch s\aff and sector stafl' will irwo\vo in p Tlris w'rll be started from 

p 13RAC should concern about the services that add 
revising activity target. January 2000. 

value Clf tltc members. p BRA C alll'a)'S concern to increase borrowers' 
productivity and income level that help them to irnprovc 
financial and social starus. 
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Appendix 3: Notes on Liquidity Management xrv 

How to measure liquidity? 

A ~ill can use historic data from the balance sheet, but liquidity management should be 
mostly forward looking. One cannot be sure that an MFl will be able to cover all cash 
ouctlows oo a specific day in the future simply b) observing a 10% liquid assel to to!al 
deposit ratio. Assurance of future liquidity can only be achieved by deriving detailed 
estimates of the siz.e and timing of future cash inflows and outflows. 

To do these estimates, the MFL manager must take into accoum the strategic plan together 
with the MFr s operational plans and shon-tem1 action plans developed by the operating 
divisions and assess their impact on liquidity At the big picture level of strategic 
planning. it makes sense to represent the liquidity condition by a margin of safety rule or 
a target value for a particular liquidity ratio. 

At the operational level, all plans should be evaluated in terms of their cash flow 
implications. Liquidiiy is an important consideration in deciding from which source 
(equi!)•. deposits, loans, bonds etc) and under what terms this funding should be prOCLII'ed 

Certain balance sheet indicators and ratios are helpful to generate general operating rules 
as well as for a higher level of planning Ratios give a quick indication of the overall 
liquidity position or the MFL they are also useful tor comparing liquidity benveen 
different institutions or to calculate the liquidity average for an industry. 

Sue!!ested Liquiditv Measurement Recommendations for l\1Fis 

1t is useful to distinguish three basic scenarios that -..~11 help determine the choice of 
liquidity indicators. 

Scenario 1: Small Mic•·o-Lending Institution. The typical MFilitting this scenario is 
small with limited professional staff. maybe e•·cn entirely volunteer-based. makes only 
micro-loans and generally has no voluntary savings business. Here, the basic cash 
posttionmdic:ator would be the most useful ratio. 

Cash Position Indicator= C:N! :n!depositsducfrom bonks 
Total :t5-<;e\S 

Since rhis type of institution does not have access to short-term commercial funding and 
does not invest in the short-term money market, the more sophisticated ratios covering 
purchased funds and investment balances do not apply. Once such a small micro-lender 
does begin mobilizing voluntary deposits. it would be advisable to also track the total 
deposit ratio and the reserve ratio. 
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T l D . R . Cash and <lqx>Sits due from bonks 
ota epos1t at10 = Total o.s:;.its 

I' R . _ __:C:.:.as=l:..:l asse=c:::ts:_ "eserve auo '=' 
Customer deposiiS 

Scenario 2 : Mid-Size l\'11'1. An MFI in this category is characterized by a professional 
organiza1ion. by a sophisticated loan operation and by significaJJt deposit mobilization. 
M1d-size MFls should look at the above cash position indicator, total deposf.t ratio and 
the resen·e ratio. As a rdinement, one may consider using tl1e core deposit ratio instead 
of !he to!al deposit ratio. Those mid-sizeMFls ll>at are l!Clively using or are beginning to 
de,·elop commercial short-term funding opportunities should also look at the purchased 
funds ratio. 

Core Deposit= Core deposils 
Total~ts 

Sceu:1rio'3: L:~rge Full-Service MFl. The typical MFt in rhis scenario has h.ighly 
developed voluntary savings operations, regularly draws on commercial funding sources 
and uses sophisticated short-term investments to store liqu idity. Such an MFJ would find 
it worthwhile studying aU the above liquidity ratios plus the locm-fo-deposit ratio, the . 
ccpacfry ratio and t he net non-core jm1ding dependence. ' 

Current 
R;!liO 

Net loan .. 
Loan to Deposit Ratio = ' 

Total deposits 

The Capacity Ratio = Net loans 
Total assels 

The Net Non-Core Funding Dependence N::n-ror~troilities -SloHcnniJ.lol;Stnt:ns 
N:tloons 

Liquidity Ratios - Quick Reference Table ~v 

CunenL:lsse!S 
Current liabilities 

Primarily USGd by.oon-bauks .. Not recommended for 
MFls because turrent <lSSCIS in~ludcs liquid assets 
plus short· lern\ loans 10 Ctl~OD\ers. ln other w<>rds. il 
combines dte liquidil)' safety stock with the most 
imponant use of liquidity (Le. the loan portfolio sinre 
most M.Fis lend predominantly shorHerm).~ ln.. 
fact. an MFI 1h<11 has not made a single IO<'ID and 
holds all current assets in vault cash wouldha,·e the 
same currcnl rlll io as an JviFJ that is completely 
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Caslt 
Position 
lrul.it:.l\<>r 

Capacity 
R.~tio 

ToL,I 
Depo>it 
Ratio 

Purchas.:d 
Funds-Ratio 

Cort Deposit 
Ratio 

Loan-to· 
Deposit 
Ratio 

NelNon­
Core 
f UJJcling 
Dependence 

Ca:sb and d ... 1x>SiL~ du..:: from b::u1ks 
Totn1 a."-.~L<{ 

Net loans 

I <>I <It as~e1s 

Ca.<dt and clqn~it;; duo from OOnks 
Total w;scts 

loaned up \lith slton-tenu loans. 

Asset liquidity measure. Measures ;lbility to meet 
lmmedimc cash needs·from c'lsh and demand deposi:t5 
1\etd from mher b.'\1\\<.S. N<l. s\m11lc m\e for what ili'! 
indiGJtor should be. Look at trends aJld asking 
questions as to wby it is higher or lower than 
e.'-pected is critical. 

Asset liquidity me1SUre. Mirror iutage to the caslt 
position: a negati\'eliquidity ratio. lndicates tlle 
c.xrent to wb.icb llle ~ank is loaned up. Net loans are 
tO!allo.1ns minus accumulated loss allowance for bad 
loans. If ratio is closer to I, MFI liqtlidity risk is 
higher. Alwa) s < I even if no liquidity because of 
fL'~ assets. 

Liability measure sl>O\V1ng Ml'l's capacity for 
borrowing cash ~sscts. Deposits ~reconsider~ a 
stable source offuncling. High ratio ,ncans lower 
liquidity risk. A potential lender to an MFI looks at 
loan petfonnanoe. c~pital base and tbe composition 
of me outstanding (!"posits and liabiJities. Generally 
e?;Sie< \O mi.~ deb\ \(the Mfl l\as a l:~rg;a stable 
deposit base and doe$ not already have most of its 
business financed bv short-temJ commercial 
borrowings or so-called purchased funds.~,. A low 
depo:.~il tatio sltould be;: .iu(erprctcd withlhc purchased 
1\wds ratio. 

:'ix>Hcnnlxxn)\\~"'Kl ~fin!> 

100JI ""'<d.' 
I.iability ratio. The COIJlplcmcma.ry negative 
liquidity measure to U1c total deposit tatio. Hieh 
nurdtaScd fimds nuio nlc.olus high liquidilv risk 
bttause it is ·hoi money· which is very seusitJ\-c 
to interest rates. 'lltis money is lhC first to dt)' up 
duringfuJanciall}' difficult periods. 

Core deposits 
T ota I assets 

Net loans 

Total dcPQsits 

Liabilitj mrio. RefuteiiiCnl to the total deposit ratio. 
Considers only the stable base of deposits. 1l1c base 
lute of <::ere deposits below which, in aU likelihood, 
the actual deposit le,·el will never fall. liiehcr ratio 
Otc311S lower liquidity risk. 

Combined ..VL n1tio. Hi~~~ loan-to-deposit ratio 
rnea1\S lowliguiditv ;lnd hieher liqnidily risk. Relates 
use of liquidity (loans) to primary source of st.1ble 
funds (d...'jlOsits). Lo\1' ratio means bank has 
addilionalliquidity to grant new loans (not our of 
large p111dl.1Scd tinbilitics). "~ 

Nx><ote llit>ililics-Sh:n-!CillWM$ mts 

Nollm~ 

Combined AIL me:rsurc. Indicates how 
dependent a b~nk is. on vol;uilc sources to fwtd its 
non-liquid e:Jrning assets (loans). High ne~ non· 
cere fundimt dcoendence means hieb liqniditv 
risk. Non-core li~bili1ic.< are defu1ed as volatile 
deposits. purchas>A liu1ds and other inte~:est rate 
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Resen~ 

Ratio 

Liquidity 
Ratio 

Cash assets 
Customer dtpOSits 

~sh plus expected cash inflows 
Autici1~1ted cash outflows 

short tenn borrn\\ings. One does not !.aYe to 
"om. about the ,·olatility of non-<lQrc liabilities in 
as far ns they aro offset by relatively liquid short­
tenn in' estments. So here we are comparing the 
pan U.at is not offset to net loans. 

Not conunonly used in commercial banks. MF1s like 
«¥n c rolio bemuse ll>c,-see dcpo.~l~ as "risk 
!O!pit.1l". II belpsatm,er 1.he quc-;tion: How mw:h 
cash should the MFi hold ag.1inst s:l\ ings deposits. 
Could ~c that numerator should ~aU highly 
hqwd assets. Note: minimum regulated =ne 
~uircmcnts are a tax on deposits and should be 
sublmctcd. not added. from liquidity. 

Dynamic, forward-looking ratio. Limited usc iu 
prae1icc because it amnol be calcul<tled from the 
balance sheeL The MFI needs the entire rigor of 
dcuiled caslillo" planmng. Even then its usefulness 
is lututed 1lle superior indicmor is the cumul:uh-e 
dail~ cash balance. which nlUSl Sta) l>Ositm: o•·cr the 
entire planning horizon. 



Appendix 4: Ratios Index: Micro Banking Bulletin 

RATlO 
OUTREACB INDICATOIKS 
TOTAL ASSETS 

NUMllCR BRANCH OFFlCES 

l'.'UMBER STAfJ' 

PERCENT LOAtl CLIENTS WO!villN 

PROFIT ABILl'rY 
UNADJUSTED RF.J11RN ON ASSETS 

ADJUSTED RETUIU< ON ASSETS 

ADJUSTED RETURN ON J;QUITY 

OPERATIONAL Si!LF-SllFFICIENCY 

F"INANCIAl"~UF-SUFflCIENCY 

PROfiTMA.ROIN 

INCOME & EXPENSES 
ASSET U1lL!t.ATION 

OPERATING EXPENSE 

INTF .. REST MARGIN 

INTEREST EXPENSE 

ADJUSTMENLEXPENSE 

LOAJ-J LOSS J>ROVISJON EXPENSE 

SAI.AR Y F.XPtNSE .. '>SSETS 

SALARY EXJ>J;"NSE -J'ORTFOLJO 

SALARY EXPfiNSF. · PORTFOUO 

Ol1:IER ADMll'i EXPENSE · ASSETS 

orm:R ADMIN EXP •. l'ORTFOt.IO 

TOTAL AIJM:IN EXPEN"SP. 

PORTFOLIO YIELD 

St\LAR Y STRliCTUIUJ 

PHYSICAL'>T AfF PR0011Cl!VITY 

l'ORl!'OUO lNDlCA1""0RS 
POR.1f01.10 A "fRISK > 00 DAYS 

TOTAL LOAN l'ORTFOLIO 

AV(; !.OAN BALANCE 

A VG !.OAN BI\LANCE I GNP per capita 

l-:0. Of .'IC1"l\lc C\JcNT5 

CAPrfA.L& UABll.lTY STR IJCTlfRE 

D.EFINITlON 

us dollar> 

Number 

Number 

N~!tQpanting inoomclavg total asset~ 

AdJtlSlcd rtet opemtin_g inoome/avg tot::1l nsset:; 

Adjusted rret OJkrdti.'llg inoomc/avg equity 

(¥rating income I opernting expense 

Adjusted Qpcrating income I ~jus-ted Oj)CTuting expense 

Arlil.r:Sled ~C{)P'-tati!.tg. in.oouv.: I apt!nttin2, itl!'Ame 

Oper:liing incoroelavg tOia) a:;scts 

/ldjustai operating c~-pense/av$ Iota! "ssets 

Adjusted net intei~ margin/avg total assets 

Interest e~'aV£. total a<S<L> 

A<!jii,SI1llCJJI ~·'"g toOl! as.o;eL< 

Loan loss pro\;SiOil ~avg lotal {lsstts 

Slalf e-,;pcnsefavg tot•los...,tS 

SlalT e."\"j)<:DSI! I !!.!:!lloan portfolio 

SWT ._,"J>CiiS" /!!!!i!! loon pOrtfolio 

Oth<rudminislr.ilire"·'"Jl¢nse51 avg total tlS:.:Is 

Oilicr <lfl.rniJlls:Lrati\'et:~'$1~ I'!\'~ lQ<.lt\ ~rtt(\ti<J. 

1"<>taJ ~nisnmh'c c:x~ I avg l9an portfOlio 

'fQlal inlcccStand fee inc.omc: from p(lrtfolio I fl\'g loan portiOiio 

A\;g staiTs:>lary I GNP J>-"'I"Capitu 

No of loon diems per smrr m'-111ber 

OtlL<tmdin$ bolanre loons overdue> 90 tUoys/avg lo<m ponfolio 

US doll;m; 

Total loan porttOlio/ :o<ti•e clieulli (US dolla>S) 

Num'ocr 

-MA.RJ<l:.T" 8:ASED fUNDING Allliabiliti.s with "'ln<rlct" pdco I avg Joan porttolio 

EQUITY MULTWLIER Avg laW assclsla•·g IO!al equity 
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Appendix 5: Initial Delinquent Portfolio Review and Analysis 

The following data tables and charts are from an initial analysis of the 630,000 loans that 
were ddinquent as of December 31, 1999. This information is inadequate to explain 
increased portfolio delinquency. More analysis and borrower surveys are necessary 

% Loans in o/o Loans in 
MIS Scheme Description Delinquent Total Difference 

Code Portfolio Portfolio 

1 AU Types Or Agriculture Development Programme 6.77% 7.81% -1 .03% 
~ Other Than Deep Tubewell (Irrigation) 0.05% 0.03% 002% 
5 Boar Lease/RenUOperation 0.49% 0.28% 0.22% 
6 AU Type Or Fishculture Programme 4.63% 5.23% ·0.60% 
7 Poultry, Birds, Duck Related Programme 2.24% 2.09% 0.15% 
8 Goal, Sheep And Pig Related Programme 0.70% 0.95% -0.25% 
9 Cow. Horse. Buffalo Drought Animal Programme 3.15% 3.06% 0.09% 
10 All Types Or SericuUure Programme 0.13% 0.18% -0.04% 
11 Weaving, Dying And Printing Related Programme 0.03% 0.03% 0.00% 
12 smaU And Collage Industry Related Programme 0.84% 0.42% 0.42% 
13 Service Related Programme 0.23% 0.43% -0.20% 
14 Rural Transport Programme (Manual) 1.10% 1.03% 0.07% 
15 Rural Transport Programme (Mechanical) 0.05% 0.03% 0.02% 
16 smaD And Rural Trading 38.27% 44.53% -6 26<k 
17 All Types Of rood rroccooing Rel3ted Programme 9.44% ·7.94% 1.51% 
18 All Type~ Of Health Related Programme 0.21% 0.35% -0.14% 
19 All Types Of Miscellaneous 0.25% 0.28% -{) 03% 
22 Poultry Nutrition 0.35% 0.75% -040% 
23 Poultry Workers 0.01% 0.04% ·0.03% 
25 Beer Fattener 0.02% 0.06% -0.0<1% 
31 SLOP Check Rearing Unit 0.16% 0.07% 0.09% 
32 SLOP Poultry Rearing (Key Rearer) 2.83% 3.22% -0.39% 
33 SLOP Model Rearer 0.22".-1. 0.07% 0.15% 
34 SLOP Poultry And Duck Hatchery 0.03% 0.02% 0.01% 
37 SLOP Goal Rearer 0.10% 0.05°/o 0.05% 
40 M1scenaneous {Codes 40-60) 0.18% 2.76% ·2.58% 
61 IGVGDP Poultry And Pullet Rearing 4.73% 3.62% 1.11% 
62 IGVGOP Cl\ick Rearing 0.34% 0.13% 0.21% 
63 IGVGDP Model Rearer 0.06% 0.03% 0.03% 
64 IGVGDP Callie Rearer 1.67% 0.83% 0.85% 
65 IGVGDP Goat Rearer 0.44% 0.23% 0.22% 
69 IGVGDP Vegetable CuHivalion 0.80% 0.71% 0.09% 
70 IGVGDP Grocery Shop 0.06% 0.08% ·0.02% 
71 IGVGOP Restaurant 0.02% 0.03% ·0.01% 
73 IGVGO? Others 13.06% 10.58% 2.48% 
99 All Types Of Housing 6.28% 2.03% 4.25% 
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