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in this chapter, an atiempt has been made to examine the

extent and magnitude of delegation of lending powers In respect
oftbank coded 'T! Bank, As usuval, the identity of the bank

is kept confidential, In Section I, the structural, functional
profile of the bank, based on the current year'sdatz has been
given. The current year is taken as 1985 and base year is 1977
as only data of thgé%'yearg was made avallable to us, In other
words, the period covered nere is definfitely longer than
érevious banks., While Section II covers detalled analysis of
delegated powers of different Decision Centres (functionaries).
Section III contalns extent and wagnitude of lending powers of

all the decision centres,

SECTION ~ T

A _BRITE PROFILE OF THE DANK

This i

[

another Bombay based leading public sector bhank of the

434

c&untry.having unique pattern of ownership. It does not fall
into category of 20 nationalised banks, It has played major
role in In#ia's policy of taking banking to the rural areas

and supporting the 'green revolution® as well as providing
employment to large number of people. As per the journal
“Banker“(handcn)* it is ranked 209 asmong the top banks of the
world., The ranking 1s based on soundness of the bank {capiﬁal
asset ratio), pfofi%ability(?oﬁal profits before tax and

pre=tax return on sharsholders funds), performance (resl profits’

growth after adjusting for inflation and size (total assets and

* The ZTconomic Times (Bombay dated 8,7.89
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total staff), The second largest Indian bank is ranked 554
among top ranking banks of the world,

During current year this bank has 7537 offices in the country

- and 40 offices cutside the country, Out of these offices, 699
were located at metropolitan areas, 1046 aﬁ.ﬁr%an areas, 2122
semi-urban areas-and 3670 at rural'areaa, respectively,
During the ssme year, the total staff strength aftthe bank was
212083 comprising 54,288 offices, 1,12,608 clerké‘and 45,187

~ subordinates, Thigs bank has achieved remarkable nrogrevs in

' several aspects, which 1s depicted in Table 6.1 below.

Table : 5.1 PROFILE OF *I'' BANK

Profile Variably Base Year ~Current Year Change in current
Parameters. (Rein Lakh) (K.in Lakh) yeayr over bagse year

(f.din Laki) %

1 Bquity 565 15,000 AB,A37  2564.29
2 Reserves 32,011 ) 73,931 41,920 f30.95
3 Deposits 17,143,320 - 29,22,939 - 142,09,619 70,60
| 4 Yorking Funds  21,93,050  42,41,587  20,18,537 92,04
5 Total Assets 26,51,671 48,%8,082 | 21,86,411 82,45
6 Total Advances 11,75,807  20,67,695 8, 91,788 75483
7 Total Indome  1,86,452 3,60,804 1,74 hts2 93.55
8 Spread 37,296 77,771 | 4O475 108,52
9 Total Exp. 1,84,078  3,56,363  1,72,265 95,58
10 Net Profit 2,375 4,551 2,176 N.62

Source : Financial statements of 'T Bank' and 'Financ;al Analysis
of Panks, 1983, 1987 .



175

AL N8
N8I L, 7] € L
m We L19]6§ 4 -
1 NS 301440 HONWNE [—
Al 21005  J1abpuply  Ysupig — Al=INg AL
Il 21025 JabDUDW Youoig— -WE e 1L INjylelefy)
I 9IS J2bDUDK youoig — 1-W8 oy 321440 IWNQ193y | 8
I 3ID3S  saboupp younig — 1- WG ’
19BDUDY  |DJaUdY  JuIOf — NOI ALY
uDWDY) — NO h
301440 QV3H | ¥
W9 _
W
SYIMOd O9NIANIT NI
xz<m5. 40 NOUVSINVOMO TVNHIINI

Zo:ﬂuO._ AYVYNOILINNA  9NIID143d

1:9 334n9ld



A3 is evident from the Table, this bank has achieved umperallel
grovth In its equity d.2. 2564,29 per cent during the current year
as coppared to the base year, Similarly it has made good progress
in reserves, spread, total income and working funds, It's
progress in the fileld of total advances, deposits accpetion,
total assets and even in net profll is rather tardy.

I3

N

QRGANISATION AND DECISTON CFMTRES
Just like its ownership pattern, its internel organisation is
also unique among Indlan banks, For the purpose of maintaining
& N . .
secrety about the identity of this bank, 1ts intemmal organisation
gy, @2 v ivmania .
is not ;roviaeéhgnd iflustrated zeparately through Fizures, as

was done in cases of previous venks,

In general terms, it can be stoted that this bank has four tier
structure but for the purpose of cowmparative analysis, we have
taken the same three levels of management l,e, top nanagement, \
middle level management snd grass root level of management,
Rach functionary from top ranking to the lovwest at bhottom is
given decision codes from 'AY to 'G'. The MDLPs of *A' do not
represent the highest.execative of the bank, as data was not
rade available to us regavding lernding powers of the highest

. suppfied Yo A
erecutive of the bank, This waz unlque pover char?v where MDLPS

of all the functionaries ls not displayed,

In this bank also, the lending powers of differeat Dunctionaries

are btased on security of the bYorrower, Figure 6.3 shows MDLPs
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for five maln types of sec&rzty bﬂ&ed advances 28 shown bDalow,

FravRE 6.3
No. Catepgory of ~ P N
Wances Components of Advances
1. Unsecufed include advances agalnst shares of
1imited componies and life pelicies,
£,  Secured include advances agalnst pledge or

hypothzcation of goadag machinary,
equipmentsmmortagage, documents of totle
Lo goods,

3o Discounting & include advanees againsy bills include

turchazse of

Bilils/cheques purchase/éi&ccunﬁ of bils and cash

15
cradit/overdraft apalast biils under

EQ

collacticn, This inéudes tillz accompaw
nied by RRfconsignment notes of approved
trangport operators and recelpted da]iv
very challans of approved customsrs.
4, “*tezq of include letters of credit for compositae
e Tor clean and %acumentéy letber of cradit
for 38 of special wranches, clean and
Bocumontarys Demand and uveance! Revolving

and Hove: levoiving Letters of Credit,

5« Guarantees excludes ordinary guarantees, whare full
cover is taken in the form of {(a) Cash

deposits (b} lien on credit balances,

7/
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{e) Specified securité (4] lien on
dpawing powers (e) counter guarantee

for eeatral/staté government and first
class banks identifieé from time to time,

N {FIGURE CUMCLUDED)

The branch structure of this bank is alsc peculiar, which is

described below 3

InY

!D!

l;‘:'}
—t

Category Rranches

Category Branches

Category Branches

Category Branches

Category Branches

4

Yhere the BM's post is an officer SMG
Scale iV or where Bii's post is an officer

WG Seale 11T incpmbency.

Yhers BM's post 13 an officer MG

Scale 11T,

ol

rere BN's post is an officer W

Scale II,

Ynere BM's post is an officer JiG Scale
I, the branch not being a village

: Lns e
branch or simpl4fied Aecounting Branch.

tYhere BM's post is an officer JHG
Scale I, the branch belng a village

branch or a simplified accounting Branch,

It sheuld be noted that under revised scheme, a BM may have

powers_of one category for advance in one market segment and

g

QX

different category of advances in another market segment,.
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In order to meet gpecial needs of @ parbicular type of
{segment) borrower, separate sets of povwers have been presce
rived, icr various categories cof branches pozition in respect

of different market (borrower! segments,

!

Y L) LS

n this background, it is now vroposed o analyse DDLEs for

o
2

it

w:

each of the seven Decislon Centres representing functionaries
of this bank engnged in lending function in Section II of this

chapter,
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SECTION « IT T
AYALY3IS OF DELECATED LEMDING PONERS AT DECISION CENTRES

Having descrvbed the mrn¥1le and grcwth of the bank and
organisational aspects, we now shift to Section 1I, Bhere lending
_ powers of all the main functionaries (henceforth ealled
Decision Ceﬁtreg) has been analysed at two points or tlme i.e.
base year and currant,year. -~ Pheir lending powers are referrea
as maximum ﬂelégated leﬁding ﬁowerﬁ (¥DLPs). Ve nqw,begin

to analyse the MDiPs of the highest Décisicn Centres, whose

data is available with us, .

Lable s 6.2 i9&2ﬁ.iE«QagiaIQh_QEﬁIE&.d&.

Type of . VOLPs(B,in Lakh) Change in ch

Security ~ ‘ - Amount - aange
o Base Current . (%)

, Vear - Year - (%.in.hakh)
Unsecured " 7«50 50,00 - 42,50 - 566,66
Advances , (0.92) A4,75) ‘

Secured .. 200,00 250,00 © 50,00 25,00
Advances (24,76) (23.30)
Discounting & . o ‘ ‘ R
Purchase of \ ) N : A
Bills/Cheques - (24.76) (23'80) ’
Letters of _ 200,00 250.00 Y 50,00 25,00 |
Credit (24,76) (23.80) . .
Cuarantee 200,00 250,00 50,00 254,00

. (2"'&7&) (23.8@) '
Aggregate 1 807,50 1050,00 . 242,50 30,03

Note : Figures in brackets indicate percentage of the éggregste \
" lending powers of that year,:

The table 6,2 describes MDLPs of Decision' Centre 'A' for all the

major types of advances based on the security of the bqrrewers;
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This data refers to the base vear and current year. The fourth
column indicates change during currant year over base year and
the last column shows percentage of change over the base year,

& distinet feature visible here is that, thsse is unusual growth
of/ﬁeﬁ 66 nercentage of MDLPs of unsecured advances, Please
refer ts the claszification of different advances in éecticn I
of this chapter, It iné&dﬂs many items hitherto not itaken dy-
previous banks in their categories of advances, The other
types of advences record a unlform increase of 25 per cent,
This makes the ALF of this Eeciéion Centre also grow at about
the same rate i.e, 30.03percentege, The share of all the
categories of advances eucept unsecureﬁ is also uniform percene
tage il.e. 23,80 per G@ﬁb of the ALP ﬁurﬁn current year. The
current years MOLPs zhow slight deeline as percentage of ALP
during current yesar, as aﬂomsar@i to its share during base year.
Jhereas, in case of unsecured advancea its shore was only

6.92 per cent, which has geﬁe upto 4,76 per cent during the

current year. We now analyse the MDLPS of Decision Centre 'BY,
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Table = ”635 MOLEs AT DECISION CENTRE 'BY
e MDLPs(k.in Lakh) . Change in
’ggggrgg Base current Amount - C?i?ge
Y Year Year {&,in Lakh) %
Unsecurad. 4,00 25,00 21,00 525,00
Advances : (1.24) {3.22) :
Secured 25,00 150,00 125,00 . 500,00
‘Advances - - {7.59} ‘ {19.35) :
Discounting & 450 0p 200,00 100,00 100,00

Purchase of Sufnlt
Bills/Cheques {30.39) (25.80)

Letters of 100,00 200,00 ' 400,00 100,00

Credit o (30.39)  (25.90)
Guarantee 100,00 ' 200,00 100,00 100,00

(30.39) (25.80)

Aggragate & 329,00 775,00 446,00  135.56.

Note : Figures in brackets indicate percentage of the aggregate
ot lending powers of that year,

This Decision Centre alse belongs to the top level of management.
the camerkt yeor oves the bace yean is

Here also 1denu1ca1 growth in percentage during den;cted. Howaver

the notable difference here is. that apart from unsecnreﬁ

advances, the secured advances too have recorded a growth of

500 per cent during the current year., The share of MDLPs in

ALP hasw af asig case of unsecured advences, Secured advances,

while there is a decline in other category of advances viz,

 DPEC, Letters of Credit and Guarsntees.

YWe now, shift to anather §£éisicn Centre, which is alao‘beldnging,

"~ to top level of management,
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Table ¢ 6.4 MDLPn AT DECISION CENTRE- 'OV
" MDLEs{k,in Lakhs) | Change in ...
g’?irﬁi 8 Tase Carrent Amount mn?g}e
ecurity Year Yoar {is,in Lakh)
Unsecurad 300 10,00 7,00 23%5¢33
Advances {1,59) (2,43) .
Seoured 1600 408,60 90,00 S00,00
Advances _ (5.31) (24,335)
Discounting & 75,00 100,00 25,00 35,53
Furchase of 17,;9 89} (21& ﬂg)
Bills/Cheques L2de .o
. lop .©0
Letters of 50,60 100,00 50,00 E3.23
Credit (26,59} (24.39)
Zuarantees S0.00 100,00 50,00 100,00
(26,59) (26.,39)
Aggr@gate 188,00 - 410,00 222,00 118,08

Wote : Figurea in brackebs indicate percentage of the aggregate
iending nowers of their that yesr,

Thae table &4 d&ﬁi¥0tﬁ wnusual grovdl ln secured advances i.e.

200 per cent during current year as comuered to bace yeasr's

MpLF, It iz followed by unsecured advances and then Letbers of
Crenit and guarantees have identical growth of 100 per cent,

while DPHC show 2 marginal growth of 33,33%. The share of unsecuw
red advances, secured advances only In the ALF of base year and
current year show iucrease during period of our study. All

other tyves of advances vrecord a degline in percentage ©o ALPS,

It i2 now the turn of Dgoision Centre 'D', which helongs to

next level of wanagenent i.e, middle level of managenment,
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MDLP AT DECISION CENYRE.
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In ]
Catepory MDLP (R, in Lakhs Change in
of Pase durren% Am%unt Chﬁnge
Advances Year Year (%, in lakh) (%)
Unsecured 2,00 4,00 2,00 100,00
Advances (1.82) (2.23) '
Secured 750 25.00 17.50 233,33
Advances (5.84) (13.96) ‘
Discounting
& purchase 50,00 50,00 Nii Nil
of Bills/ (45,66) (27.93)
Cheques, . ' '
Letters of 30,00 50, 00 20,00 66,66
Credit (27.39) (27.93)
Guarantee 20,00 50,00 30,00 150,00
(18.26) (27.93) :
Agsregate 109.50 179,00 69,50 63.47

Nete : Figures in brackets indicate percentage of the ALP
of that year.

This table 6,5 reveals the MDLPsS of Decision Centre ‘D', which

is the apex Decision Centre of middle level of management,

It is evident from this table that maximum growth rate in

MDLPs is found in case of securediadvancés, followed by the

guarantees,

unsecured advances and finally in letters of

credit, where the percentage Increase is 233.33 per cent, 150

per cént; 100 per ceént and 66,66 per cent rQSpéctiVely over the

MDLPs of the base year,

It is difficult to Justify the status
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quo position in case of D?BC, whicﬁ government wantg to promote
that business of banks, Similarly, as 1Increase in percentage
qf gegregate lending powers is also, visible in all types of
advances during current year over the base year except age in
case of DPBC, where its sharz in ALP has come down from 45.66
per cent to 27,93 per cent, It is now tﬁrn of another becision
Centre 'E', which is depicted in Table 6.5,

Table ; 6.6 MDLP AT DECISION CENTRE ‘Bt
Category MDLP({f,in Lakhs Change in
of Se Curren Anount C?;gge
Advances Year Year (&.in Lakh)
Unsecured 1.50 3.00 1.50 100,00
Advances (2.9%) (3.22)
Secured 5,00 10,00 5.00 100,C0
Advances (9070) (1 0.75 )
Discounting
& purchase 20,00 40,00 10,00 33.33
of 8ills/ (58.25) (43.01)
Cheques, -, :
Letters of 10,00 20,00 10,00 100,00
Credit (19.41) (21.50)
Guarantee 5.00 20,00 15,00 300,00
(9.70) (21.50)
Aggrasate 51,50 93,00 41,50 80,58

Note ¢ Figures in brackets indicate percentage of the ALP
of that year, '

This Decision Centre is at the bottom of the middle level of
management and hence, it also has to play the role in supervision,

contrel and monitoring the activities of its lower aevel



Decision Centres, Here, we notice almost uniform pattern in
percentage growth of MDLPs 2ll types of advances, The highest
growth is visible in case of guarantees i,e, 300 per cent,
while unsecured advances, secured advances, Letter of credit
record 100 per cént increase over their MDLPs of base year,
while DPEC has meagre increase of 33,33 per cent, though in
absolute terms, the amount is not insignificant i,e, Rs, 10
lakhs, The percentage shavre in ALP too increases in cases of
all categories of advances except in case. of DPBEC, where the
percantage has declined from 58,25 per cent, 43,01 per cent
during period of our study. Ve now analys the MDLF positidh
of Declsion Centre 'F', which is given in Table Ho. 6.7.

. Table N0» 847 wiyp AT DECISION CENIRE 'F*

Category #DLP (B.in Lakhs) Change in’ Change
of se surrent Amount (%
Advance Year . Year (. in Lakh)
Unseoured 1.00 2.00 1.00 100,00
Advances (3.03) (4.,16)
Secured 4,00 6,00 2,00 50,00
Advances: (12,12) (12.50)
Discounting . ' o
& purchase 20,00 20,00 Nil Nil
of Bills/ {60,60) (41,65)
Cheques ) ’
Letters of 5,00 ° 10,00 - 5,00 100,00
Credit (15.15)  (20,83)
Guarantee 3,00 10,00 - 7400 233,33

(9.09) (20.83).

Asgragate 33,00 48,00 15,00 45,45

tiote @ Figufes in brackets indicate percentage of the ALP
' cf that year,
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The Deciision Centre 'F' is at the apex of the grass root level
of management and is involved directly in dealing with the
borrovers, so far ag lending function is conecerned., tere,
again maxinmum growth is found in case of MDLP, of guarantees
(233.33%) followed by unsecured advances and Letter of Credit
(100%), then secured advances (50%) and DPBC has no growth at
all during period of our review, It's share in ALP has also
decreased from 60,60 per cent to 41,66 per cent during our
_perﬁod of study, We now analyse the MDLP position of Decision
Centre 'G', which is at the bottom of the grass root level of

management,
Table : 6,8 MDLE AT DECISION CENTRE Gt
Category MDLP (R.in Lakhs) Change in
A62§£ces Base — . Current (& émo?gﬁh) c?%?ge
Year Year o3 -
Unsesured 0625 0,50 0,25 100,00
Advances (4.76) (6.25)
Secured 1.00 1.50 0,50 50,00
Advances (1s,04) (18,75)
Discounting
& purchase 2.00 2,00 Nil Nil
of Bills/ (38.09) (25.00)
Cheques "
Letters of 1,00 2,00 1.00 100400
Credit (19,04) (25.,00) | ‘
Guarantee 1.00 2,00 1.00 100,00
(19,0¢)’ {25.00)
Aggragate 5425 8,00 2.75 53438

Note 3 Fiﬁures in brackets indicate percentage of the ALP
‘ of that year, :
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:

The table above too depicts the same picture as has found in
casé of Decision Centre 'F?! i,e., growth of 50 per cent to 100
per cent in case of all categories of advances and stagnation
in case of DPRC, The only notable feature seems to he decline
in case of secured advances, percentage to ALP from 19,04 per
cent to 18.75 per cent during period of our study., It may be
stated here that this Decision Centr; is not necessarily the
last Decision Centre of the bank; but since data for other
#¥DLPs of other Decision Centres were not available to us for
the base year, we have treated it as lowest Decision Centre at
the grass root level of management, The branch categorisation
i1s alse changed in by certain banks from time to time, a2s in

case of this bhank,

Havigg examined the MDLF position of all Decision Centres of this
bank individually during period of our study, we now turn to
study the position of only changes in MDLPs of all Declision |
Centres during the same period, Tuis table reflects only chae=
nges in amount of MDLP and its percentage during current year
over the base year for all the Decision Cenires belonging to

all levels of monagement,
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The table 6.9 reveals an interesting feature as regards changes
in MDLPs. The calculations done separately (not given in Table)

reflects that the following i= )

Advance Category - Change in Amound Average
(k. in Lakhs)

Unseeoured Advances _ 75.25 10.75
Secured Advances 282,50 40,00

Discounting and purchase

of Bills/Cheques, 185.00 26,42
Letter of credit 236,00 23,71
Guarantees ’ 53,C0 757

Coming to the original table No., 6,9; 1ts evident that in

case unsecured advances the top level Decision Centres MDiPs
have rised im the ramnge of Rs, 7 lakhs to 42 lakhs, the middle
level Decision Centres MDLPs have increased within relatively
new range of ns. 1.5 lakhs to Rs, 2,00 lakhs, while the range
of' incrsase of grass root level Decision Centre is oaly

between Rs, 25 thousand to Bs., 1 lakh,
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Table : 6,10 Distribution of Aggragate Lending Powers
of all Decision Centres as per Level of
tlanagement,

Levels of Aggresate Lending Power Change in

Management Pase Current Anount C?;gge

Year Year {®.in Lakh)
© (k. in Lakns) ‘

Top 1,324.50 2,235,00 910,50 68,74
(856,92) (87.20)

Middle 161,00 - 27T2.00 111,00 68,94
(10256) (10.61)

Grass 38,25 ) 56,00 17.75 46,40

Root ( 2,51) (2.18)

Aggregate 1,523.75 29565. Co 1,039.,25 68,20

The Table 6,10 depicts MDLP position of all Decision Centres
centre-wise i,e, as per levels of management, which are three
Top level, Middle level and Grass root level, It is quite(”
evident that the Decision Centres of top level management had
86,92 per cent of ALP during base year which is increased to
87420 per cent during the current year, While the Decision
Centres of the middle level management had only 10,56 per cent
~of ALP during base year which remains only 10:61 per cent of
the ALP during the current year, The Decision Centres of
grassroot level had only 2,51 per cent of ALP during base year
which declines to 2,18 per cent during the current vear, This
reflects that even during current yéar there is very heavy

concentration of lending powers at top level management,
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in compariéon the middle 1evei andférass root level ICs had
a meagre share of 10.61% and 2,184 respectively. If we
consider growth of MDLP in current year over base year it ié
68.7&% each at top and middle leyel‘managemeht Dﬁs. While the
MDLP of grass root level DCs havg increased by only 46,40%,
This clearly shows a need for a change in the policy of the
. bank to further derogate powers t6 particular grass root level

decision~centres. ’ - ‘ ' _

SECTICHN « III

Extent and Magnitude of Delegation

. Having ccnsidered.tﬁe MOLP position of allln;s, changes in

MDLP and concentration of MDLP at different levels of management
it is now proposed to analyse the delegafien pf 1ending !
powers for important categgfy of advances with the help of
matlix type of @ébles,' These tables show MDLP of every
decision 6éntre as percegtgge of all DCa bélonging to all the

three levels of management,

We start with Table No. 6.11 which analyses MDLP position for

. unsecured advances,
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Table 3 6,11
CXTENT ARG MAGHITUDE MATHIZ OF pbLpPs OO

UHBECURID ADVANCES FOR  CURNENT  YEAR

Extent of Magnitude of Delegation as per cent
Delegation of higher decision centres
T
ggvgéi Dacision MDLP Top 1iddle Grass Root
ageé»kt Centres (B.in -
S Lakn) A B C i 2 E G 2

Top A 50,00 =
(52,91}
B 5000 50, _
(26.,5) GO
C 10,00 20, &40, =
{(1C.58) 00 0D
Middle 3 4,00 8, 156, 40, =
(4,233 CO 02 ©O
E :";"eha {x;). 1*29 3':30 75. s
{(3.,17) ¢¢ o0 60 00
Grass F 2,00 4. 8, 20, 50, 66, =
* (2.49) CO OO0 OO 0O 66
‘C}' GQS‘)G 19 2‘ 50 "Ea ?‘E’O Pf‘j. hd had
{(0.52) GO ©O 00 50 €5 GD

ABGREGATE 94,50
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Table 6,11 depdicts the MDLP positions of all decision centrgs
in relation to one another through percentage. Taking first
the decision centre 1ct which is at the hettom of top level

‘ management enjoys only 20% and 40% of the MDLPs ef decision
centres 'A% and 'B' respectively, although all the three DCs‘
belong to same level of management. The decision centre 'E'
enjoys 75% of 1ts immediate higher DC 'D' The DC 'G* which
is at the bottom of grass root level has cnly 25% of its
immediate higher decision centre, If we take the renge of
fluctuations of MDLP, it is between 40% to 50% at top level,
LO% to 75% at middle level and 25% to 66.66% at grass root -
level. In short there is very heavy éoncentration of MDLP at
higher level DCs, “ ' '
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Extent of

Mapnitude of

ﬁelm:

PR

tion as per cent

Delegation of nlgner decision ceatres
- e NS A Zrass
'e'ﬁls Decigion MOLP Top iddle Rootk
of lan- Centrss (Lmin et
agement Lakh) A B ¢ ) w B G
Top R Y ’050,“m -
{46,08)
B 150,00 60 =
{(27.54) 02
G 100,00 40, BH, =
{18,433 0C &6
(h.o0) 00 66 QD
?g 1(}.%3:\} ‘:1‘., 69 1{}‘ i‘!‘ﬂ;‘ o»
{1.84) CO &6 00 oD
Grass -
floot ® 6;% 2 Q' Go 2?:}‘, ’E"C}o ot
{1,710 &0 €0 o0 08 oD
G 1056 (0 10 ao 60 1%0 250 -
{Ge27) 50 00 50 G0 OO D
AGGRIGATE 542,50
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Table 3 5,12 analyses extent and magnitude for secured advances.
The ran-e of fluctuation of VDIF as percenta e varies from 60%
to 65.66% at the top level, 255 to 40% at middle level and
varies €rom 26% to 257 at grass rogt level DCs, The loan pro=
posals upte ®e, 6 lakhs only are scttled at grass root level,

at middle level decisions are taken upto Rg, 25 lakhs and in
contrast, the borrowings upto s, 250 lakhs are decised at the
top level mznagement., The share of DU ‘G in KMDLI's of its
higher up Decision Centres is percentagé i3 ranging between
U.6% to 25% itself gpeaks volumes aboul the dclegation scencrio

prevalling at a top raniting and pregressive bank like this.

Yo now turn to the analysis of extent and mognitude of delegae
tion for next type of advances i.e. Discounting and purchase

of Tills/ehequen,



198

Table :4@@13

BEXTENT ARD MAGNITUDE MATRIX 07 MDLPs FOR- L ISCOUNTING

AND PURCHARE OF EILLS}CH?&LKZ FOR GQUARERTD  YEAR

Eatent of Magnitude of Delegation 23 per cent

Delegation of higher decision centres ‘ ~
1 - . Grass
Levels Decision MOLP , : . ‘
of Mane Centres (Be in Top : ?13@19 ¢“M¢RQ°t
agement Lakh}) A& 1 I VI O N ¢
_ Top A 250,00 -

(37.76)

B 200,00 80, =
(30.21) 00

€ 100,00 40, 50, =
(15,10) 00 ¢C

Middle D 50,00 20, 25, 50, =
’ (7055) eo o0 )

E ‘QO;G@ 163 20* ‘{-3'0. 80‘ -

(6,048) ©0 ©0 00 CO
Grgss F 20,00 8, 10. 20, 40, 50, =
Root (3.02) ©0 ©O 00 00 ©0

G 2.(}9 {30 1g 2' £"‘ 50 160 -
{0,30) 8 G 60 ©CO 00 Q¢

" ACGRECATE 662,00
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The table 6.13 shows very clearly the range of fluctuations at
top level, middle level and grass root level of management,
which is between 50% to 80C%, 30% to 50% res;ectively, The
figures in the b:ackets indicate each Decision Cen%res share

in the ALP for DPBC and the disproportionate range at Decision .
Centres of differént levels of management is quite noticeable,
At lowest Decision Centre it is only 0,304 of ALP and 3%;76%

at the highest level Descision Centre. We take up the analysis

'

Letters of Credit and Cuarantees from Table 6,14,



Iable s 6.4

GATENT AND MAGHITUD . MATRIX OF MOLPs FOR LETTERS

OF CREDIT AND GUARANTEFS FOR V”“ﬁdz YEAR

200

Extent of Magnitude of Delegation as per cent
Delegation of nigher decision centres
] oy 8
Levels Decision WOLP Top uladle — Go28S
of Man~ Centres (R.in -
agement Lakh} A B c D g F G
Top 4 250,00 o
() «55 )

B 200,00 80, =
{31.,64) ©0

¢ 100,00 40, 50, =
(15,32) 00 00

Middle 2] 50,00  20s 25, 50. =
(7,913 00 00 GO

&3
%
o
.

o
L)
A8
L

- 1(‘a 20@ li‘Oa -
{3,167y O 0O 00 00

Grass £ 10,00 Ly B, 10, 20, 50, =
Root {1.58) 0o 4o g0 00 00
(-mt 290{3 QQ ‘?p 20 l‘g .’3{)9 .?..Oo -
{Cu31) 8 a6 GO Lo o Q0
AGGREGATE 632,00
ROTE ¢ MOLPs taken here are higher of two lonits for L/C

and gusrantees, -
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In table 6,14, the same pattern as in carlier chapters is
followed l.e. letier of credit and guarantees for current
year cre not analysed separaptely but insted higher limit of
the two iz take up as the MDLP amounts for each are by and
range the same, The share éf gach DC as percentage of ALP
is reflected in the figures given iﬁ the trackets, which
varies from 8,31% at the lowest DC to 39.55% at the highest
DC of this baenk. The range of percentage of MDLPs at top
level is between 50% to 80%, 40% to 50% at middle level and

between 20% to 50C% st the grass root levelbDecision Centres,

daving examined the anslysis uith the help of matrix type of
tatles for the main cabegories of advances, we now analyse

ancther aspect of MDLPS in a different type thtable,No. 6,15,
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Table : 6.15

AGGREGATE NDLPs OF ALL DECISION CENTRES FOR BASE YEAR

AND CURRENT YEAR (Rs. In Lakhs)

AGGREGATE LEADING POWERS Change Chan

§e

Levels Decision Base year Current year

Of Man« Centres (Rs, in Lakhs) %E?u“t
agement Laﬁhs)
“Top A 847,500 ' 1125.00 277.50 32,74
(53 36) (41.22)
B 339,00 825,00 486,00 143.36
‘ (21.34) | (30.22)
c 193.00 435,00 242,00 125,38
Middle : o .
D 113.50 186,50 73,00 64,34
(7.74) (6.83)
E 54,50 98,00 43,50  79.81
(3.43) (3.59)
Grass F 35,00 51,00 16,00 45.71
@ 5,75 8.75 3,00 52,17
- (0.36) - (0.32) :
* TOTAL: 1588.25 2729.25 144,00 71,84

NOTE s Figures in brackets indicate percentage of
APL of that year. ‘
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The tabie 6,15 depicts aggregate lending powers of all the
Decision Centres belonging to all the three leveds of
-manageanent durling tpe hase year and the current year. This
table gives us an éverall view of the ALP of each Decision
Centre, its growth during current year and the pgrcentage of
growth., The percentage of growth varies from 32,74 per cent
to 143,36 per cent, surpringly both bt these belong to Decision
centres of the tqp level of management., Ofcourse the range of
growth rate percentage is hetween 32,74 per cent to 125,38 per
cent at the top level, 64,31 per cent to 79.81 per cent at
middle level and 45,71 per cent to 52,17 per cent at the grass
root level of management, This indirectly conforms to the

' tread already noticed at previous sample banks, The share of
each Decislon Centres MDLP in ALP of base and current year
declines at grass root level Decision “entres, increasss at
all Decision centres of middle level and increases at most of

the Decision centres belonging to the top level of management,

It is pow the turn of matrix type of table for the same data

i.e, ALP of all the Decision Centres for current year,
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Toble ¢ G108

EXPENT AND MAG WITUDE JATRIX COF WhlPs FOR AGGREGATE
LIUDING POUERS OF ALL EXTCUTIVE FOR CURIENT YEAR

Extent of Magnitude of Delegation as per cent
Dalegation of higher decision centres
s vy o
Levels Decision HMOLE Top Midale  Grase
of Viane Centres (Qs. in - :
agement Lakh) A B G D 8 ¥ G
- Top A 1125,00 -

(41,22} -

R 825,00 73 =
{30.22) 33
C 475,00 38, 52, =
{15.93) 65 72
tiiddle D 186.50° 16, 22, 42, =
(6.83) 57 65 87
2 OB Q0 8, 11e 22, 52, =
{3.99) 71 87 52 Sh
GPL%SE‘: ;‘? DV] 900 zirq &3, 1 ; Py 279 ‘520 as
Root (1.55) 53 483 F2 34 O
G Qo?r} 09 1e ;29 '!'50 e

f‘\-‘ ,G 1700
(0.32) 7765 01 69 o2 15 g

AGEREGAT 2729,25 '
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The table 6,16 depicts extent ard magnitude of ALP of all
Decision Centres with the help of matrix type of table, The
share of each Decision Centres MDLP in the ALP is reflected
from the figures given in brackets, which declines from 41,22%
at Decision Centre *A' to 0,32 % at Decision Centre 'G°.

Aé ger level of management, the MDLPs of top level Decision
Centres varies between 52,72per cent to 73.33 per cent, the
middle level Deciscion centres MDLP varles between 42,87 per cent
52,54 per cent and grass root level Decision Centres MDLP as .
percentage of its higher Decision Centres varies between 17.15

per cent to‘ﬁz.ﬁh per cent respectively.

We can safely conclude that though this is highly progressive
and largest sized bank in India, there is plenty of scope to
thiﬁk afresh about allotlng more lending powers at grass roct

~level middle level of management, \

-



