Oenamcs Ha 3 unu 4 kKamea2opuu Kka4ecmea, ecsiu OHU PacrosioXeHbl 8 rotme,
3abonovyeHHble unu nodsepeaaromcs eemposoli 3po3uu (3akoH Ne 34/2014
Coll.). Opyeue nomeHyuanbHO npu200Hbie palioHbl 6KIYarm 3anexu u
Heucrnonb3yembiX CeflbCKoxXo3siicmeeHHbIx 3emesnb. [lnowjadb nocesa Ha
3anexHblx 3emnsx e Cnoeakuu cocmasnssiem okono 13,312.51 ea u
Heucrnosb308aHHbIX CeJIbCKoXo3slicmeeHHbIx noye — 15,675.85 ea [11].

Camyto ebicokyro 0Oonto obeux obnacmeli MOXHO Halmu e eopode
baHcka obnacmb — Beicmpuua. HYyecmeumernbHble yd4acmku (3agpsi3HeHHOU
rnoysenl) nodxodssim 0nsa 6bicmpopacmywux Oepesbes, MOMOMY, 4YmoO OHU
UCKMToYeHbl u3 npou3godcmea nuwiesbix Mnpodykmos. YyscmeumesibHble
ydacmku pacrionioxeHbl Ha meppumopuu BepxHeeo Humpa, XXunuHa,
Pyxombepok, baHcka Beicmpuuya, Kapcka donuHsl (Ziar), Enwasa u Xacasa.
KpynHeliwumu 6binu  onpedeneHbl obpacmu, npu2o0Hbie 0Ons  aegpo-
3Hepeemu4eckux Kynbmyp — HeuCrosb308aHHbIE CEJIbCKOX03AUCMEeHHbIe
3emnu e Cepbuu. [JeepaduposaHHble 3eM/U, KOmopblie makxe moaym 6bimb
ucriofnib30o8aHbl 8 Kayecmee UCMOYHUKa 6buomaccbl 0Onsa npou3sodcmea
6uomonnusea, makxe ecmb, HO 8 3Ha4UMesIbHO MeHbWEeM Kosludecmse.

LornonHumernbHbIM NpeuMyuecmeom s18515emcsi peKynbmusauyusi 3agpsis-
HEHHbIX ro4e u ceedeHus K MuHuUMymMy Oeepadauuu, ebi3gaHHbIX aKcrnyamauuel
108epPXHOCMHbIX pecypcos. [1100opodHble U  ymepeHHo-Oez2paduposaHHbIe
cernbcKoxossilicmeeHHble y200bsi obecrieqyusarom br1a2onpusimHelie ycrnosusi 0ns
agpo-sHepeemuyeckux Kynbmyp (makux kak Miscanthus) npou3sodcmeo
6uomaccel 0ns npousgoOcmea 3Hepauu U 3Kopekynbmusauyuu. Npouzso0cmeo
agpoaHepeemuqeckux Kynbmyp MOXxem crocobcmeogsame yry4HWeHU Ka-
yecmea XU3HU 8 CeslbCKol MecmHocmu, cokpauweHuto 6edHocmu u rnpedomepa-
WeHuro coyuanbHol U 3Kkonoaudeckol Oeepaldayuu, komopas rnoddepxusaem
ousepcuchukayuro ceslbCKoll 3KOHOMUKLU.

Knroyeeble crioea: aepoaHepzemuyeckue Kyrbmypbl, 3Hep2emu-
yeckasi nosilumuka, 6bicmpopacmyujue depeebsi, Cnoeakusi, Cepbus
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Abstract. The objective of the article was to analyze how the share of
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and how these changes influence banks’ solvency. Two hypotheses were
verified: H1— the share of farmers in the cooperative banks’ credit portfolio
diminishes if compared to other client groups, H2 — the diminishing share of
farmers in the cooperative banks’ credit portfolio is positively correlated with
the level of the solvency ratio and Tier-1 capital ratio. In order to verify the
hypotheses, the authors used the deductive reasoning method as well as
correlation and regression analyses.

The first hypothesis was confirmed, as the share of agricultural loans
systematically decreased in the total portfolio of receivables from non-financial
clients of cooperative banks in Poland. The reverse relation took place
between the share of loans for farmers, the capital adequacy ratio and Tier 1.
The decreasing share of farmers in the credit portfolio of cooperative banks is
correlated with the capital adequacy ratio and Tier-1 capital ratio, but it is not a
one-direction correlation — positive, hence H2 has not been confirmed.

Keywords: cooperative banks, credit portfolio, solvency, agrarian
credit, loans for famers

1. Introduction

Cooperative banks have been associated with financial support given to
small companies and farmers since they started operating on the Polish
market. The objective of the article is to analyze how the share of agricultural
credits changed in the credit portfolio of Polish cooperative banks and how
these changes influence banks’ solvency. Two hypotheses will be verified. The
first assumes that the importance of farmers as clients of cooperative banks
steadily diminishes, which is confirmed by the decreasing share of agricultural
credits in the portfolio of receivables from non-financial clients.

The data from 2010-2015 encompassing the whole sector of
cooperative banks in Poland will be analyzed. The second hypothesis
assumes the decrease in the share of agricultural credits in the total credit
portfolio which deteriorates banks’ solvency. To verify it, quarterly financial
results of cooperative banks operating in Poland will be analyzed between
2011-2015. The difference in the time span results from the inaccessibility of
comparable data of the same. In order to verify the hypotheses, the authors
used the deductive reasoning method as well as correlation and regression
analyses.

2. Farmers as clients of cooperative banks

A farm is an entity which combines three basic production factors.
However, it is only the productivity of capital resources which is comparable to
the average EU level. Labor and land productivity, though still improving, lag
well behind average EU values. The improvement in productivity and decrease
in the distance to other EU member states would not have been possible
without significant financial support which farmers obtained not only due to
Common Agricultural Policy, but also as bank loans. Preferential investment
credits equaled as much as 71.4% of investment value in agriculture between
2004-2013. The share of cooperative banks in the level of farmers’
indebtedness between 2004-2014 stood at 67.4%-57.1%. The observed
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downward trend results from the transfer of farmers-debtors to BGZ BNP
Paribas, which at the same time increased its share in financing farming
activities from 15.5% to 20.7% [3, pp. 124—-125].

From the financial system perspective, it is extremely important to
guarantee farmers free access to this source of farm financing. It should be
understood as such financing terms which do not discriminate farmers — in
comparison to other client groups of a bank — and, groundlessly, do not restrict
the possibility to take advantage of this type of financing. The key role here
should be assigned to local banks, in particular cooperative banks which operate
in the nearest environment of farms and therefore have become a natural
financial partner of farmers. The role of cooperative banks is dominant, then.

The characteristics of cooperative banks which facilitate the
development of their dominant position in financing farmers include the
following [2, pp. 50-70]:

e a strong engagement in local clients service,

e accessibility of banks to farmers (a huge network of agencies in the
country in comparison to competitors and their relative proximity),

e applying so called relationship banking, i.e. credit rating procedures
allow for reputational guarantee and soft information which is hard to confirm,

e decision independence of bank divisions, which facilitates the
decision-making process (certainly, up to certain amounts),

¢ huge experience and know-how in agriculture financing,

e peculiar organizational and legal structure determining the
cooperative logic and co-ownership of the bank by farmers’.

For many years different publications have been touching upon the
factors influencing the choice of a loan in the financial decision-making
process undertaken by agriculture enterprises. The research areas in financing
this group of entities may be defined as follows [7, p. 620]:

a) combining agricultural enterprises with institutional environment,

b) combining financial decisions with investment decisions made by
farmers,

c) credit limitations in agriculture, in particular the discussed problem of
information asymmetry on the agricultural credit market,

d) credit subsidies,

e) the importance of cooperative banks in farmers’ crediting.

The issues discussed in the article suit well both the first and the last
area of research.

Crediting in agriculture is essential for its proper development, creation of
capital base or effective capital allocation. It fulfills a number of functions among
which the most important seem to be the facilitation of intensification and
development of agricultural production as well as the possibility to introduce
technological, biological and social advances. The importance of this source of

' This thesis is widely discussed in literature. There is a more often tendency to treat cooperative
banks first as a bank and then as an association. It makes the managers of cooperative banks
obliterate the differences in not only management but also in strategic plans towards commercial
banks. There is also a much stronger profit-orientation visible. [5, pp. 137-163].
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financing started to increase when the sector had to adjust to common processes
taking place in modern economies, because the accumulation of internal income
was often insufficient to restructure agriculture itself [6, p. 47].

Cooperative banking has undergone in recent years strong structural
transformations and it is estimated that these changes will still take place
intensively. Cooperative banks have changed their profile from a niche one
addressed mainly to farmers and craftsmen into a universal one of a more
diversified product offer. EU membership brought about access to new
resources of financing agriculture simultaneously limiting credit protection
especially in terms of working capital facilities. It influenced the structure of
financial resources and diminished relatively the role of bank loans in financing
agriculture. Hence, cooperative banks which most often credited farmers are
looking for other client groups where they allocate their capital, therefore the
hypothesis (H1) may be put forward that the share of farmers in the credit
structure of cooperative banks is diminishing.

Simultaneously, the decreasing share of agricultural loans which are of
the highest credit portfolio quality and usually enjoy higher profitability resulting
from net interest margins deteriorates banks’ profitability, directly influencing
their level of financial security. Hence the thesis may be put forward that the
decreasing share of farmers in the credit portfolio of cooperative banks is
positively correlated with the level of solvency ratio and Tier-1 capital ratio
(H2).

3. The objective and methods

The main objective of the paper is to analyze how the share of
agricultural credits changed in the credit portfolio of Polish cooperative banks
and how these changes influence banks’ solvency. Having studied proper
literature and having analyzed the loans given to farmers included in the credit
portfolio of cooperative banks in Poland, the following research hypotheses
have been formed:

— H1: the share of farmers in the cooperative banks’ credit portfolio
diminishes if compared to other client groups;

— H2: the diminishing share of farmers in the cooperative banks’ credit
portfolio is positively correlated with the level of the solvency ratio and Tier-1
capital ratio.

In order to verify the hypotheses, the authors used the deductive
reasoning method as well as correlation and regression analyses. The relation
between the farmers’ share in the credit portfolio and capital adequacy ratios
was analyzed on the basis of quarterly data between December 2011 and
December 2015.

4. Credit portfolio for farmers between 2010-2015

Table 1 presents the values of bank loans given by cooperative banks in
Poland to farmers as well as other client groups classified according to the
type of an entity between 2010-2015. Table 2 illustrates the dynamics of a
credit portfolio assigned to particular groups. Chain indices were calculated for
particular years, additionally base index was calculated for 2015 against 2010,
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all indices of face value nature. Fig. 1 depicts the development of agricultural
credits portfolio with comparison to other debtors groups.

1. The credit portfolio in cooperative banks in Poland between
2010-2015 divided according to the types of entities (in billions of PLN)*

Entity Year
2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015
Large 0.23 0.26 0.28 0.35 0.29 0.4
enterprises
MSP 9.52 11.98 14.26 16.43 16.95 18.23
Individual 6.38 7.29 8.14 8.82 9.28 9.57
entrepreneurs

Private entities 10.18 10.38 10.52 11.19 12.21 13.56

Farmers 12.9 13.93 14.82 15.68 16.56 17.16
Non-commercial 0.37 0.43 0.45 0.48 0.51 05.4
institutions

In total 39.58 4427 48.47 52.95 55.80 59.46

*Source: the author's own analysis based on the information on cooperative and
associated banks condition between 2010-2015, Urzad KNF (Financial Supervision
Authority), Warszawa 2011-2016.
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Fig. 1. The development of agricultural credits portfolio in cooperative

banks in Poland in comparison to other client groups*
*Source: the author’s own analysis based on the data included in Table 1.

The value of credits given to farmers by cooperative banks in Poland
between 2010-2015 was systematically increasing, in the analyzed period by
4.26 billion zlotys, i.e. by 33% if its face value is considered. The biggest
amount of granted loans in the analyzed period was reported at the end of Q3
of 2015 — 17.24 billion zlotys. It is worth emphasizing that the indices for this
credit group are decreasing whereas in the case of loans given to the
remaining client groups no such a clear tendency can be observed. In the
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analyzed period the credit portfolio for farmers in cooperative banks was

increasing at the slowest pace, similar to the changes in the portfolio for
private entities.

2. The dynamics of the credit portfolio in cooperative banks in Poland
between 2010-2015 divided according to the types of entities (%)*

Previous year = 100 year 2010
Entity =100
2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 2015
Large enterprises 113.0 107.7 1250 829 137.9 173.9
MSP 101.3 1064 1091 1111 1332 191.5
Individual entrepreneurs 106.4 1058 1056 103.6 133.0 150.0
Private entities 104.7 106.7 106.3 1059 1459
Farmers 109.5 1092 1054 106.6 1502
Non-commercial institutions  116.2
In total 111.8

*Source: the author’s own analysis based on the data included in Table 1.

The credit portfolio for MSP was developing most dynamically, also
significantly for large enterprises. It results in the increase in credit portfolio for
farmers which is significantly lower than the increase in the main portfolio of
receivables from non-financial clients. Consequently, there can be observed a
systematic decrease in the share of loans for farmers in the total portfolio of

receivables from non-financial clients of cooperative banks in Poland, which is
illustrated by Table 3.

3. The share of loans for farmers in the total volume of receivables
from non-financial clients of cooperative banks in Poland between
2010-2015 (in %)*

Entity Year

2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015
Large enterprises 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.5 0.7
MSP 241 271 294 310 304 307
Individual entrepreneurs 16.1 16.5 168 167 166 16.1
Private entities 257 234 217 211 219 228
Farmers 326 315 306 296 297 289
Non-commercial institutions 0.9 1.0 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9
In total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

*Source: the author’s own analysis based on the data included in Table 1.

Despite the increase of the value of agricultural credit portfolios in the
analyzed period, their share in the total volume of receivables from non-
financial clients of cooperative banks decreased from approximately 33% in
2010 to almost 29% in 2015. Farmers were no longer a leading group among
the entities taking loans from cooperative banks, continuously from the Q1 of
2013. Previously, according to the quarterly data, farmers also gave priority to
other groups of entities, i.e. entrepreneurs from the MSP sector.
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cooperative banks in the quarterly perspective is illustrated by Fig. 2.

As the data suggest, it actually took place only at the end of the Q1 of
the subsequent years, which results from the seasonal character of agricultural
production. The share of loans for farmers in the total credit portfolio of
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Fig. 2. The share of agricultural credits in the credit portfolio of
cooperative banks between 2011-2015 in the quarterly aspect (in %)*
*Source: the author's own analysis based on the information on cooperative and

associated banks condition between 2010-2015, Urzad KNF (Financial Supervision

Authority), Warszawa 2011-2016.

4. The share of farmers as debtors in bank groups distinguished

due to the total assets and the value of their own funds (in %)
between 2010-2014*

Year Banks of the total assets equaled to Banks of the Coope-
sum of their rative
own funds banks in
equaled to total
Less | <50- | <100- | <200- | <500- |at least|at least| less
than | 100) | 200) m |500) m| 1000) | 1000 | 5m |than5
50 m m PLN PLN |mPLN |mPLN| EUR |mEUR
PLN | PLN
2010 47.8 46.8 393 34.1 21.5 150 262 408 32.6
2011 489 472 394 33.3 20.5 125 246 408 31.5
2012 496 473 390 33.0 19.7 109 235 405 30.6
2013 499 469 383 32.4 18.4 10.3 226 398 29.6
2014 477 451 37.2 31.2 17.5 9.7 216 383 29.7

*Source: the author's own analysis based on the information on cooperative and
associated banks condition between 2010-2015, Urzad KNF (Financial Supervision
Authority), Warszawa 2011-2016, May 2016, pp. 59-62.

It is worth emphasizing that the significance of loans for farmers clearly
diminishes in the activity of cooperative banks as the bank’s size grows. Table
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4 includes the data on the share of farmers as debtors in bank groups
distinguished due to the total assets and the value of their own funds.

The smaller the bank, while considering its own funds and total assets,
the bigger the importance of farmers as debtors in the receivables portfolio
from non-financial clients. This type of information confirms structural changes
undergoing in cooperative banks, searching for new markets, resigning of
some farmers who transfer to banks other than cooperative ones, probably
due to their smaller price competitiveness, and simultaneously it allows for a
positive verification of the first hypothesis.

Analyzing the portfolio of agricultural loans, its quality is also worth
paying attention to. It is definitely better than the one of the remaining client
groups of cooperative banks, which is illustrated by Table 5. It is also worth
emphasizing that generally speaking it deteriorates with the size of the bank,
which consequently goes together with the change of entity structure of their
clients. The quality of the farmers’ credit portfolio is definitely better than in
other client groups. The share of bad debts in the analyzed period did not
exceed 2%, and since 2012 it has been systematically diminishing. The quality
of the credit portfolio in this group is the most stable against others and
significant deviations in the quality of the credit portfolio of large entities are
mostly determined by its relatively small credit quotas.

5. The share of bad debts in the credit portfolio of cooperative banks
divided into entities between 2010-2015 (in %)*

Entity Year
2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015
Large enterprises 10.1 7.0 6.6 9.6 12.0 7.4
MSP 9.4 9.7 9.8 10.2 10.7 116
Individual entrepreneurs 7.5 7.7 8.8 9.3 9.2 9.6
Private entities 4.4 52 5.7 5.4 4.7 4.1
Farmers 1.8 1.9 2.0 1.9 1.8 1.7

*Source: the author's own analysis based on the information on cooperative and
associated banks condition between 2010-2015, Urzad KNF (Financial Supervision
Authority), Warszawa 2011-2016.

5. The share of farmers in the credit portfolio of cooperative banks,
and the solvency of cooperative banks

The solvency of the cooperative banks sector between 2011-2015 stood
at a high level both calculated by the total capital ratio and Tier-1 ratio, which
is illustrated by Fig. 3. The values for the capital adequate ratio in the entire
analyzed period were higher than the required by the bank law 8%. It has to be
remembered that on June 28, 2014 the technical standard of reporting was
changed which consequently impedes the comparison of the results to March
2014 and from June 2014.

Till then, the values for capital adequate ratios of cooperative banks
were generally slightly below the average values for the entire banking sector,
and after the standard was changed they were higher than the average,
however according to the data at the end of 2015 the values for solvency
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ratios for cooperative banks decreased below the average in the sector. In the
first period, the value of the capital ratio amounted to 13.4% in December
2011, and 14.3% in December 2013. In the second period, it was between
13.7% at the end of 2015 and 16.1% in the middle of 2014. The Tier-1 ratio
was similar: respectively in the first period 12.6% to 13.4%, in the second —
12.6% to 15%.
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Fig. 3. The capital adequate ratio and Tier-1 for cooperative banks

and banking sector in Poland between 2011-2015*
*Source: the author's own analysis based on the information on cooperative and
associated banks condition between 2010-2015, Urzad KNF (Financial Supervision
Authority), Warszawa 2012-2016.

The relation between the farmers’ share in the credit portfolio and capital
adequacy ratios was analyzed on the basis of the linear correlation method
according to Pearson’s coefficients (Table 6). Variables: the value and the share
of loans given to farmers in the volume of loans do not indicate statistically
significant correlation with the capital adequacy ratio and Tier 1 (defined for
p<0.05). The obtained results gave ground to the non-parametric correlation
analysis including gamma tests (Table 6). Statistical gamma coefficient is based
on the probability that variables distribution is consistent with the probability that it
is not consistent, divided by one minus the probability of the occurrence of related
observations. It is used when the data include many related observations and
represent the same variation of a feature.

The gamma coefficient for variables: the quality of receivables for
agricultural loans and Tier 1 equals -0.42, at the level of p equal to 0.016, so less
than 0.05. It was similar in the case of variables: the quality of receivables for
agricultural loans and capital ratio (p= 0.0146) and in variable relations the share
of agricultural loans and Tier 1 (p=0.0028) as well as capital ratio (p=0.0023).
Based on the calculations above, the hypothesis on variable independence
should be rejected because of inverse relation between selected variables, which
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means that both the increasing share of loans for farmers in the volume of given
credits as well as the deterioration of the quality of these loans results in the
decrease of both the capital adequacy ratio and Tier 1 ratio.

6. Correlation results*

Variable Pearson’s correlation

Tier 1 | Capital ratio
Farmer — quality of receivables -0.0097 -0.0147
Farmers — share in the portfolio 0.0253 0.0129
Farmers — credits value -0.1092 -0.0940

gamma correlation

Tier 1 | Capital ratio
Farmers — quality of receivables -0.4248 ** -0.4453
Farmers — share in the portfolio -0.5163 -0.5263
Farmers — credits value 0.5033 0.5132

*Source: the author’s own analysis.
** the correlation coefficients are important when p<0.05

Therefore, it may be concluded that the better debt repayment of this
client group, the higher the solvency of banks. Whereas one-direction
interrelation between increasing values of loans given to farmers and
increasing capital ratios may be explained by the increase of net margin
income from these operations, which indirectly may influence their increase.

To confirm the influence of farmers’ share in the credit portfolio of
cooperative banks with the capital adequacy ratio and Tier-1 capital ratio, the
regression analysis was performed. All variables indicated no statistically
important relation with the capital adequate ratio and Tier-1, with the p
coefficient more than 0.1. It may be concluded from the obtained results that
there is no a simple relation between analyzed variables, therefore a further
analysis is required.

Conclusions

The objective of the paper was to analyze how the share of agricultural
credits changed in the credit portfolio of Polish cooperative banks and how
these changes influence banks’ solvency. Having analyzed subject matter
literature and having analyzed loans for farmers in the credit portfolio of
cooperative banks operating in Poland, the following conclusions have been
drawn:

— The value of the credits given to farmers by cooperative banks in
Poland between 2010-2015 was systematically increasing, however the
dynamics indices for this group of credits was decreasing but no such clear
tendency may be observed in the remaining client groups. Moreover, the
increase in the agricultural credit portfolio was significantly lower than the
increase of the general portfolio of receivables for the remaining clients. It
confirmed the hypothesis (H1), that the share of agricultural loans
systematically decreased in the total portfolio of receivables from non-financial
clients of cooperative banks in Poland.
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— The solvency of cooperative banks in the analyzed period stood at a
high level calculated by both the total capital ratio and Tier-1. The reverse
relation took place between the share of loans for farmers, the capital
adequacy ratio and Tier 1. It means that both the decreasing share of
agricultural credits in the volume of given credits and the deterioration of the
quality of these debt result in the increase of both the capital adequacy ratio
and Tier 1. So, the decreasing share of farmers in the credit portfolio of
cooperative banks is correlated with the capital adequacy ratio and Tier-1
capital ratio, but it is not a one-direction correlation — positive, hence H2 has
not been confirmed. A positive correlation took place only between variables:
the value of credits given to farmers and capital ratios. It also means that the
obtained results are ambiguous and indicate no simple interrelation between
analyzed variables and therefore they require further research.
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3HAYEHHA ANA PEPMEPIB KPEOUTIB Y KOOMNEPATUBHUX
BAHKAX MOJbLI BNPOAOOBX 2010-2015 pokis

E. Ctona,
A. CtedpaHcki

AHomauisi. [lpoaHani3ogeaHo 3MIHU 4acmku CiflbCbKO20CrnodapchbKux
Kkpedumig y KpedumHomy rnopmeperni rnonbCbKUx KoornepamusHux 6aHkKie ma
87U Yux 3MiH Ha rniaamocrnpomMoxHicme b6aHkie. byno nepesipeHo 2 einome3su:
H1 — 4acmka c¢hbepmepie y koonepamusi b6aHKie KpedumHo20 ropmabens
3MEHWYembCsi, AKWO [ropieHO8amu IX i3 iHWUMU epynamu KrieHmis, H2 —
3yboxina 4acmka c¢hepmepie y Koornepamuei 6aHKI8CbKO20 KpedumHoeao
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rnopmebersnsi Mo3UMUBHO KOPESOE 3 piBHEM KoegbiujeHma rnaamocrpoMOXXHOCMI |
Tier-1 koegpiujeHma docmammHocmi kanimarny.

LLJo6 nepesipumu einome3y, asmopu eukopucmosysanu O0edykmueHul
memod OocCniOXKeHHs, @ makoXx KopensauitHul i peepecitiHuli aHani3. [lNepwy
einromesy 6yno nidmeepOXeHO, OCKIfIbKU Yacmka CiflbCbKO20Crno0apCbKux
Kpedumig cucmemamu4HO 3HUXysasacsi 8 3a2asibHoMmy riopmepesi 0ebimopcbKoi
3abopeosaHocmi HegbiHaHCOBUX KrieHmie KoornepamuseHux b6aHkie y [lonbui.
3sopomHa peakuisi Mana micue MK 4Yacmkowo Kpedumie Ons chepmepis,
KoegbiujeHmom docmamHocmi Kanimany ma Tier-1. 3HUXeHHs1 YacmKu ¢hepmepie
y KpedumHomy ropmebesni koornepamusHUx 6aHKie KOpesitoe 3 [MOKa3HUKOM
docmamHocmi kanimarny i koegpiuieHmom Tier-1 kanimany, ane uye He OOUH
Hanpsmok Kkopenauii a - nosumusHull, omxe, H2 He 6ys10 nidmeepoxXeHo.

Knroyoei cnoea: koonepamueHi 6aHKu, KpedumHuli nopmdersb,
KpedumocrnpoMOXXKHicmb, agpapHUll Kpedum, kpedumu ons hepmepie

3HAYEHUA ONA PEPMEPOB KPEAUTOB B KOOIMNMEPATUBHbLIX
BAHKAX NMOJ1bLUX B 2010-2015 roaax

E. Ctona,
A. CtecpaHCKHM

AHHOmMauyus. [IpoaHanu3upogaHo uU3MeHeHue 00U CenbCKOX035U-
CMBEHHbIX Kpedumoe & KpeOUmHOM ropmebesie rosbCKUX KoornepamugHbIX
6aHKO8 U enusiHUe amux U3MeHeHuUl Ha rnamexecrocobHocmb 6aHko8. bbino
rnposepeHo 2 eunomesbl. H1 — QOonsa cpepmepos & koorepamuee 6aHKOs
KpedumHo20 rnopmepens yMeHbwaemcs, ecnu cpasHugame uUx C Opyaumu
epynnamu KnueHmos, H2 — Huwas dons chepmepos 8 koonepamuee 6aHKOB8CKO20
KpedumHo20 rnopmeperisi ofoXUMesbHO Koppesnupyem C YPOBHEM KO3gh-
cuyueHma nnamexecriocobHocmu u Tier-1 KoaghgbuyueHma docmamoyHocmu
Kanumana.

Umobbk! nposepums 2urnomes3y, aemopbl UCronb3oeanu 0edyKkmueHhbIl
memo0 uccnedogaHus, a maKxe KoppesissUUOHHbIU U pe2peCcCUOHHbIU aHau3.
[Nepsasi eunnome3a b6bina nodmeepx0eHa, mak Kak 00JI CeJlbCKOX035l-
CMBEeHHbIX Kpedumoe cucmemMamuyecKku CHuxanacb & obwem nopmaeene
0ebumopckoll 3a00/mKeHHOCMU HegUHaHCO8bIX KIIUEHMO8 KoorepamueHbIX
6aHkoe & [Monbwe. ObpamHasa peakyuss umesna mecmo mexdoy doneli kpedu-
moe 0551 ¢hepmepos, KoaghpuyueHmom docmamoyHocmu kanumana u Tier-1.
CHuxeHue Oonu ¢hepmepos & KpedumHoM ropmabesie KoonepamueHbIX
6aHkoe Koppenupyem ¢ mnokazamesnem OocmamoyHocmu Kanumana u
koagppuyueHnmom Tier-1 kanumana, HO 3moO He O0O0HO HarpasjieHue
Koppenayuu a - nosoxumesbHbll, 3Hadum, H2 He 6bina noOmeepxoeHa.

Knroyeeble cnoea: kKoonepamueHble 6aHKU, KpeOUMHbIU
nopmeesnb, KpedumocrnocobHocmb, az2papHbill Kpedum, Kpedumsbl Onsi

gepmepos
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