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• In Ecuador the total number of micro entrepreneurs was about 1,700,000.

• Roughly 50% of them were attended with microcredit by formal MFI.

• Each micro entrepreneur has an ID number.

• More than 500 MFIs non regulated by the Banking Supervisor.

• Most of them credit unions, but also NGO.

• These non-regulated MFIs (NR-MFIs) were not mandated to share data with PCBs

• These institutions were mainly focused on serving micro entrepreneurs in rural, urban, marginal areas.

• This represented about 50% of total microcredit offer.

• The regulated financial systems includes by 26 private banks,

• 4 Banks specialized on microfinance;

• In addition, there are 40 regulated credit unions .

• There were 4 private bureaus and an specific law to regulate their business.

• Credit bureaus have no problem to collect information from any institution.

Background: the status in Ecuador (at 2002)
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A new law regulates Credit Bureau information sharing.

It establishes that:

• Credit Bureaus are private companies;

• They are regulated by Bank Superintendency (Supervisor);

• Users cannot be shareholders;

• Customer consent is required to share data/inquire;

• Bureaus pay an annual sum to the Bank Superintendency for 

regulated financial sector client database; 

• They can collect any kind of information from clients subject to 

borrowers’ consent)

Ecuador: credit reporting legislation
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Major issues for non regulated MFIs:
• No have internet access.
• No core banking system.
• Mainly located in remote in rural areas.
• Not used to share information.
• They assumed they had an exclusive relationship with their clients and that clients were loyal (no

relationship with other institutions so), they argued they did not need the credit bureau.
• They were afraid to share information, because they supposed that private banks could steal

their clients.

Private banks and regulated credit unions were very interested to develop 

urban and rural microcredit. They were mandated to send monthly information 

to Bank Superintendency, included credit information from clients.

Bank Superintendency shared information from private banks and regulated 

credit unions with credit bureaus.

Regulated institutions were mandated to inquire a PCB before granting credit

Private banks required information from non regulated MFI to develop a 

complete credit analysis to expand their credit offer and prevent over-

indebtedness. That is good for market and specially for the client.

The problem
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Sharing model adopted in Ecuador:  
mandatory data sharing

Borrowers’ consent 

is required



• RFD is the national microfinance network, formed by 48 MFI

members (credit unions, specialized banks, NGO).

• RFD were interested to implement a project: “Regional

service of credit information (SERVIR project) financed by

an international NGO”

• SERVIR project begin with a pilot in rural areas with 10

credit unions (year 2003) to define some alternatives to

collect data. Then, we develop a model to expand it

nationally.

Who are we? Red de Instituciones Financieras de Desarrollo

7



Project methodology

CREDIT UNION

CREDIT UNION

NGO

Credit information structures

CREDIT BUREAU

 Technology level (sw, hw)

 Credit management

 Credit information (structures)

 Training

 Communication

 Adaptation of credit 

information formats

 Product development

 Information validation

 Contract models

 Reports



Solutions:

PROBLEMS SOLUTIONS

 IMFs mistrust is sharing credit information 
(competitors may take  customers away)

Training about credit bureau legislation, that 
does not permit free access of information 
without client authorization.

 IMFs have a low awareness  of the 
advantages brought by  credit bureaus.          
They said their clients were exclusives

To provide free report service (6 months) to 
see the real situation about shared clients. 
So, they prove that between 50-70% of their 
clients have credit information from other 
institutions.

 IMFs do not appreciate advantages in sharing 
full credit information.

Free service provided for 6 months and 
special price for consulting from 6 to 12 
months. 

Old and new delinquent clients appear to 
cancel credits, because they applied for 
credits in other institutions.

 IMFs have basic and old administration 
software, or only Spreadsheet

To create and install  in each MFI a small 
personalized applications (software) to extract 
information from each MFI and run an 
automatic process to generate information 
and structures.

Bad internet connections.  Allow  different procedures  to send 
information: diskette, CD, USB
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Client evaluation (pre-approval)



Scoring models



ACTUAL REPORTS AND MODELS
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BEFORE: Credit Scoring

NOW: Credit Scoring + Overindebtness

NOW: Credit Scoring

BEFORE: Credit Scoring



MARKET STUDIES



Debt collection

Collect optimization process

Before After payment date
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