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ET Investigation:
Vikram Akula clarifies
and our response

THE articles, "Uplifting Promoters in
the Name of Downtroddem™ and "The
Poor as Puppets” in The Econemiic Times
of January 31,2011, created an inaccu-
rate portrayal of SKS Trusts (MBTs),
whiich are devoted to bemefiting bor-
rowers of SKS Microfimance.

The inaccuracies begin with the
headllines, which group SKS with two
other entities, where, as the reporter
puts it, “the promotens appear to have
bought shares from the MBTS in a mamn-
ner that appeans to benefit them over
poor womem." The reporter admits that
“thiis has not happemed in the case of
SKS Mierofinance." Yet the
headlines and the article club
all three groups. This guilt by
assoelation is inaeeurate and
ifresponsiple.

The reporter contends that
poor womem beneficiaries of
SKS Trusts were deprived of
wealth created in the IPO of
SKS Microfinance. The reporter writes,
the "trustees, in July 2010, decided to
give the entire amoumt to SKS NGO,"
elaborating, "MBTmembers did not re-
ceive that momey." These statements
are misleading. The faet is that, in Janu-
ary 2011, an independent board—that
did net inelude me—rtransferied €7.1
erore (1% of the fund) to SKS NGO for
amgfamm& implementation (along
With necessary safeguards, inehuding
an independent audit). They did so sgt
as a giftto the SKE N 0 and &ertainly
Nk 83 a means for depriving the penefi-
giaries af any wealth ereaied. instead,
they did o pecause the Trust Beed:
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The reporter also criticises the replace-
ment of commumity representatives on
the Trostee Board with independent di-
rectors, but fails to mention that the pur-
pose of appointing reputed independent
directors with requisite experience was to
ensure that the now significant corpus of
the SKS Trsts was professionally man-
aged for the benefit of the beneficiaries (to
whom the trstees owe a fidueiary duty).
Moreewer to state, as his artiele does, that
the pasticipation of the beneficiaries in the

management of the SKS Trusts was elimi-
nated is incorrect given that they constitu-
te the general body, to whom the Trustee is
accountable and which can replace the
Trustee. In addition, themewstnuctune en-
sured that all potential conflicts of interest
were eliminated.

Another false allegation is the claim
that “there are governance issues brought
on by the powens the MBT structure con-
fers on promoter Vikram Akula.” What
poweis is he referring to? After all, he
failed to cite a single clause of the Trust
Deed that confers any such poweis. Tothe
contiaiy;, the Trust Deed—whiich is acees-

sible to the pulblie from the Gov-
ernment Registrar—has a spe-
eific provision to promibit any
fund transfers to SKS NGO (al-
beit for the sole putpese of im-
glém%m&‘@ programmgs for the

poeficiaries of the Trust) while
someene 8 simulianeonsly a
member of the Trustee Board a3

well a3 the Board of S5 NGO or §K8 Mi:
erofinance. S9 the trust strHetiie et QHW
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What is heartbreakimg is the ridi-
cule of my efforts in creating SKS
Trusts (including fundraising to min-
imise theiir dilutiom andl the decision to
exit patt of their holding in the IPO) as
welll as my efforts in leading SKS Mi-
erofinance to create one of the world's
largest trusts for the benefit of poor
wommen. The trusts have a net value oft
gver 3650 erore and they have begun
to deploy these funds to ereate sehoels
for ehildren of poor women benefiei-
aries. The articles unfiairly east a shad-
8w an that effort.

DRWIKRAM AKULA
EHAIRPERSOWN,
SKS MIER® HNANCE

H’srmnm:

We stand by our story:

ET's Investigation has revealed that the
quality of governance and level of trans-
parency in the mutual benefit tmsts
(MBTS) that own/owmed! substantiial sha-
reholding in many microfinance institu-
tions are umasceptably low. As a result,
poorwomem, who are/were majority sha-
reholders in the MFIs through these
tmsis, don't have their rightful say.

The case of SKS Microfinance, as is
clearly spelt out in the stories, is vastly dif-
ferent from the other two MFIs that were
also covered. The headlines may not have
adequately conveyed this. Howewer, the
stories clearly spelt out these differences.
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