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Abstract 
This study focuses on the comparative analysis of revenue generation capacity of Indian depositories (NSDL & CDSL) & is 

based on secondary data. Depository system was the major financial sector reform which was concentrated on strengthening 

the functioning and operations of capital market. There are two depositories in India namely NSDL and CDSL. Depository 

works as the custodian. The principle function of depository is to dematerialize the securities. The period of study is 2008-2018. 
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I- Introduction 

The most Revolutionary change was bought in the entire history of the Indian capital market is the depository system. This was 

the major financial sector reforms which was concentrated on strengthening the functioning and operation of capital market. 

The electronic technological Revolution has brought about a number of changes in the functioning of capital market. Depository 

is an important intermediary in the securities market. The depository works as the custodian and interlinks investor with primary 

and secondary market. The services provided by depositories are the product of secondary market reforms in India. The principal 

function of the depository is to dematerialise the securities and enable their transaction in book entry form.  

The depository system has paved the way for instituting an infrastructure that’s helps in eliminating various risks 

associated with capital market transactions and increased the efficiency of clearance and settlement system. Prior to the 

introduction of this system so many operational inefficiencies were breeding into the Indian capital market due to traditional 

paper-based trading and settlement system. It was a market lacking in transparency and which offered brokerage and 

Commission that enriched intermediaries. 

Depository is an organisation where the securities of an investor are kept in electronic form. There are two depositories 

in India. NSDL: National Securities Depository Limited and CDSL: Central Depository Services (India) Limited. They were 

registered by the SEBI on 7th June 1996 and 8th February 1999 respectively. They are promoted by NSE and BSE with the 

support of some Banks respectively. Both the depositories are doing well, so that this study is trying to find out the performance 

of both depositories, specially focused on solvency ratios of both depositories. 

II- Research Methodology 

This analysis provided an overview of the direction of changes in revenue generation capacity of the two depositories and helped 

to formulate the hypothesis. Statistical tools like mean, standard deviation, coefficient of variance, compounded annual growth 

rate average, charts, graphs, normality test, t-test, have been used for analysing the data. They have been used to gauge the 

changes in revenue generation capacity over the period of time.  

The financial data has been collected from secondary data which includes annual reports of respective depository 

organisation, website of NSDL and CDSL. The collected data was tested for normality then hypothesis testing of non-normal 

data and normal data was applied, which are Wilcoxon signed rank test and student's t-test respectively. The assumed level of 

significance is 5%. SPSS and Microsoft Excel have been used to perform trend analysis and prepare various charts and graphs 

and hypothesis testing. The table value of t-test and Wilcoxon signed rank test are 2.262 and 8 respectively. The period of the 

study is 2008-2018. 

Objective of the study: 

1. To analyse the total asset turnover ratio of the depositories during the period of study. 

2. To analyse the gross fixed asset turnover ratio of the depositories during the period of study. 

3. To analyse the net fixed asset turnover ratio of the depositories during the period of study. 

4. To analyse the current assets turnover of the depositories during the period of study. 

5. To analyse the working capital turnover ratio of the depositories during the period of study. 

 

Hypothesis of the Study 

(1) Null Hypothesis (H01): There is no significant difference between the mean scores of gross fixed assets turnover ratios 

of NSDL and CDSL over the period of time. 

H01: µ1 = µ2 

(2) Null Hypothesis (H02): There is no significant difference between the mean scores of net fixed assets turnover ratios 

of NSDL and CDSL over the period of time. 

H02: µ1 = µ2 

(3) Null Hypothesis (H03): There is no significant difference between the mean scores of current assets turnover ratios of 

NSDL and CDSL over the period of time. 

H03: µ1 = µ2 

(1) Null Hypothesis (H04): There is no significant difference between the mean scores of total assets turnover ratios of 

NSDL and CDSL over the period of time. 

H04: µ1 = µ2 
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(2) Null Hypothesis (H05): There is no significant difference between the mean scores of Working Capital turnover ratios 

of NSDL and CDSL over the period of time. 

H05: µ1 = µ2 

III- An Overview of Ratios 

Ratio Analysis 

Ratio analysis is one of the popular tools of financial statement analysis. The ratio is the relationship between two or 

more things. Usually, the ratio is stated as a percentage. Ratio analysis is the process of identifying the financial strength and 

weakness of an enterprise. By logically establishing relationship between the items of balance sheet & income statement and 

interpreting the results thereof in order to derive meaningful conclusion. Ratio analysis helps management pin point specific 

areas that relative form of financial data and very useful technique to check upon the efficiency of the firm. It helps the financial 

management in evaluating the financial position and performance of the firm. Ratios are useful in the areas of: forecasting 

comparisons, solvency, operating efficiency, communication, liquidity, profitability, capital gearing etc. In the present study the 

researcher has been focused on the revenue generation capacity of the two depositories organizations. This can be achieved by 

analyzing the following five ratios.  

(1) Total Asset Turnover Ratio 

The asset turnover ratio falls under the class of efficiency ratio. It measures the firm’s capacity to generate revenue 

from its assets by comparing total revenue with total assets i.e. this ratio displays how efficiently a firm can use its assets to 

generate revenue. It analyses total revenue as a percentage of assets to show how many sales are generated from each rupee of 

firm assets. 

Formula 

The asset turnover ratio is calculated by dividing total revenue by total assets. 

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡 𝑇𝑢𝑟𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜 =
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑅𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑢𝑒

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠
 𝑋 100 

Total revenue is found on the income statement which are used to compute asset turnover ratio. Total assets include: Fixed 

assets, Investments, Current assets, loans & advances. Average total assets are generally calculated by adding the opening and 

ending total asset balances together and dividing by two. This is just a simple average based on a two-year balance sheet. 

Analysis 

A higher asset turnover ratio is always more favourable as this ratio measures how competently a firm uses its assets to create 

revenue it means the firm is using its assets more resourcefully. Lesser ratios mean that the firm isn’t using its assets competently 

and most likely have production or management. The total asset turnover ratio is a general efficiency ratio that measures how 

efficiently a firm uses all of its assets.  

(2) Gross Fixed Asset Turnover Ratio 

The gross fixed-asset turnover ratio is a ratio of total revenue to gross fixed assets, this ratio is used by predictors to 

measure operating performance. This ratio precisely measures a firm’s ability to generate total revenue from fixed-asset 

investments, namely plant, property, and equipment (PP&E), including depreciation. Over-all, a higher fixed-asset turnover ratio 

indicates that a firm has more effectually employed investment in fixed assets to produce revenue. Gross Fixed Asset = Total 

Fixed Assets – Capital Working in progress 

The gross fixed-asset turnover ratio is calculated as: 

𝐺𝑟𝑜𝑠𝑠 𝐹𝑖𝑥𝑒𝑑 𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡 𝑇𝑢𝑟𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜 =
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑅𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑢𝑒

𝐺𝑟𝑜𝑠𝑠 𝐹𝑖𝑥𝑒𝑑 𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡
 𝑋 100 

(3) Net Fixed Assets Turnover Ratio 

The net fixed asset turnover ratio is an efficiency ratio that measures a firm’s return on their investment in property, 

plant, and equipment by comparing total revenue with net fixed assets. It analyses how competently a firm is producing sale 

with its machines and equipment or services.  Augmented depreciation is one of the main factors. The net fixed assets are always 

used by deducting the depreciation from gross fixed assets. If a firm practices an accelerated depreciation method like double 

declining depreciation, the book worth of their equipment will be theatrically low making their performance look a lot healthier 

than it actually is. 

Formula 

The net fixed asset turnover ratio is calculated by dividing total revenue by the total property, plant, and equipment, subtracting 

net of accumulated depreciation from it. 

𝑁𝑒𝑡 𝐹𝑖𝑥𝑒𝑑 𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡 𝑇𝑢𝑟𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜 =
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑅𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑢𝑒

𝐺𝑟𝑜𝑠𝑠 𝐹𝑖𝑥𝑒𝑑 𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡 − 𝐴𝑐𝑐𝑢𝑚𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝐷𝑒𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛
 𝑋 100 

The net fixed asset values are used that’s described on the balance sheet by deducting the accrued depreciation from the gross 

fixed assets. 

Analysis 

A high net fixed asset turnover ratio indicates that fixed assets are being employed efficiently and large amount of revenue are 

produced using a slight amount of fixed assets. It might also mean that the firm has vended off its equipment and started to 

outsource its operations. Subcontracting would maintain the same amount of revenue and decrease the investment in equipment 

at the same time. 

http://www.ijrar.org/
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(4) Current Asset Turnover 

Current asset turnover ratio is an activity ratio measuring firm’s ability of generating revenue through its current assets 

(cash, inventory, accounts receivable, etc.). The current asset turnover ratio can be used as an indicator of the productivity with 

which a firm is using its current assets to generate revenue. It can be calculated by dividing the firm's total revenue by its average 

current assets, and it indicates how competently a firm is using its current assets to produce revenue. Current asset turnover ratio 

shows that how much money was generated by utilizing current assets. 

Formula 

The current asset turnover ratio formula is calculated by dividing total revenue by the current assets. Curet Assets = Sundry 

debtors + Cash & Bank Balance+ other current assets + loan & advances 

𝐶𝑢𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡 𝑇𝑢𝑟𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜 =
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑅𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑢𝑒

 𝐶𝑢𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡
 𝑋 100 

Analysis 

This ratio can be beneficial for showing possible lenders that are going to be able to keep up with repayments. A ratio of less 

than 1 specifies that firm’s ‘must pay’ liabilities are frequently greater than its easily-accessible assets – a red flag for lenders. 

Usually, the higher the ratio, the more efficient companies are at using its cash to generate revenue. However, if the ratio rises 

intensely, this might be a sign that companies does not have adequate current assets available to support current progress levels.  

(5) Working Capital Turnover 

Working capital turnover is a ratio which shows the connection between the funds used to finance a firm's operations 

and the revenues a firm makes as a result by engaging it. This ratio also measures how competently a firm is using its working 

capital to support a given level of revenue. It shows firm’s efficiency in producing revenue by means of total working capital 

available in the business during a particular period. 

Formula: 

Working capital turnover ratio is calculated by dividing the total revenue by average working capital.  

𝑊𝑜𝑟𝑘𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐶𝑎𝑝𝑖𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑇𝑢𝑟𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜 =
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑅𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑢𝑒

𝐴𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑊𝑜𝑟𝑘𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐶𝑎𝑝𝑖𝑡𝑎𝑙
 𝑋 100 

Working capital is equal to current assets minus current liabilities and average working capital is equal to working capital at the 

start of the period plus working capital at the end of the period divided by 2.  

 

Analysis 

Usually, a high working capital turnover ratio is favourable. A low working capital turnover ratio specifies unproductive 

utilization of working capital during the period. The ratio should be compared with the prior years’ ratio, competitors’ or 

industry’s average ratio to have a meaningful idea of the firm’s efficacy in using its working capital. A high turnover ratio shows 

that organization is being very proficiently using its short-term assets and liabilities for supporting revenue, i.e., it is producing 

a higher number of revenues by utilizing every rupee of the working capital. In contrast, a low ratio may specify that a business 

is capitalizing in too many accounts receivable and inventory to support its revenue – which could lead to an unnecessary number 

of bad debts or obsolete inventory. A high ratio reflects that money is coming in and flowing out on a regular basis, giving the 

business flexibility to employ capital on expansion or inventory and may correspondingly give the business a competitive 

advantage over analogous concerns. 

VI- Comparison of Revenue Generation Capacity (Ratio Analysis) of NSDL & CDSL 

4.1 – Total Assets Turnover Ratio 

Table - 4.1 Comparative Ratio Analysis - Total Assets Turnover Ratio of NSDL & CDSL 

Year NSDL Ratio CDSL Ratio 

2008-09 61.12 32.60 

2009-10 75.44 37.65 

2010-11 79.19 33.32 

2011-12 81.21 29.64 

2012-13 33.61 27.23 

2013-14 31.40 25.48 

2014-15 32.47 23.89 

2015-16 32.90 29.51 

2016-17 39.60 30.02 

2017-18 33.58 31.20 

Average 50.05 30.05 

SD 21.57 3.99 

CV% 43.10 13.29 

CAGR -5.81% -0.44% 

Source: Computed from Annual reports of NSDL & CDSL downloaded from https://www.nsdl.co.in/ & 

https://www.cdslindia.com/ respectively. 
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The comparative table No. 4.1 represents the information related to total assets turnover ratio of NSDL and CDSL. The mean 

score of total asset turnover ratio in NSDL is 50.05% and in CDSL it is 30.05%. The higher mean value in NSDL shows that 

comparatively NSDL is more efficiently using its total assets in generating more revenue than CDSL during the study period. 

Both the standard deviation and coefficient of variance percentage is much higher in NSDL which indicates the higher level of 

inconsistency and more fluctuations with higher intensity in the total asset turnover ratio of NSDL than CDSL. The growth rate 

of ratio is negative in case of both the depositories but this growth is comparatively more negative in NSDL than in CDSL this 

shows that total asset turnover ratio is decreasing with more intensity in NSDL. In this case CDSL is ahead in maintaining its 

growth rate of total asset turnover ratio than NSDL.        

Chart - 4.1 

 
The comparative Chart No. 4.1 depicts the information about the total assets turnover ratio of NSDL & CDSL during study 

period. In the early years of study period, the pattern of fluctuation of total assets turnover ratio in NSDL is increasing & later 

on it shows decreasing trends after the sudden fall in the year 2012-2013 and in CDSL there is flatter trend with minimal 

increases is recorded. CDSL recorded its lowest ratio percentage 23.89% in the year 2014-2015 and NSDL recorded its minimum 

ratio percentage 31.40% in the year 2013-2014. There are more fluctuations with high intensity are recorded in NSDL than 

CDSL.  The linear trend lines of both NSDL and CDSL shows decreasing linear trend but this decrease is steeper in case of 

NSDL than CDSL this shows that total assets turnover ratio is decreasing with high rate in NSDL than CDSL. 

 From the above table & chart it is concluded that in case of total assets turnover ratio, if mean scores are compared than 

NSDL is performing better than CDSL because higher value of total assets turnover ratio is healthier for a firm. But if linear 

trend lines of both depositories are compared then the ratio is more rapidly decreasing in NSDL and the same remains constant  

in case of CDSL this shows that CDSL in more efficiently managing its total assets during the end years of study period. 

4.2 – Gross Fixed Assets Turnover Ratio 

Table - 4.2: Comparative Ratio Analysis - Gross Fixed Assets Turnover Ratio of NSDL & CDSL 

Year NSDL Ratio CDSL Ratio 

2008-09 69.54 173.38 

2009-10 96.44 216.60 

2010-11 103.56 215.54 

2011-12 107.40 213.06 

2012-13 47.51 216.73 

2013-14 63.78 222.31 

2014-15 79.60 218.51 

2015-16 88.36 273.31 

2016-17 124.20 291.87 

2017-18 122.28 138.27 

Average 90.27 217.96 

SD 25.30 43.35 

CV% 28.03 19.89 

CAGR 5.81% -2.24% 

Source: Computed from Annual reports of NSDL & CDSL downloaded from https://www.nsdl.co.in/ & 

https://www.cdslindia.com/ respectively. 

 

The comparative table No. 4.2 represents the information related to gross fixed assets turnover ratio of NSDL and CDSL. The 

mean score of gross fixed asset turnover ratio in NSDL is 90.27% and in CDSL it is 217.96%. The higher mean value in CDSL 

shows that comparatively CDSL is more efficiently using its total assets in generating more revenue than NSDL during the 

study period. The standard deviation is more in CDSL which shows high dispersion level in it. The coefficient of variance 

percentage is higher in NSDL which indicates the higher level of inconsistency and more fluctuations in the gross fixed asset 

turnover ratio of NSDL. The growth rate of ratio is negative in case of CDSL it is -2.24% and 5.81% in NSDL this shows that 

gross fixed asset turnover ratio is increasing in NSDL and it is decreasing with more intensity in CDSL. In this case NSDL is 

ahead in maintaining its growth rate of gross fixed asset turnover ratio than NSDL.       
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Chart - 4.2 

 
The comparative Chart No. 4.2 depicts the information about the gross fixed assets’ turnover ratio of NSDL & CDSL during 

study period. In the early years of study period, the pattern of fluctuation of gross fixed assets’ turnover ratio in both NSDL & 

CDSL is increasing & later on it shows flatter trends with minimal increases. There is sudden drop in the year 2012-2013 & 

2017-2018 for NSDL & CDSL respectively. CDSL recorded its highest ratio percentage 291.87% in the year 2016-2017 and 

NSDL recorded its highest ratio percentage 124.20% in the year 2016-2017. There are more fluctuations in NSDL while the 

intensity of fluctuations is comparatively higher in CDSL.  The linear trend lines of both NSDL and CDSL shows little increasing 

linear trend but this increase is more upwards in case of NSDL than CDSL this shows that gross fixed assets’ turnover ratio is 

decreasing with high rate in CDSL than NSDL. 

 From the above table & chart it is concluded that in case of gross fixed assets turnover ratio, if mean scores are compared 

than CDSL is performing far better than NSDL because higher value of gross fixed assets turnover ratio is healthier for a 

firm.  

4.3 – Net Fixed Assets Turnover Ratio 

Table - 4.3 Comparative Ratio Analysis - Net Fixed Assets Turnover Ratio of NSDL & CDSL 

Year NSDL Ratio CDSL Ratio 

2008-09 254.02 687.25 

2009-10 486.74 851.15 

2010-11 429.93 1352.08 

2011-12 479.39 1953.18 

2012-13 764.53 1329.95 

2013-14 1011.41 1314.37 

2014-15 1078.21 1811.54 

2015-16 1400.13 3709.67 

2016-17 1885.84 3219.95 

2017-18 1821.62 239.17 

Average 961.18 1646.83 

SD 585.23 1089.56 

CV% 60.89 66.16 

CAGR 21.78% -10.02% 

Source: Computed from Annual reports of NSDL & CDSL downloaded from https://www.nsdl.co.in/ & 

https://www.cdslindia.com/ respectively. 

 

The comparative table No. 4.3 represents the information related to net fixed assets turnover ratio of NSDL and CDSL. The 

mean score of net fixed asset turnover ratio is 961.18% in NSDL & 1646.83% in CDSL. The higher mean value in CDSL shows 

that comparatively CDSL is more efficiently using its net fixed assets in generating more revenue than NSDL during the study 

period. Both the standard deviation and coefficient of variance percentage is high in CDSL which indicates the higher level of 

inconsistency and more fluctuations with higher intensity in the net fixed asset turnover ratio of CDSL than NSDL. The growth 

rate of ratio is 21.78% in NSDL & negative -10.02% in CDSL, this shows that net fixed asset turnover ratio is decreasing with 

more intensity in CDSL and is increasing in NSDL. In this case NSDL is ahead in maintaining its growth rate of net fixed asset 

turnover ratio than CDSL.        
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Chart - 4.3 

 
The comparative Chart No. 4.3 depicts the information about the net fixed assets turnover ratio of NSDL & CDSL during study 

period. In the early years of study period, the pattern of fluctuation of net fixed assets turnover ratio in CDSL is increasing & 

later on it shows decreasing trends after the sudden rise in the year 2015-2016 and in NSDL there is comparatively less upward 

trend with minimal increases is recorded. CDSL recorded its highest ratio percentage 3709.67% in the year 2015-2016 and 

NSDL recorded its highest ratio percentage 1885.84% in the year 2016-2017. There are more fluctuations with high intensity 

are recorded in CDSL than NSDL.  The linear trend lines of both NSDL and CDSL shows increasing linear trend but this 

increase is more upward in case of NSDL than CDSL this shows that there is constant growth in the net fixed assets turnover 

ratio of NSDL. 

 From the above table & chart it is concluded that in case of net fixed assets turnover ratio, if mean scores are compared 

than CDSL is performing better than NSDL because higher value of net fixed assets turnover ratio is healthier for a firm. But 

if linear trend lines of both depositories are compared then the ratio is more rapidly increasing in NSDL this shows that NSDL 

in more efficiently managing its net fixed assets during the end years of study period. 

4.4 – Current Assets Turnover Ratio 

Table - 4.4 Comparative Ratio Analysis - Current Assets Turnover Ratio of NSDL & CDSL 

Year NSDL Ratio CDSL Ratio 

2008-09 155.33 77.84 

2009-10 243.78 315.07 

2010-11 227.26 43.02 

2011-12 258.25 43.22 

2012-13 179.21 34.97 

2013-14 172.95 34.15 

2014-15 130.83 53.24 

2015-16 137.69 57.46 

2016-17 187.09 74.02 

2017-18 119.70 154.66 

Average 181.21 88.77 

SD 48.26 87.04 

CV% 26.63 98.05 

CAGR -2.57% 7.11% 

Source: Computed from Annual reports of NSDL & CDSL downloaded from https://www.nsdl.co.in/ & 

https://www.cdslindia.com/ respectively. 

 

The comparative table No. 4.4 represents the information related to current assets turnover ratio of NSDL and CDSL. The mean 

score of current asset turnover ratio is 181.21% in NSDL & 88.77% in CDSL. The higher mean value in NSDL shows that 

comparatively NSDL is more efficiently using its current assets in generating more revenue than CDSL during the study period. 

Both the standard deviation and coefficient of variance percentage is very high in CDSL which indicates the higher level of 

inconsistency and more fluctuations with higher intensity in the current asset turnover ratio of CDSL than NSDL. The growth 

rate of ratio is negative -2.57% in NSDL & 7.11% in CDSL, this shows that current asset turnover ratio is decreasing with more 

intensity in NSDL and is increasing in CDSL. In this case CDSL is ahead in maintaining stable growth rate of current asset 

turnover ratio than NSDL.        
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Chart - 4.4 

 
The comparative Chart No. 4.4 depicts the information about the current assets turnover ratio of NSDL & CDSL during study 

period. In the early years of study period, the pattern of fluctuation of current assets turnover ratio in NSDL is increasing & later 

on it shows decreasing trends after the sudden fall in the year 2012-2013. In CDSL there is sudden huge increase is observed in 

the year 2009-2010 and sudden huge decrease in the very next year i.e., 2010-2011. CDSL recorded its highest ratio percentage 

315.07% in the year 2009-2010 and NSDL recorded its maximum ratio percentage 258.25% in the year 2011-2012. There are 

more fluctuations with high intensity are recorded in CDSL than NSDL.  The linear trend lines of both NSDL and CDSL shows 

decreasing linear trend but this decrease is steeper in case of NSDL than CDSL this shows that current assets turnover ratio is 

decreasing with high rate in NSDL than CDSL. 

 From the above table & chart it is concluded that in case of current assets turnover ratio, if mean scores are compared 

than NSDL is performing better than CDSL because higher value of current assets turnover ratio is healthier for a firm. But 

if linear trend lines of both depositories are compared then the ratio is more rapidly decreasing in NSDL and the same remains 

constant in case of CDSL this shows that CDSL in more efficiently managing its current assets during the end years of study 

period. 

4.5 – Working Capital Turnover Ratio 

Table - 4.5 Comparative Ratio Analysis - Working Capital Turnover Ratio of NSDL & CDSL 

year NSDL Ratio CDSL Ratio 

2008-09 340.71 118.84 

2009-10 738.63 -1638.66 

2010-11 882.41 47.41 

2011-12 1083.04 49.31 

2012-13 492.14 42.31 

2013-14 2226.41 43.27 

2014-15 560.17 92.50 

2015-16 286.77 78.39 

2016-17 581.66 99.78 

2017-18 324.09 394.17 

Average 751.60 -67.27 

SD 577.61 561.98 

CV% 76.85 -835.46 

CAGR -0.50% 12.74% 

Source: Computed from Annual reports of NSDL & CDSL downloaded from https://www.nsdl.co.in/ & 

https://www.cdslindia.com/ respectively. 

 

The comparative table No. 4.5 represents the information related to working capital turnover ratio of NSDL and CDSL. The 

mean score of working capital turnover ratio is 751.60% in NSDL & negative -67.27% in CDSL. The higher mean value in 

NSDL shows that comparatively NSDL is more efficiently using its working capital in generating more revenue than CDSL 

during the study period. Both the standard deviation and coefficient of variance percentage is very high in CDSL which indicates 

the very high level of inconsistency and more fluctuations with higher intensity in the working capital turnover ratio of CDSL 

than NSDL. The growth rate of ratio is negative -0.50% in NSDL & 12.74% in CDSL, this shows that working capital turnover 

ratio is decreasing with more intensity in NSDL and is increasing in CDSL. In this case CDSL is ahead in maintaining stable 

growth rate of working capital turnover ratio than NSDL.    
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Chart - 4.5 

 
The comparative Chart No. 4.5 depicts the information about the working capital turnover ratio of NSDL & CDSL during study 

period. In the early years of study period, the pattern of fluctuation of working capital turnover ratio in NSDL is increasing & 

later on it shows decreasing trends after the sudden rise in the year 2013-2014. In CDSL there is sudden huge decrease is 

observed in the year 2009-2010 and sudden huge increase in the very next year i.e., 2010-2011. CDSL recorded its highest ratio 

percentage 394.17% in the year 2017-2018 and NSDL recorded its maximum ratio percentage 2226.41% in the year 2013-2014. 

There are more fluctuations with high intensity are recorded in CDSL than NSDL.  The linear trend lines of NSDL shows 

minimal decreasing trend on the other hand it shows fair increasing trend in CDSL, this shows that during study period the 

working capital turnover ratio is decreasing in NSDL than CDSL. 

 From the above table & chart it is concluded that in case of working capital turnover ratio, if mean scores are compared 

than NSDL is performing better than CDSL because higher value of working capital turnover ratio is healthier for a firm. But 

if linear trend lines of both depositories are compared then the ratio is more rapidly decreasing in NSDL and the same is 

increasing constantly in case of CDSL this shows that CDSL in more efficiently managing its working capital during the end 

years of study period. 

V- Normality test 

The Shapiro-Wilk test is one of the most popular tests for normality assumption. Diagnostic which has good properties of power 

and it based on correlation within given observations and associated normal scores. The Shapiro-Wilk test was developed by 

Shapiro and Wilk (1965) for sample size up to 20. It is considered the most reliable test for non- normality for small to medium 

sized samples by many authors. It is the ratio of two estimates of variance of a normal distribution based on a random sample of 

observations. 

 

Table: - 5.1- Summary of Normality test on the basis of Shapiro-Wilk Normality Test. 

Null Hypothesis: Paired differences are normal. 

  

S. No. Paired Differences  Shapiro-Wilk  

Statistic df Sig. Null Hypothesis 

1.  Total Assets Turnover Ratio .822 10 .027 Reject 

2.  Gross Fixed Assets Turnover Ratio .888 10 .160 Failed to Reject 

3.  Net Fixed Assets Turnover Ratio .909 10 .272 Failed to Reject 

4.  Current Assets Turnover Ratio .931 10 .457 Failed to Reject 

5.  Working Capital Turnover Ratio .831 10 .035 Reject 

 

 

VI- Hypotheses Testing 

 

Hypotheses testing on the basis of t-test 
The t-test is an inferential statistic, it is used only in case of small sample. It is used when population variance is 

unknown. It is used to find whether there is significant difference between the mean score of two groups. It is considered 

appropriate test for the significance difference of two small samples. Significance of the coefficient and partial correlations of a 

sample, is also judged by t-test. The calculated value of t is compared with table value of t and table value of p of a specific level 

of significance for concern degree of freedom to accept or reject the null hypothesis. It is based on t distribution. If t-table value 

is less than t-calculated value, then the null hypothesis is in the rejection region and cannot be accepted. On other hand, if the t-

table value is greater than t-calculated value, then the null hypothesis is in acceptance region and is accepted. The level of 

significance is 5% and the table value is 2.262. 

 

(1) Null Hypothesis (H01): There is no significant difference between the mean scores of gross fixed assets turnover ratios 

of NSDL and CDSL over the period of time. 

H01: µ1 = µ2 

 

Alternate Hypothesis (HA1): There is significant differences between the mean scores of gross fixed assets turnover 

ratios of NSDL and CDSL over the period of time. 

HA1: µ1 ≠ µ2, (µ1 < µ2 or µ1 > µ2) 
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Table- H01, t – test on Gross Fixed Assets turnover ratio of NSDL and CDSL 

 

Pair/Ratio 

Paired Differences df t-calculated 

value 

(tcal.) 

sig. 

(2- 

tailed) 

t-table 

value 

(ttv) 
Mean Std. 

Deviati

on 

Std. 

Error 

Mean 

Gross Fixed Assets Turnover 

Ratios of NSDL- Gross Fixed 

Assets Turnover Ratios of CDSL 

-127.691 
48.891

47 

15.46

084 
9 -8.259 .000 2.262 

 

Table No. H01 indicates that calculated value of tcal (t=-8.259) is more than the alpha/critical/table value of ttv at 5% level of 

significance, 2.262, tcal > ttv (9, 0.05). (p=0.000 which is less than level of significance 5%). 

 Which means that at 5% level of significance H0 is in the rejection region and cannot be accepted. Hence, the mean 

score of Gross Fixed Assets turnover ratios of CDSL is higher than the NSDL over the period of time. µ1 < µ2 

(2) Null Hypothesis (H02): There is no significant difference between the mean scores of net fixed assets turnover ratios 

of NSDL and CDSL over the period of time. 

H02: µ1 = µ2 

 

Alternate Hypothesis (HA2): There is significant difference between the mean scores of net fixed assets turnover ratios 

of NSDL and CDSL over the period of time. 

HA3: µ1 < µ2 or µ1 > µ2 

Table- H02, t – test on Net Fixed Assets Turnover ratio of NSDL and CDSL 

Pair/Ratio Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

Mean 

df t-

calculated 

value (tcal.) 

sig. 

(2- 

tailed) 

t-table 

value 

(ttv) 

Net Fixed Assets Turnover ratio 

of NSDL - Net Fixed Assets 

Turnover ratio of CDSL 

-685.649 1011.544 319.879 9 -2.143 .061 2.262 

 

Table No. H02 indicates that calculated value of tcal (t= -2.143) is less than the alpha/critical/table value of ttv at 5% level of 

significance, 2.262, tcal > ttv (9, 0.05). (p=0.061 which is more than level of significance 5%). 

 Which means that at 5% level of significance H0 is in the acceptance region and cannot be rejected. Hence, there is no 

significant differences between the mean scores of Net Fixed Assets’ turnover ratios of NSDL and CDSL over the period of 

time. µ1 = µ2 

(3) Null Hypothesis (H03): There is no significant difference between the mean scores of current assets turnover ratios of 

NSDL and CDSL over the period of time. 

H03: µ1 = µ2 

 

Alternate Hypothesis (HA3): There is significant difference between the mean scores of current assets turnover ratios 

of NSDL and CDSL over the period of time. 

HA3: µ1 < µ2 or µ1 > µ2 

Table- H03, t – test on Current Assets Turnover Ratio of NSDL and CDSL 

Pair/Ratio Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

Mean 

df t-

calculated 

value (tcal.) 

Level of 

sig. (2- 

tailed) 

t-table 

value 

(ttv) 

Current Assets Turnover Ratio 

of NSDL - Current Assets 

Turnover Ratio of CDSL 

92.444 89.65676 28.35196 9 3.261 .010 2.262 

 

Table No. H03 indicates that calculated value of tcal (t=3.261) is more than the alpha/critical/table value of ttv at 5% level of 

significance, 2.262, tcal > ttv (9, 0.05). (p=0.010 which is less than level of significance 5%). 

 Which means that at 5% level of significance H0 is in the rejection region and cannot be accepted. Hence, the mean 

score of Current Assets’ turnover ratios of CDSL is higher than the NSDL over the period of time. µ1 > µ2 

 

Hypotheses testing on the basis of Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test 
The Wilcoxon signed-Rank test is a non-parametric test. It is used to compare two sets of scores that comes from same 

participants. The Wilcoxon signed-rank test does not assume normality in the data, it can be used when this assumption has been 

violated and the use of the dependent t-test is inappropriate. This is popular non-parametric test for matched or paired data. It is 

based on differences scores, but in addition to analysing the sign of the differences, it also takes into account the magnitude of 

the observed differences. While applying this test we first find the differences between each pair of values and assign rank to 

the differences from the smallest to the largest without regard to sign. The actual sign of each differences is then put to 

corresponding ranks and the test statistics t is calculated which happens to be the smaller of two sums viz., the sum of the 

negative ranks and the sum of the positive ranks. One situation arises when the two values of some matched pairs are equal i.e., 

the difference between values is zero in this case we drop out the pairs from calculation. Another situation arises when two or 

more pairs have the same differences value, in this case we assign ranks to such pairs by averaging their rank positions. The 

calculated values of t must be equal to or smaller than table value in order to reject the null hypothesis. If the calculated value 

of t is greater than table value, then null hypothesis cannot be rejected it is taken as approximately normal sample. The level of 

significance and table value is 8. 

 

http://www.ijrar.org/


© 2019 IJRAR April 2019, Volume 6, Issue 2                   www.ijrar.org (E-ISSN 2348-1269, P- ISSN 2349-5138) 

IJRAR19K9301 International Journal of Research and Analytical Reviews (IJRAR) www.ijrar.org 293 
 

(3) Null Hypothesis (H04): There is no significant difference between the mean scores of total assets turnover ratios of 

NSDL and CDSL over the period of time. 

H04: µ1 = µ2 

 

Alternate Hypothesis (HA4): There is significant differences between the mean scores of total assets turnover ratios of 

NSDL and CDSL over the period of time. 

HA4: µ1 < µ2 or µ1 > µ2 

Table- H04, Wilcoxon Signed Rank test on  Total Assets Turnover Ratios of NSDL and CDSL 

Pair/Ratio Ranks N 
Mean 

Rank 

Sum 

of 

Ranks 

Test 

statistics 

(T) 

N 

T-

table 

Value 

Total Assets Turnover Ratios of 

CDSL - Total Assets Turnover 

Ratios of NSDL 

Negative Ranks 10 5.50 55.00 

.00 10 8 
Positive Ranks 0 .00 .00 

Ties 0   

Total 10   

 

Table No. H01 indicates that the mean ranks were compared for the two variables with sample size 10. Mean of negative ranks 

was greater than the mean of positive ranks and Sum of negative ranks was greater than the sum of positive ranks. T-statistics 

(T=.00) is less than the critical value of T Critical=8 at 5% level of significance. Thus, we reject the null hypothesis H01 for two-

tailed test. Hence, the mean score of Total Assets turnover ratios of NSDL higher than CDSL over the period of time. µ1 > µ2 

(4) Null Hypothesis (H05): There is no significant difference between the mean scores of Working Capital turnover ratios 

of NSDL and CDSL over the period of time. 

H05: µ1 = µ2 

 

Alternate Hypothesis (HA5): There is significant difference between the mean scores of Working Capital turnover 

ratios of NSDL and CDSL over the period of time. 

HA5: µ1 < µ2 or µ1 > µ2 

Table- H05, Wilcoxon Signed Rank test on Working Capital Turnover Ratios of NSDL and CDSL 

Pair/Ratio Ranks N Mean 

Rank 

Sum 

of 

Ranks 

Test 

statistics 

(T) 

N T-

table 

Value 

Working Capital Turnover 

Ratios of CDSL - Working 

Capital Turnover Ratios of 

NSDL 

Negative Ranks 9 6.00 54.00 

1.00 10 <8 
Positive Ranks 1 1.00 1.00 

Ties 0   

Total 10   

 

Table No. H05 indicates that the mean ranks were compared for the two variables with sample size 10. Mean of negative ranks 

was greater than the mean of positive ranks and Sum of negative ranks was greater than the sum of positive ranks. T-statistics 

(T=1.00) is less than the critical value of T Critical=8 at 5% level of significance. Thus, we reject the null hypothesis H05 for two-

tailed test. Hence, the mean score of Working Capital’ turnover ratios of NSDL higher than CDSL over the period of time. µ1 > 

µ2 

Table: 6.1 Comparison of Financial Performance of NSDL And CDSL on the Basis of t-test & Wilcoxon Signed Rank 

test on Ratio Analysis. 

S. No. Parameters (Ratios) NSDL CDSL 

Mean 

Ratio 

Performance Mean 

Ratio 

Performance 

1. Total Assets Turnover Ratio High High Low Low 

2. Gross Fixed Assets Turnover Ratio Low Low High High 

3. Net Fixed Assets Turnover Ratio Equal Equal Equal Equal 

4. Current Assets Turnover Ratio High High Low Low 

5. Working Capital Turnover Ratio High High Low Low 

 

In the above table 6.1 The revenue generation capacity of NSDL and CDSL has been compared. The table contains the summary 

of ratio analysis which have been extracted on the basis of t-test and Wilcoxon signed rank test. 

 

The high performance of total assets turnover ratio of NSDL indicates that it is using its total assets efficiently to generate 

revenue while CDSL has Lower performance. But in case of gross fixed asset turnover ratio CDSL is showing higher 

performance, which is the indicator of greater efficiency in managing gross fixed assets investment than NSDL. The high current 

asset turnover ratio of NSDL is an indicator of using cash to generate revenue. In case of CDSL it is low. The high working 

capital turnover ratio of NSDL indicates that NSDL is efficiently utilising its working capital to support its revenue, while it is 

low in case of CDSL.  
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VII- Findings, Suggestions and Conclusion 

1. As per t-test, significant differences are identified between the mean score of gross fixed asset turnover ratio of NSDL & 

CDSL. This mean score was higher in CDSL than NSDL over the period of time. It was found that comparatively the 

revenue generation capacity of CDSL was higher than NSDL. NSDL had not utilised it gross fixed asset effectively and 

efficiently during the study period. Poor performance of NSDL has been identified at first two level of analysis (Trend and 

ratio analysis) in this parameter CDSL is leading over the period of time. 

2. The results of the t-test showed that, there is no significant differences are identified between the mean score of net fixed 

assets ratio of NSDL and CDSL. The performance of net fixed asset turnover ratio of NSDL and CDSL are equal. It was 

found that the revenue generation capacity of net fixed assets of NSDL and CDSL were equivalent over the period of time. 

Both the depositories have utilised their net fixed assets effectively and efficiently. Equal performance of both depositories 

has been identified in one level of analysis. 

3. As per t-test, the mean score of current assets turnover ratio of NSDL was higher than the CDSL over the period of time. 

This shows that there is significant difference. It was found that the revenue generation capacity of NSDL is higher than 

CDSL. In terms of efficient, effective and economical utilization of current assets, CDSL performed comparatively poorer 

and NSDL is leading during the ten years of the study period.  

4. As per Wilcoxon signed rank test results, difference is identified between the mean score of total assets turnover ratio of 

NSDL & CDSL. The mean score of total assets turnover ratio of NSDL is higher than the mean score of total assets turnover 

ratio of CDSL during study period. This suggests that, the revenue generation capacity of total assets is higher in NSDL 

than CDSL. Comparatively the total assets had not been employed much efficiently and effectively in CDSL during study 

period the.  It was found that there is blockage of funds in terms of total fixed assets which fetches quite lower return in 

CDSL. In this case NSDL is leading and shown better performance than CDSL during study period. 

5. The results of Wilcoxon signed rank test revealed that, there is significant differences are identified between the mean 

score of working capital turnover ratio of NSDL & CDSL. The mean score of working capital turnover ratio of NSDL is 

higher than the CDSL during study period. NSDL performing better than CDSL because of higher value of working capital 

turnover ratio is healthier for firm. In this case NSDL is leading and shown better performance than CDSL during study 

period. 

 

Suggestions 

1.  CDSL had lower total asset turnover ratio than the NSDL during study period, it is suggested that CDSL should try to 

improve this ratio, this can be done either by increasing the total revenue with same amount of total assets or by reducing 

the amount of total assets with same amount of total revenue. This ratio indicates that the revenue generation capacity of 

total assets in CDSL is lower. This is a matter of concern for CDSL. The management of CDSL must try to improve the 

performance of its total assets. 

2. The result of hypothesis testing reveals that NSDL had lower gross fixed assets turnover ratio than CDSL over the period 

of time. It is suggested that NSDL should try to improve this ratio. This can be done either by increasing the total revenue 

with same amount of gross fixed assets or by reducing the amount of gross fixed assets with same amount of total revenue. 

It will be little complicated to liquidate the gross fixed assets easily, then to increase the amount of total revenue. So, the 

NSDL must focusses on the methods of increasing its total revenue.  This ratio suggests that the revenue generation capacity 

of gross fixed assets in NSDL is lower. This is a matter of prudence for NSDL. The management of NSDL must try to 

improve the performance of its gross fixed assets. 

3. CDSL had lower current asset turnover ratio than NSDL over the period of time. It is suggested that CDSL should try to 

improve this ratio. This can be done either by increasing the total revenues with same amount of current assets or by 

liquidating the current assets with same amount of total revenue. It will be difficult to reduce the amount of current assets, 

then to increase the amount of total revenue. So, the CDSL must focusses on the methods of increasing its total revenue. 

This ratio indicates that the revenue generation capacity of current assets in CDSL is lower. This is a matter of prudence 

for CDSL. The management of CDSL must try to improve the performance of its current assets.  

4. CDSL had a lower working capital turnover ratio than NSDL over the period of time it is suggested that CDSL should try 

to improve this ratio. The lower value of working capital turnover ratio indicates the mis-management of working capital. 

This can be managed by maintaining the balance of its current assets higher than its liabilities. This is a matter of prudence 

for CDSL. The management of CDSL must try to improve the performance of its working capital.  

5. NSDL had lower current assets to net worth ratio than CDSL over the period of time. It is suggested that NSDL should try 

to improve this ratio. NSDL should maintain the ideal value of this ratio. This can be done by increasing the amount of 

current assets. It will be difficult to reduce the amount net-worth, then to increase the amount of current assets. So, the 

CDSL must focusses on the methods of increasing its current assets. The management of NSDL must try to improve the 

performance of its current assets to net worth ratio. 
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