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6. An initial 
summary of all  
overdraft and  
loan events 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
This chapter provides 
the full definition of each borrowing ‘event’ together with summary tables of 
their occurrence. Subsequent chapters then investigate in more detail, and 
over time. The chapter covers the individual waves of interviews conducted 
to date. In each wave, SMEs were asked about borrowing events in the 
previous 1122 months, so overall, borrowing events may have occurred from 
Q2 2010 to Q4 2015. Where year ending data is provided this is YEQ4 2015.  
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Key findings 
In Q4 2015, 7% of SMEs reported making an application in the previous 12 
months for a new/renewed loan or overdraft (a Type 1 event). This has 
changed little over recent quarters but remains lower than in 2011-12 
when 10-12% of SMEs would typically report such an event. 

• 5% of SMEs in Q4 2015 reported an application for an overdraft and 3% 
for a loan, both stable over recent quarters 

• 9% of SMEs reported an additional event, where an overdraft had been 
automatically renewed in the previous 12 months  

• Excluding the PNBs (who do not use and have not applied for finance) 
increases the proportion making an application from 7% to 12%, again 
stable over time but lower than in previous years  

0 employee SMEs remained less likely to have had a Type 1 event but all 
size bands have seen a reduction in events over time. Between 2012 and 
2015: 

• The proportion of 0 employees reporting a Type 1 event dropped from 
9% to 5% 

• From 16% to 12% for those with 1-9 employees 

• From 19% to 13% for those with 10-49 employees 

• From 19% to 10% for those with 50-249 employees 
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All SMEs reported on activities occurring in the 12 months prior to interview concerning borrowing on 
loan or overdraft. These borrowing events have been split into three types, defined as follows: 

• Type 1, where the SME had applied for a new borrowing facility or to renew / roll over an existing 
facility 

• Type 2, where the bank had sought to cancel an existing borrowing facility or renegotiate an 
existing facility 

• Type 3, where the SME had sought to reduce an existing borrowing facility or pay off an existing 
facility 

This chapter provides analysis on loan and overdraft events reported in interviews conducted to YEQ4 
2015. This provides bigger base sizes and more granularity for sub-group analysis, such as by employee 
size band. Where possible, analysis has also been shown over time. 

 

The rolling aggregate of demand/activity 

The table below shows the percentage of all SMEs interviewed that reported a loan or overdraft 
borrowing event in the 12 months prior to interview. Type 1 events remained the most common and 
have been stable over recent quarters but lower than the 10-12% reported in 2011-2012: 

Borrowing events in  
the previous 12 mths.  
All SMEs, over time  

By date of interview   

Q4 
2013 

Q1 
2014 

Q2 
2014 

Q3 
2014 

Q4 
2014 

Q1 
2015 

Q2 
2015 

Q3 
2015 

Q4 
2015 

UUnnwweeiigghhtteedd  bbaassee ::   55002288  55000000  55000088  55002233  55002244  55003388  55000011  55000044  55000033  

TTyyppee  11 ::   NNeeww  
aappppll iiccaatt iioonn//rreenneewwaall   

88%%  77%%  88%%  88%%  77%%  88%%  77%%  88%%  77%%  

Applied for new facility 
(any) 

4% 5% 5% 5% 4% 5% 3% 4% 4% 

Renewed facility (any) 4% 3% 4% 5% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 

TTyyppee  22 ::   CCaanncceell //   
rreenneeggoott iiaattee   bbyy  bbaannkk  

33%%  33%%  33%%  55%%  33%%  44%%  33%%  33%%  33%%  

TTyyppee  33 ::   CChhoossee  ttoo  
rreedduuccee//ppaayy  ooff ff   
ffaacc ii ll ii ttyy   

22%%  22%%  22%%  33%%  11%%  33%%  22%%  22%%  22%%  

Q25/26 All SMEs
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The previous chapter of this report noted that almost half of SMEs met the definition of a ‘Permanent 
non-borrower’ and therefore appeared disinclined to use external finance. The table below excludes 
these PNBs from the sample, and shows the higher proportion of remaining SMEs that have had an 
event as a result.

In Q4 2015, 12% of SMEs (excluding the PNBs) reported a Type 1 event in the 12 months prior to 
interview, in line both with recent quarters and the equivalent quarters of 2013 and 2014, but lower 
than was seen in 2011-2012 when up to 19% of such SMEs reported a Type 1 event:  

Borrowing events in  
the previous 12 mths.  
All SMEs, excluding  
PNBs over time  

By date of interview  

Q4 
2013 

Q1 
2014 

Q2 
2014 

Q3 
2014 

Q4 
2014 

Q1 
2015 

Q2 
2015 

Q3 
2015 

Q4 
2015 

UUnnwweeiigghhtteedd  bbaassee ::   33558855  33337700  33551144  33557766  33115533  33222200  33119955  33225588  33333388  

TTyyppee  11 ::   NNeeww  
aappppll iiccaatt iioonn//rreenneewwaall   

1133%%  1133%%  1133%%  1144%%  1133%%  1155%%  1133%%  1144%%  1122%%  

Applied for new facility 
(any) 

7% 9% 8% 7% 8% 10% 6% 8% 6% 

Renewed facility (any) 7% 6% 7% 8% 8% 7% 8% 8% 7% 

TTyyppee  22 ::   
CCaanncceell // rreenneeggoott iiaattee   
bbyy  bbaannkk   

55%%  55%%  55%%  88%%  66%%  88%%  66%%  55%%  55%%  

TTyyppee  33 ::   CChhoossee  ttoo  
rreedduuccee//ppaayy  ooff ff     

33%%  33%%  44%%  44%%  22%%  66%%  33%%  33%%  33%%  

Q25/26 All SMEs 

Analysis earlier in this report showed that SMEs 
with £10,000 or more of credit balances had 
become increasingly less likely to be using 
external finance. Analysis of Type 1 events 
shows that each year since 2012 8-11% of 
SMEs holding £10,000 or more of credit 
balances have applied for a new/renewed loan 

or overdraft, with no clear pattern over time. 
They have though become somewhat less likely 
to report any borrowing ‘event’ (including 
automatic overdraft renewals) – 21% reported 
such an event in 2012 then 17-18% in each 
subsequent year. 
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Events in the 12 months prior to interview, by key demographics 
The remainder of this chapter looks in more detail at the types of SME that were more or less likely to 
report any of the loan or overdraft events specified. In order to provide robust sub-sample groups, 
these are reported for YEQ4 2015, and, unless otherwise stated, are based on all SMEs. 
 
The table below shows how SMEs with employees were more likely to have experienced a Type 1 event: 

Borrowing events 
YEQ4 15 all SMEs  

Total 0 emp 1-9 
emps 

10-49 
emps 

50-249 
emps 

UUnnwweeiigghhtteedd  bbaassee ::   2200,,004466  44000022  66663322  66441111  33000011  

TTyyppee  11 ::   NNeeww  aappppll iiccaatt iioonn//rreenneewwaall   77%%  55%%  1122%%  1133%%  1100%%  

Applied for new facility (any) 4% 3% 6% 6% 5% 

- applied for new loan 2% 2% 4% 4% 3% 

- applied for new overdraft 2% 2% 3% 3% 2% 

Renewed facility (any) 4% 3% 7% 9% 7% 

- renewed existing loan 1% 1% 2% 4% 3% 

- renewed existing overdraft 3% 2% 6% 7% 5% 

TTyyppee  22 ::   CCaanncceell // rreenneeggoott iiaattee  bbyy  bbaannkk  33%%  33%%  55%%  55%%  44%%  

Bank sought to renegotiate facility (any) 2% 2% 4% 4% 2% 

- sought to renegotiate loan 1% * 1% 2% 1% 

- sought to renegotiate overdraft 2% 1% 3% 2% 1% 

Bank sought to cancel facility (any) 2% 1% 2% 3% 2% 

- sought to cancel loan 1% 1% 2% 2% 1% 

- sought to cancel overdraft 1% * 1% 1% * 

TTyyppee  33 ::   CChhoossee  ttoo  rreedduuccee//ppaayy  ooff ff   ffaacc ii ll ii ttyy     22%%  22%%  33%%  33%%  33%%  

- reduce/pay off loan 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 

- reduce/pay off overdraft 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%

Q25/26 All SMEs – does not include automatic renewal of overdraft facilities



94 

 

 

Excluding those SMEs with no employees increases the incidence of Type 1 events to 12% of SMEs with 
employees, of Type 2 events to 5% and of Type 3 events to 3%.  

Experience of events varied relatively little by risk rating, albeit those with a low risk rating were 
somewhat more likely to report a Type 1 event:

Borrowing events  
YEQ4 15 – all SMEs  

Total Min Low Avge Worse/Avge 

UUnnwweeiigghhtteedd  bbaassee ::   2200,,004466  33119900  66226666  44447744  44337711  

TTyyppee  11 ::   NNeeww  aappppll iiccaatt iioonn//rreenneewwaall   77%%  88%%  1111%%  77%%  66%%  

Applied for new facility (any) 4% 3% 5% 4% 4% 

- applied for new loan 2% 2% 3% 2% 2% 

- applied for new overdraft 2% 1% 2% 2% 2% 

Renewed facility (any) 4% 5% 8% 4% 3% 

- renewed existing loan 1% 1% 3% 1% 1% 

- renewed existing overdraft 3% 5% 6% 3% 2% 

TTyyppee  22 ::   CCaanncceell // rreenneeggoott iiaattee  bbyy  bbaannkk  33%%  33%%  44%%  33%%  33%%  

Bank sought to renegotiate facility (any) 2% 2% 3% 2% 2% 

- sought to renegotiate loan 1% 1% 1% 1% * 

- sought to renegotiate overdraft 2% 1% 2% 2% 1% 

Bank sought to cancel facility (any) 2% 1% 2% 1% 2% 

- sought to cancel loan 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

- sought to cancel overdraft 1% * 1% * * 

TTyyppee  33 ::   CChhoossee  ttoo  rreedduuccee//ppaayy  ooff ff   
ffaacc ii ll ii ttyy     

22%%  22%%  33%%  22%%  22%%  

- reduce/pay off loan 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 

- reduce/pay off overdraft 1% 1% 1% 1% * 

Q25/26 All SMEs with external risk rating 
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Those in Construction and Health remained somewhat less likely to report a Type 1 event: 

Borrowing event in  
last 12 months
YEQ4 15 – all SMES 

Agric Mfg Constr Whle 
Retail

Hotel 
Rest

Trans Prop/ 
Bus

Health 
S Work

Other 
Comm

UUnnwweeiigghhtteedd  bbaassee ::   11550055  22008877  33550033  22002211  11880022  11881155  33551133  11778899  22001111  

TTyyppee  11 ::   NNeeww  
aappppll iiccaatt iioonn//   rreenneewwaall   

1122%%  99%%  55%%  1100%%  1111%%  66%%  66%%  55%%  88%%  

Applied for new facility 
(any) 

5% 6% 3% 6% 6% 4% 3% 4% 4% 

- applied for new loan 3% 3% 1% 3% 4% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

- applied for new overdraft 3% 3% 2% 4% 3% 3% 1% 2% 2% 

Renewed facility (any) 9% 5% 3% 6% 6% 3% 4% 3% 4% 

- renewed existing loan 4% 1% 1% 2% 3% 1% 1% 1% 2% 

- renewed existing 
overdraft

7% 4% 2% 5% 4% 2% 4% 2% 3% 

TTyyppee  22 ::   CCaanncceell //   
rreenneeggoott iiaattee   bbyy  bbaannkk   

55%%  44%%  33%%  44%%  55%%  33%%  33%%  33%%  33%%  

Bank sought to 
renegotiate facility (any) 

4% 2% 2% 2% 3% 1% 2% 2% 3% 

- sought to renegotiate 
loan 

1% 1% 1% 1% 2% * * * 1% 

- sought to renegotiate 
overdraft 

3% 2% 1% 1% 2% 1% 2% 1% 2% 

Bank sought to cancel 
facility (any) 

2% 2% 1% 2% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 

- sought to cancel loan 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 

- sought to cancel overdraft 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% * * * * 

TTyyppee  33 ::   CChhoossee  ttoo  
rreedduuccee//   ppaayy  ooff ff   
ffaacc ii ll ii ttyy   

22%%  22%%  22%%  22%%  33%%  22%%  22%%  22%%  22%%  

- reduce/pay off loan 2% 1% 2% 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 

- reduce/pay off overdraft 1% 1% * 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

Q25/26 All SMEs 
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The table below repeats this detailed analysis for all SMEs once the ‘Permanent non-borrowers’ have 
been excluded from the SME population. The incidence of Type 1 events (applications/renewals) 
increases as a result from 7% to 13% of remaining SMEs: 

Borrowing events
YEQ4 15 – all SMEs        

Total All excl. 
PNBs 

UUnnwweeiigghhtteedd  bbaassee ::   2200,,004466  1133,,001111  

TTyyppee  11 ::   NNeeww  aappppll iiccaatt iioonn//rreenneewwaall   77%%  1133%%  

Applied for new facility (any) 4% 7% 

- applied for new loan 2% 4% 

- applied for new overdraft 2% 4% 

Renewed facility (any) 4% 8% 

- renewed existing loan 1% 2% 

- renewed existing overdraft 3% 6% 

TTyyppee  22 ::   CCaanncceell // rreenneeggoott iiaattee  bbyy  bbaannkk  33%%  66%%  

Bank sought to renegotiate facility (any) 2% 4% 

- sought to renegotiate loan 1% 1% 

- sought to renegotiate overdraft 2% 3% 

Bank sought to cancel facility (any) 2% 3% 

- sought to cancel loan 1% 2% 

- sought to cancel overdraft 1% 1% 

TTyyppee  33 ::   CChhoossee  ttoo  rreedduuccee//ppaayy  ooff ff   
ffaacc ii ll ii ttyy     

22%%  44%%  

- reduce/pay off loan 1% 3% 

- reduce/pay off overdraft 1% 1% 

Q25/26 All SMEs / all excluding the ‘Permanent non-borrowers’ 
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The remainder of this chapter provides some 
further information on the proportion of SMEs 
that reported a Type 1 new or renewed loan or 
overdraft event in the 12 months prior to 
interview, both over time and by key 
demographics. It also includes data on the 
proportion of overdrafts that have been 
‘automatically renewed’ by the bank, rather 
than a formal review being conducted 
(something which has not been included in the 
data reported in the first part of this chapter). 

Type 2 (bank cancellation or renegotiation) and 
Type 3 (SME reducing/repaying facility) events 
remained rare and at stable levels. No further 
detail is therefore provided on these events in 
this report, and from Q3 2014 no further 
questions were asked about the detail of these 
events. This will be reviewed should the 
proportion of SMEs reporting such events start 
to increase. 

 

Subsequent chapters of this report investigate those SMEs that have applied for a new overdraft or  
loan facility or to renew an existing one (a Type 1 event), and the outcome of that application by 
application date.  

• SMEs were only asked these follow up questions for a maximum of one loan and one overdraft 
event. Those that had experienced more than one event in a category were asked which had 
occurred most recently and were then questioned on this most recent event. Base sizes may 
therefore differ from the overall figures reported above. 

 

While reflecting on these events, it is important to bear in mind that 37% of SMEs currently use 
external finance while less than 1 in 10 reported one of the Type 1 borrowing ‘events’ in the previous 
12 months. Indeed, half of SMEs might be considered to be outside the borrowing process – the 
‘Permanent non-borrowers’ described earlier. 

A later chapter reports on those SMEs that had not had a borrowing event in the 12 months prior to 
interview, and explores why this was the case. 
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Applications over time  
As the table below shows, the proportion of SMEs having had any Type 1 oovveerrddrraafftt  event in the 12 
months prior to interview has remained unchanged over recent quarters, and this was also true once 
the ‘Permanent non-borrowers’ were excluded: 

Overdraft events in 
previous 12 months – 
all SMEs, over time 

By date of interview 

Q4 
2013 

Q1 
2014 

Q2 
2014 

Q3 
2014 

Q4 
2014 

Q1 
2015 

Q2 
2015 

Q3 
2015 

Q4 
2015 

UUnnwweeiigghhtteedd  bbaassee ::   55002288  55000000  55000088  55002233  55002244  55003388  55000011  55000044  55000033  

Applied for a new 
overdraft 

3% 3% 3% 2% 2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 

Renewed an existing 
overdraft 

3% 3% 4% 4% 3% 3% 3% 4% 3% 

AAnnyy  TTyyppee  11   
oovveerrddrraaff tt   eevveenntt   

55%%  55%%  66%%  55%%  55%%  55%%  44%%  55%%  55%%  

AAnnyy  TTyyppee  11   
oovveerrddrraaff tt   eevveenntt   
eexxcc lluuddiinngg  PPNNBBss   

99%%  99%%  99%%  99%%  99%%  1100%%  99%%  1100%%  99%%  

Q26 All SMEs  

 

Looking longer term, the proportion of SMEs reporting a Type 1 overdraft event has declined somewhat 
from 8% in 2012 to 5% for 2015 (unchanged from 2014), with a fall in both new applications and 
renewals. This decline is also seen once the ‘Permanent non-borrowers’ are excluded (12% to 9%). 
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The incidence of Type 1 llooaann events in the 12 months prior to interview was also stable, and  
remained low. This is also true over the longer term, with loan events being reported by 3-4% of SMEs 
each year since 2012 (5-6% once the ‘Permanent non-borrowers’ are excluded): 

Loan events in 
previous 12 months  
all SMEs, over time 

By date of interview 

Q4 
2013 

Q1 
2014 

Q2 
2014 

Q3 
2014 

Q4 
2014 

Q1 
2015 

Q2 
2015 

Q3
2015 

Q4 
2015 

UUnnwweeiigghhtteedd  bbaassee ::   55002288  55000000  55000088  55002233  55002244  55003388  55000011  55000044  55000033  

Applied for a new 
loan 

2% 2% 3% 3% 2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 

Renewed an existing 
loan

1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 

AAnnyy  TTyyppee  11   llooaann  
eevveenntt   

33%%  33%%  44%%  44%%  33%%  44%%  33%%  44%%  33%%  

AAnnyy  TTyyppee  11   llooaann  
eevveenntt   eexxcc ll   PPNNBBss   

55%%  66%%  66%%  77%%  66%%  77%%  55%%  77%%  55%%  

Q26 All SMEs  

 

Further analysis was undertaken to explore the proportion of applications being made in each quarter, 
in order to establish whether any change in demand for Type 1 loan/overdraft finance can be 
identified. Respondents have had fewer opportunities to nominate a Type 1 borrowing event that 
occurred in Q4 2015 (which has only appeared as an option in one quarter of the SME Finance Monitor), 
compared to other quarters like Q4 2014 which has appeared as an option in 5 quarters (the maximum 
number possible).  
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If all applications made and reported from Q3 2013 to date were distributed evenly, based on how 
many times each quarter could have been nominated, then 25% of these applications should have 
been made in 2015. Analysis shows that slightly more overdraft applications have been made in this 
period than might be expected:

• 28% of all Type 1 overdraft applications reported since Q3 2013 have been made in 2015.  

• 24% of all relevant Type 1 loan applications reported have been made in 2015.  

• 32% of all relevant automatic overdraft renewals (described later in this chapter) have been 
made in 2015 

This analysis also showed that more applications were made in H2 2013 than might have been 
expected. 25% of applications should have occurred in those two quarters (based on an even 
distribution) but 29% of overdraft applications and 31% of loan applications reported were made in 
this period. 

 

From Q4 2012, those that reported a Type 1 event were asked whether the application was made in 
the name of the business or a personal name. For YEQ4 2015: 

• 12% of overdraft applications reported were made in a personal name, while for loans the figure 
was 22% (excluding DK answers).  

• In both instances applicants with 0 employees were much more likely to have applied in a 
personal name (18% for overdrafts and 33% for loans) and more than 8 in 10 of all applications 
in a personal name were from 0 employee SMEs.  

• For context, this means that for YEQ4 2015, the equivalent of less than 1% of aa ll ll  SMEs reported 
making an overdraft or loan application in their personal name, in the 12 months prior to 
interview. 

 

It is also possible to report on the types of SMEs that have become more or less likely to have had any 
Type 1 event in the 12 months prior to interview, that is, an application for a new or renewed loan or 
overdraft facility.  

The table below shows the proportion reporting a Type 1 event over recent quarters, overall and by key 
demographics. This shows a broadly stable picture between Q4 2013 and Q4 2015.  
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Q26 All SMEs: base size varies by category 

Had any Type 1 event By date of interview 

New application/ 
renewal 

Over time – row percentages  

Q4 
2013 

Q1 
2014 

Q2 
2014 

Q3 
2014 

Q4 
2014 

Q1 
2015 

Q2 
2015 

Q3 
2015 

Q4 
2015 

AAll ll   SSMMEEss   88%%  77%%  88%%  88%%  77%%  88%%  77%%  88%%  77%%  

0 employee 5% 5% 6% 6% 5% 6% 4% 7% 5% 

1-9 employees 14% 10% 13% 14% 12% 12% 13% 10% 12% 

10-49 employees 15% 16% 12% 18% 12% 16% 12% 11% 13% 

50-249 employees 14% 11% 9% 16% 12% 9% 10% 8% 13% 

Minimal external risk rating 9% 11% 10% 10% 9% 5% 8% 7% 11% 

Low external risk rating 9% 11% 9% 8% 8% 10% 10% 13% 9% 

Average external risk rating 7% 4% 7% 10% 6% 6% 7% 8% 7%

Worse than average external 
risk rating 

7% 7% 8% 7% 7% 8% 4% 5% 6% 

Agriculture 11% 12% 15% 15% 14% 10% 13% 15% 10% 

Manufacturing 10% 7% 10% 11% 11% 9% 6% 10% 12% 

Construction 9% 6% 6% 8% 6% 4% 4% 6% 5% 

Wholesale/Retail 12% 9% 12% 10% 10% 12% 8% 15% 6% 

Hotels & Restaurants 12% 8% 9% 10% 8% 11% 8% 7% 16% 

Transport 5% 6% 8% 5% 5% 7% 6% 6% 6% 

Property/Business Services 
etc. 

6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 7% 6% 5% 6% 

Health 3% 5% 8% 6% 6% 6% 3% 5% 7% 

Other Community 5% 7% 9% 11% 5% 8% 10% 9% 7% 

All SMEs excluding 
‘Permanent non-borrowers’ 

13% 13% 13% 14% 13% 15% 13% 14% 12% 
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Other business demographics also showed limited variation in incidence of a Type 1 event in Q4 2015: 

Demographic Incidence of Type 1 events reported in Q4 2015 

Age of business The incidence of Type 1 events varied only slightly by age of business. 6% of 
Starts reported a Type 1 event compared to 8% of those trading for 10-15 
years or for more than 15 years 

Profitable SMEs  Those who had made a loss were more likely to report a borrowing event 
(12%), compared to those who had made a profit (7%) or broken even (5%) 

Growth Those who had grown in the past year were somewhat more likely to have 
had a Type 1 event: 

Grown 20%+ 11% 

Grown by less than this 8% 

Not grown in last yr 6%. 

Importers/exporters Those engaged in international trade were no more likely to have had an 
event (8%) than those who were not (7%). 

 

Longer term, Type 1 events remained somewhat less common than previously seen, from 11% in 2012 
to 7% for 2015 as a whole (and 16% to 13% over the same period once the PNBs had been excluded). 

All sizes of SME have seen a decline in the proportion reporting a Type 1 event since 2012, notably 
those with 50-249 employees. Between 2012 and 2015: 

• The proportion of 0 employee SMEs reporting a Type 1 event reduced from 9% to 5%  

• For 1-9 employee SMEs it was 16% to 12%   

• For 10-49 employee SMEs it was 19% to 13%   

• While for 50-249 employee SMEs the proportion reporting a Type 1 event halved, from 19% to 
10% in 2015 

 

SMEs with a minimal risk rating were less likely to report a Type 1 event in 2015 (8%) than in 2012 
(13%) and this was also true for those with a worse than average risk rating (6% from 11%). Type 1 
events reported by those with a low or average risk rating varied less over time. 
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Overdraft events – definition and further clarification 
Overdrafts are usually granted for a period of 12 months or less, but it was apparent in early Monitor 
reports that not all overdraft users reported having had an overdraft ‘event’ in the 12 months prior to 
interview.  

To explore this further, SMEs that had reported having an overdraft facility but that had not 
subsequently mentioned any overdraft event were asked whether, in the previous 12 months, their 
bank had automatically renewed their overdraft facility at the same level, for a further period, without 
their having to do anything. 

The results for YEQ4 2015 are reported below and show that half of overdraft holders (48%) reported 
that they had had such an automatic renewal, the equivalent of 8% of all SMEs:  

Any overdraft activity  
YEQ4 15  

All with 
overdraft 

All SMEs 

UUnnwweeiigghhtteedd  bbaassee ::   44228899  2200,,004466  

Had an overdraft ‘event’ 28% 4% 

Had automatic renewal 48% 8% 

Neither of these but have overdraft 25% 4% 

No overdraft  - 84% 

Q15/ 26/26a All SMEs who now have an overdraft / all SMEs 

 

‘No overdraft’ describes those SMEs that do not have an overdraft, including those who had an 
overdraft event but do not now have an overdraft facility. 

Questions asked from Q4 2012 provide some further detail on these automatic renewals:  

• For YEQ4 2015, 16% of those reporting an automatic renewal said that the facility was in a 
personal name (slightly higher than for other overdraft applications, where 12% were in a 
personal name). The proportion of automatic renewals that were in a personal name has varied 
over time. Having been 21% of renewals made in 2013, it was 13% for 2014 and almost 
unchanged at 14% for 2015 to date.  

• Around half of applications were for £5,000 or less and most applications were for £25,000 or 
less. This has changed little over time (87% for 2012 and 91% for 2015 to date). 
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When this question was first asked in Q4 2011, 57% of SMEs with an overdraft reported that it had 
been automatically renewed in the previous 12 months, the equivalent of 13% of all SMEs. For 2012 as 
a whole, 50% of SMEs with an overdraft said that it had been automatically renewed, the equivalent of 
11% of all SMEs.

As the table below shows, those proportions have typically been lower for recent quarters. That said, in 
2015, the proportion reporting an automatic renewal increased somewhat and was 48% for the year 
as a whole. This is the equivalent of 8% of all SMEs (as the proportion of SMEs with an overdraft has 
declined over time)  

Experienced an automatic 
renewal in previous 12 mths 

By date of interview –  
row percentages 

Q4 
2013 

Q1 
2014 

Q2 
2014 

Q3 
2014 

Q4 
2014 

Q1 
2015 

Q2 
2015 

Q3 
2015 

Q4 
2015 

SMEs with overdraft 47% 42% 39% 38% 39% 46% 50% 44% 49% 

‘All SMEs’ equivalent 8% 6% 7% 7% 6% 8% 8% 7% 9% 

Q15/ 26/26a All SMEs who now have an overdraft / all SMEs 

 

Over time, with fewer SMEs having an overdraft facility at all, the proportion of total overdraft activity 
(i.e. an event or a renewal) which was accounted for by an automatic renewal has remained broadly 
stable. In both 2012 and 2013, 40% of overdraft activity was an ‘event’. In 2014 the proportion was 
42% and for 2015 it was 37%.  

 

The analysis below looks at which types of business with an overdraft were more likely to have an 
overdraft ‘event’, based on YEQ4 2015 data to ensure robust base sizes. 
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For SMEs with an overdraft facility, overdraft ‘events’ made up a higher proportion of overdraft ‘activity’ 
if they had employees:  

Overdraft activity  
YEQ4 15 – All with overdraft 

Total 0 emp 1-9 
emps 

10-49 
emps 

50-249 
emps 

UUnnwweeiigghhtteedd  bbaassee ::   44228899  555533  11556633  11557733  660000  

Had an overdraft ‘event’ 28% 24% 34% 36% 29% 

Had automatic renewal 48% 51% 42% 39% 33% 

%%  ooff   oovveerrddrraaff tt   aacctt iivv ii ttyy   tthhaatt   wwaass   
‘‘eevveenntt ’’   

3377%%  3322%%  4455%%  4488%%  4477%%  

Neither of these but have overdraft 25% 25% 24% 25% 38% 

Q15/ 26/26a All SMEs 

 

There were few differences by external risk rating but a higher proportion of overdraft activity amongst 
those with a low external risk rating was an ‘event’:  

Overdraft activity  
YEQ4 15 – All with overdraft 

Total Min Low Avge Worse/Avge 

UUnnwweeiigghhtteedd  bbaassee ::   44228899  555555  11551133  11007777  881100  

Had an overdraft ‘event’ 28% 25% 31% 26% 27% 

Had automatic renewal 48% 51% 42% 51% 49% 

%%  ooff   oovveerrddrraaff tt   aacctt iivv ii ttyy   tthhaatt   wwaass   
‘‘eevveenntt ’’   

3377%%  3333%%  4422%%  3344%%  3355%%  

Neither of these but have overdraft 25% 25% 27% 23% 24% 

Q15/ 26/26a All SMEs 
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Amongst those with an overdraft, analysis by sector showed that the proportion of overdraft ‘activity’ 
made up by an ‘event’ varied from 46% in Hotels and Restaurants to 31% in Construction: 

Overdraft activity  
YEQ4 15 – All 
with overdraft 

Agric Mfg Constr Whle 
Retail 

Hotel 
Rest 

Trans Prop/ 
Bus 

Health S 
Work 

Other 
Comm 

UUnnwweeiigghhtteedd  
bbaassee ::   

446677  443399  776633  448833  336699  336622  665555  332222  442299  

Had an overdraft 
‘event’ 

33% 27% 22% 29% 32% 26% 29% 21% 33% 

Had automatic 
renewal 

41% 57% 49% 48% 37% 38% 48% 44% 53% 

%%  ooff   oovveerrddrraaff tt   
aacctt iivv ii ttyy   tthhaatt   
wwaass   ‘‘eevveenntt ’’   

4444%%  3322%%  3311%%  3388%%  4466%%  4411%%  3388%%  3322%%  3388%%  

Neither of these 
but have 
overdraft 

27% 16% 29% 23% 31% 36% 23% 36% 15% 

Q15/ 26/26a All SMEs 

 

The answers to these questions reflect the 
SME’s perception of how their business 
overdraft facility had been managed by their 
bank. Given the low level of ‘events’ reported 
generally, these SMEs with an automatic 
renewal form a substantial group and, from Q2 
2012, they have answered further questions 
about this automatic renewal. This means that 
the definition of ‘having a borrowing event’ has 

been adjusted to include these automatic 
renewals (see Chapter 11) and data is now 
available on the interest rates, security and 
fees relating to these automatically renewed 
overdraft facilities (see Chapter 10). Further 
questions on the amount borrowed and when 
this automatic renewal took place were added 
to the questionnaire for Q4 2012, and are also 
now incorporated into the analysis.

 

 




