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magnitude greater than that experienced during the financial crisis 12 years ago, as
also now suggested by the OBR.

The financial sector alone is unlikely to accept the risks associated with
providing significant amounts of liquidity to firms suffering from a sudden loss
of cashflows. It is legitimate for the Government to consider intervening by absorbing
a significant proportion of the lending risk. Business interactions over the last few
weeks have illustrated a strong sense of pent-up demand for bank loans and we can
see how attractive a scheme underwritten by government at the level of 80% is likely
to be.

For this reason, on 3 April the Chancellor announced his intention to provide a new
scheme to support firms that have a turnover of more than £45m per annum, to be
known as the Coronavirus Large Business Interruption Loan Scheme (CLBILS). This
scheme will complement the existing Coronavirus Business Interruption Loan
Scheme (CBILS), ensuring that businesses of all sizes can access support with
government-backed loans.

CLBILS has certain features in common with CBILS, with several key
changes that seek to meet the needs of businesses and lenders while paying regard
to value for money.

e CLBILS will not feature a turnover cap, to ensure that CBILS and
CLBILS collectively cover all businesses (with the exception of banks, building
societies and insurers).

e Mid-sized businesses will require larger debt facilities, because their working
capital needs will be greater. It is therefore appropriate that the maximum loan
size is £25m for businesses with turnover of less than £250m p.a., and £50m
otherwise.

« The maximum loan term will be three years. It is reasonable to expect that
mid-sized businesses can recover their cashflow position and pay off debt
facilities more quickly than SMEs. Therefore, limiting loan terms to a
maximum of three years is an appropriate way for government to improve
value for money by exiting from the support more promptly.

« There will be no Business Interruption Payment (so that businesses do not
benefit from an interest free period). Given the larger loan sizes this is
important for the affordability of the scheme.

The lack of a portfolio cap means that the Government's total exposure is
proportionally higher under CLBILS than under CBILS (80% compared with
60%). This decision has been made to increase our confidence that delivery
partners will be sufficiently incentivised to increase their risk appetite, and that
businesses will be able to access finance on sufficiently attractive terms. The
inclusion of a portfolio cap would have prejudiced the lender's ability to claim
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capital relief for the guaranteed portion of each loan, potentially leading to
higher interest rates.

However, due to the speed with which this intervention has been developed in order
to respond to the crisis in a timely fashion, there is currently very little robust data
that | can rely upon to judge that these scheme parameters are optimal. In particular,
the absence of reliable forecasts of take-up and default rates makes it difficult to
assess ex-ante whether value for money is likely to be achieved. This means there
are currently a wider range of outcomes, including very substantial losses in the
worst cases. That is not a scenario we anticipate and there will be opportunities to
take action if there are signs that we might be heading in that direction.

Set against this, the benefits from preserving businesses through CLBILS are
reasonable to assume in principle but are difficult to compute with any certainty. It

will be difficult to determine what part a CLBILS loan played amongst other factors
on future performance of a business. What we can determine ex-ante is that the
absence of an additionality test creates a considerable 'deadweight' risk in terms of
value for money. | appreciate that these weak data and therefore large range of
possible outcomes does not provide for a solid basis for a decision, but reflects the
position we find ourselves in.

There are a number of potential additional safeguards that have been considered,
including that:

1) we could reduce the level of the guarantee, for example to 75%, the level
used for the Enterprise Finance Guarantee;

2) we could re-instate the additionality test (i.e. by restricting eligibility to
businesses who are unable to access finance on fully commercial terms); and

3) we could also announce funding in tranches and subject to an overall cap, to
allow for reviewing the actual market impact of the scheme progressively, and
if necessary, introduce refinements or act to limit further losses to the
taxpayer.

However, the above do carry additional downside risk either in terms of requiring
additional time or reducing the attractiveness of the scheme to recipients or lenders.
Given the severity and urgency of the situation facing businesses, | accept that these
steps cannot be considered any further before the scheme is announced in detail
and taken live.

To sum up, the potential for economic damage created by the coronavirus pandemic
creates a strong case for Government intervention. My assessment is that risks
around regularity, propriety and feasibility are manageable. However, the uncertainty
around value for money and risks regarding additionality of the proposed scheme
means that Managing Public Money requires that | ask for a written direction from
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