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Brookfield Renewable Part-
ners has sold a 25% stake in a 
413 MW portfolio of hydro assets 
in Canada and is preparing to 
sell another 25% of the same 
portfolio by the end of the year.

Investment Management 
Corp. of Ontario led the con-
sortium that acquired the first 
25% portion of the three assets 
on Nov. 1. The identities of the 
other investors were not dis-
closed. Brookfield said that the 
purchase price would be the 
same for both of the one-quarter 
stakes in the portfolio.

TD Securities  and law firm 
Torys are advising Brookfield 
on the transactions 

The portfolio comprises
◆  the 349 MW, 12-project Great

Lakes Power system in the
Algoma region of northern
Ontario, 

◆  the 19 MW Carmichael project
in the District of Cochrane,

Ontario, and
◆  a 75% stake in the 45 MW Kok-

ish run-of-river unit in British
Columbia, the other 25% of
which is owned by ‘Namgis 
First Nation.

The portfolio has an average 
remaining contract life of 14 
years.

The $208 million Kokish facil-
ity is the newest of the three, 
having been online since April 
2014. It was financed in 2012 
with a C$175 million 41-year pri-
vate placement on the basis of a 
40-year power purchase agree-
ment with  BC Hydro. Scotia 
Capital led on the private place-
ment, which was rated A (low)
by DBRS and priced at 4.45%
all-in.

P3 Canada later lent C$12.94 
million to fund Namgis First 
Nation’s equity portion of the 
project.  

The Carmichael unit was 
built in 1991 and sells its out-
put to Ontario Electricity 
Financial Corp. 
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Investec Launches 
Primary Energy Refi 
Price talk on the $250 million facility 
backing Fortistar’s waste-heat-to- 
energy portfolio is L+300. Page 5

Peruvian 
Project Bond 
Credit Suisse and AllianzGI put together 
a novel $250 million private placement 
for two operating wind farms. Page 6

Exelon Retail 
Book Sale Drags On 
Exelon Generation Co. has accused 
First Energy Solutions of stalling a 
proposed sale process. Page 23
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In October, PFR teamed up with 
Fitch Ratings and Orrick to 
host a candid discussion on the 
challenges and opportunities 
for financing America’s nascent 

offshore wind industry. Experts 
covered everything from debt 
pricing to offtake structures and 
the full report is in this week’s 
issue.

The owners of the Woodbridge 
Energy Center, also known as 
CPV Shore, have launched a debt 
refinancing into the shaky term 
loan B market, where challeng-
ing conditions have recently 
prompted other borrowers to pull 
or delay deals. Shravan Bhat 
and Richard Metcalf report.

Among the transactions that 
have recently been postponed is a 
refinancing of the 

Mexico’s power system opera-
tor Cenace has further post-
poned the country’s long-
awaited fourth long-term 
power auction.

Originally scheduled  to take 
place before president Andrés 
Manuel López Obrador  was 
sworn into office on Dec. 1—
with pre-qualification starting 
in September, and the results 
revealed on Nov. 

Brookfield Sells 
Chunks of Hydro 
Portfolio

Offshore Wind Roundtable

CPV Shore Refi 
Launched into 
Tough Term 
Loan B Mart

Mexico’s Fourth 
Power Auction 
Postponed Again

Shravan Bhat

Juliana Ennes
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Fengate Asset Management and Longroad 
Energy Partners are set to come to the proj-
ect finance market in the first half of 2019 for 
their 72.6 MW Weaver wind project in Hancock 
County, Maine.

The duo had been working on a co-develop-
ment agreement for the past few months and 
announced the joint venture on Dec. 4.

Debt and tax equity investors can expect the 
project to come across their desks between 
the first and second quarters of next year, PFR 
understands.

The co-development structure with Lon-
groad is the third recent example of Fengate 
backing a North American renewables devel-
opment platform, after deals with Greengate 
Power Corp. in April (PFR, 4/3) and Power-
Fin Partners in June (PFR, 6/11).

Equity sponsors have been pushed earlier 
and earlier into the development life-cycle as a 
glut of capital for contracted renewables com-
presses spreads across the sector.

Weaver does not have a power purchase 
agreement and Longroad is understood to be 
bidding for utility contracts and obtaining pro-

posals for hedges from financial counterpar-
ties. 

First Wind, the project’s original developer, 
began working on it in 2013 (PFR, 2/15/13) 
and SunEdison continued developing it after 
it bought First Wind and its entire portfolio.

The Maine Public Utilities Commission 
had initially green-lighted 25-year PPAs, priced 
at $53/MWh, between the project and  Emera 
Maine and Central Maine Power, but later 
reconsidered, causing SunEdison to withdraw 
the project in 2015 (BDN, 5/4/15).

Longroad—founded by alumni of First Wind 
and SunEdison—bought Weaver out of SunE-
dison’s bankruptcy and are busy obtaining 
required environmental clearances to begin 
construction by mid-2019.

Fengate has meanwhile bolstered its Hous-
ton office with two additions in recent months.

Ian Moskal joined as development manager 
in September after two years as a project engi-
neer with NRG Energy. He will oversee the 
development of the Weaver project.

Shortly thereafter, in October,  Steven 
Davidson joined Fengate’s U.S. infrastructure 
team as an associate from Engie, where he 
had worked in acquisitions, investments and 
financial advisory. 

Davidson previously spent four years with 
Panda Power Funds as a financial analyst.   

Fengate, Longroad 
Plot Maine Wind 
Financing
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   New or updated listing

The accuracy of the information, which is derived from many sources, is deemed reliable but cannot be guaranteed.  
To report updates or provide additional information on the status of financings, please call Taryana Odayar at (212) 224 3258 or e-mail taryana.odayar@powerfinancerisk.com

GENERATION AUCTION & SALE CALENDAR 

These are the current live generation asset sales and auctions, according to Power Finance and Risk’s database. 
A full listing of completed sales for the last 10 years is available at http://www.powerfinancerisk.com/AuctionSalesData.html

Seller Assets Location Adviser Status/Comment

Abengoa A3T (220 MW Gas) Mexico TBA Private equity firms are sizing up the project, which part of 
Abengoa's insolvency divestments (PFR, 10/8).

AltaGas Portfolio (277 MW Hydro) Canada TBA AltaGas is looking to raise around $1 billion from the three-
project divestiture (PFR, 11/5).

BayWa r.e. Portfolio (450 MW Renewables) U.S., Europe The German developer expects to sell its portfolio by year-end 
(PFR, 11/19).

Blackstone Lonestar Portfolio (1,110 MW Gas, Coal) Texas Citi The sale of the portfolio, code named Project Matador, is said 
to be entering a second round (PFR, 10/15).

Brookfield Renewable Partners Portfolio (413 MW Hydro, 25%) Canada TD Securities Brookfield is selling another 25% stake after Investment 
Management Corp. of Ontario bought 25% last month 
(see story, page 1).

Carlyle Group Washington County (745 MW Gas) Linton, Ga. A CalPERS-owned fund has bought the project using 
acquisition financing from MUFG (see story, page 21).

Clean Energy Ventures Portfolio (117 MW Wind) Midwest CCA Group Skyline Renewables has agreed to pay $208.5 million for four 
operating wind farms (PFR, 12/3).

Coronal Energy Portfolio (345 MW solar) U.S. BAML, Scotia The sale process for the 20-project platform has entered its 
second phase (PFR, 11/26).

Duke Energy Renewables Portfolio 
(2,907 MW Wind, Solar)

U.S. Morgan Stanley Duke is running a sale process to formalize inbound interest it 
has received (PFR, 10/1).

Engie North America Portfolio (75 MW Solar) U.S. CohnReznick Capital Goldman Sachs has bought a majority stake in the distributed 
solar and battery portfolio (PFR, 11/26).

Engie N.A., Harbert 
Management Corp., Mitsui 
& Co. 

Astoria I, II (1,230 MW, Gas) Queens, N.Y. Morgan Stanley, PJ 
Solomon

As the sale of the assets nears a second round of bidding, deal 
watchers note varying levels of interest (PFR, 10/15).

EDP Renewables Meadow Lake VI (200 MW Wind) Benton County, Ind. CIBC Axium Infrastructure is buying an 80% stake in the duo, 
expected online in the next six months (PFR, 11/12).

Prairie Queen (200 MW Wind) Allen County, Kan.

Sharp Hills (250 MW Wind) Special Areas 3 & 4, Alberta

Nation Rise (100 MW Wind) North Stormont, Ontario

Emera Energy Portfolio (1.1 GW Gas) New England JP Morgan The Carlyle Group has emerged as the buyer of the three 
projects with a $590 million bid (PFR, 12/3).

First Solar North Rosamond (150 MW Solar) Kern County, Calif. Clearway Energy has bought the project with U.S. Bank 
providing tax equity (PFR, 12/3).

GE Energy Financial Services Saguaro (105 MW Gas) Nevada TBA MSD Capital, which already owned 50% of the co-gen facility, 
is buying the remaining interests (PFR, 11/26).

Homer City (1,884 MW Coal, 11%) Indiana County, Pa. Knighthead Capital Management is buying GE's stake out of 
the project's bankruptcy (PFR, 12/3).

JERA, Toyota Tsusho Goreway (875 MW Gas) Ontario TD Securities The sale process for Canada's second largest CCGT launched 
two weeks ago (PFR, 11/19).

Macquarie Development Corp. Talasa (170.9MW Hydro, 80%) Colombia A joint-venture between China Three Gorges and EDP is 
buying the stake in the portfolio (see story, page 22).

Mainstream Renewable Power Andes Portfolio (1.3 MW Wind, Solar) Chile KPMG London The Irish developer is seeking an equity partner to build and 
operate its $1.65 billion renewable portfolio in Chile (PFR, 9/17).

NextEra Energy Oleander (789 MW Gas) Brevard County, Fla. GE EFS is leasing the five-unit CCGT as its PPA's expire over 
the next decade (PFR, 12/3).

North American Power Group Rio Bravo Fresno (28 MW Biomass, 50%) Fresno, Calif. NAPG is in talks with potential buyers of its 50% stakes in the 
projects (PFR, 8/27).

Rio Bravo Rocklin 
(28 MW Biomass, 50%)

Lincoln, Calif.

Pattern Energy Stillwater (79.75 MW Wind) Montana Pattern's yieldco is buying 51% while Canada's Public Sector 
Pension Investment Board takes the remainder (PFR, 12/3).

SteelRiver Infrastructure Fund Trans Bay Cable (Transmission Line) California RBC (seller), Wells 
Fargo, Pillsbury 
Winthrop

NextEra Energy is paying $1 billion including the assumption 
of project debt (PFR, 11/26).

Sumitomo Corp. of Americas Turquoise Nevada (50 MW Solar) Washoe County, Nev. Whitehall Sumitomo is expected to select a bidder by year-end 
(see story, page 22).

SunEnergy1 SE Solar (21.8 MW Solar) North Carolina Greenbacker Renewable Energy has acquired the portfolio 
while simultaneously arranging financing (PFR, 12/3).

Tenaska Portfolio (2 GW Solar) Midwest Capital Dynamics is buying 14 pre-construction stage projects 
as it bets on renewables growth in MISO (PFR, 12/3).
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Live Deals: Americas

Deal Book is a matrix of energy project finance deals that Power Finance & Risk is tracking in the energy sector. 
A full listing of deals for the last several years is available at http://www.powerfinancerisk.com/Data.html 

Live Deals: Americas

Advanced Microgrid 
Solutions, Macquarie 
Capital

Electrodes
(35 MW Battery Storage)

California CIT Debt $103M TBA CIT is looking to bring in 3 other lenders and reach 
financial close by December (PFR, 11/26).

Apollo Global 
Management

GE EFS Portfolio 
(Renewables, Gas)

U.S. RBC Term Loan B $275M 7-yr Initial price talk on the acquisition financing is 425 bp over 
Libor with a proposed 99.5 OID (PFR, 12/3).

Ares-EIF Hill Top Energy Center 
(620 MW Gas)

Greene 
County, Pa. 

Morgan Stanley Private 
Placement

TBA TBA Ares has foregone a bank mini-perm for a bond to match 
the tenor of a gas netback under negotiations (PFR, 10/8).

Ares-EIF, I Squared 
Capital, CEF

Oregon I (869 MW Gas) Lucas County, 
Ohio

Barclays, Credit 
Suisse

Debt TBA TBA The term loan B refinancing has been pushed into next 
year amid tough market conditions (see story, page 1).

Avangrid Renewables, 
Copenhagen 
Infrastructure Partners

Vineyard  (800 MW 
Offshore Wind)

Massachusetts CCA Group (adviser), 
Santander (adviser)

Debt, Tax 
Equity

$3.5B TBA The capital structure for the estimated $3.5 billion, two-
phase project remains to be finalized (PFR, 10/8).

Burns & McDonnell, 
Robinson Power 

Beech Hollow (1,075 
MW Gas)

Robinson 
Township, Pa.

Guggenheim Equity TBA The project was initially envisioned as a waste-coal facility 
more than 15 years ago (PFR, 11/19).

Clean Energy Future Oregon II  (955 MW Gas) Lucas County, 
Ohio

Cantor Fitzgerald, 
BNP

Equity, Debt $900M Siemens is providing the turbines and has already 
committed $200 million of equity (PFR, 11/19).

Competitive Power 
Ventures

Woodbridge
(725 MW Gas)

N.J. Morgan Stanley, 
Crédit Agricole, 
MUFG

Term Loan B $425M 7-yr Initial price talk on the refinancing is 350 to 375 bp over 
Libor with a 0% index floor (see story, page 1).

Revolver $120M 5-yr

FGE Power Goodnight (500 MW 
Wind)

Armstong 
County, Texas

Karbone Tax Equity TBA The sponsor has already secured a cash equity 
commitment for the project from Fortistar (PFR, 5/29).

Fortistar Primary Energy
(298 MW Waste Heat)

Indiana Investec Debt $250M 7-yr Investec has launched the refinancing into syndication at 
an initial price talk of 300 bp over Libor
(see story, page 5).

GE EFS Shady Hills (573 MW Gas) Pasco County, 
Fla.

TBA TBA TBA TBA GE EFS is aiming to have all the permits in place and reach 
financial close in December (PFR, 5/21).

Genergiabio, BAS 
Projects Corp.

Corrientes
(18 MW Biomass)

Argentina CIFI Debt $43M TBA A syndicate of banks is financing the $67 million project, 
which has a 20-year PPA with Cammesa (PFR, 12/3).

Genneia Portfolio
(222 MW, Wind, Solar)

Argentina OPIC Debt $118M The U.S. government agency wants to finance a wind farm 
in Ullum and a solar project in Chubut (see story, page 6).

IGS Solar Portfolio
(35 MW [DC] Solar)

Northeast U.S. ING Capital Debt TBA TBA Marathon Capital structured the deal, which will finance 
4,000 residential systems under development (PFR, 11/26)

U.S. Bank Tax Equity TBA

Innergex Renewable 
Energy 

Cartier (590 MW Wind) Quebec TBA Debt >C$400M TBA A group of banks is putting together long-term project 
financing to pay off a one-year bridge facility (PFR, 11/19).

Longroad Energy, 
Fengate

Weaver (72.6 MW Wind) Hancock 
County, Maine

TBA Debt, Tax 
Equity

The sponsors will hit the project finance market early next 
year (see story, page 2).

Macquarie Infrastructure 
Partners, Siemens 
Financial Services, CEF

Lordstown (856 MW Gas) Lordstown, 
Ohio

ICBC, Crédit 
Agricole

Debt TBA TBA The sponsors hope to cut pricing and tweak the cash sweep 
structure (PFR, 11/19).

Morgan Stanley 
Infrastructure Partners

Bayonne (644 MW Gas) New Jersey Crédit Agricole, 
Investec

Debt $500M 7-yr The acquisition financing closed on Nov. 21 and was 3x 
oversubscribed (PFR, 12/3). 

Neoen Capella (100 MW Solar) El Salvador FMO, IDB, Proparco Debt $90M TBA The $143 million project has a 20-year PPA with Delsur 
and includes a 3 MW/1.5 MWh battery (PFR, 12/3).

NTE Energy Reidsville (500 MW Gas) North Carolina Whitehall Debt, Equity $650M TBA The City of Camden, S.C., signed a 20-year PPA with 
Reidsville, becoming it twelfth customer (PFR, 10/1).

NTUA Generation Kayenta II (27 MW Solar) Navajo 
County, Ariz.

Karbone (adviser) Tax Equity $13.3M Prospective tax equity investors for the $39 million 
project received teasers on Oct. 18 (PFR, 10/29).

oneGrid Empire State Connector 
(Transmission)

New York TBA Debt >$1B TBA The 265-mile line would deliver power from Utica to the 
Gowanus neighborhood in Brooklyn (PFR, 12/3).

Prumo Logística, BP, 
Siemens

Porto do Açu III
(1,673 MW Gas)

Brazil IFC, IDB Invest, 
BNDES

Debt TBA TBA The asset is estimated to cost $1.1 billion with financial 
close expected in the next few weeks (PFR, 11/26).

Sigma Portfolio (129 MW Wind) Peru AllianzGI, Credit 
Suisse (adviser)

Private 
Placement

$250M 17-yr Sigma used the long-term bonds to acquire the remaining 
51% stake and refinance bank debt (see story, page 6).

Southern Power 
(Southern Co.)

Portfolio (1.6 GW Wind) Texas, 
Oklahoma, 
Maine

BAML, JP Morgan, 
Wells Fargo

Tax Equity >$1B CCA Group is structuring the tax equity raise (PFR, 11/12).

Talen Energy Supply Portfolio (2.3 GW Gas) Northamptio 
County, Pa.

MUFG Term Loan B $475M 7-yr Two operating gas-fired projects in PJM are being levered 
up at 400 basis points over Libor (PFR, 11/19).

YPF Luz Santa Cruz
(122 MW Wind)

Argentina OPIC Debt $50M The U.S. government agency has signed a letter of interest 
(see story, page 6).

Sponsor Project Location Lead(s) Deal Type Loan 
Amount Tenor Notes
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Investec has launched a $250 million debt 
facility into syndication to refinance Prima-
ry Energy Recycling Corp., a portfolio of 
behind-the-fence generation assets located at 
steel mills in Indiana.

Initial price talk on the seven-year loan is 
300 basis points over Libor, say project finance 
bankers.

The portfolio’s main owner, Fortistar, hired 
Investec for the refinancing a couple of months 
ago, as PFR reported in October (PFR, 10/30).

The loan to be refinanced is a $215 million 
deal arranged by Investec in 2014 to finance 
the $241.4 million take-private of Primary 
Energy by a consortium led by Fortistar (PFR, 
12/18/14).
The consortium includes John Hancock Life 
Insurance Co., Prudential Capital Group 
and Ares Capital Corp.

Headquartered in Oak Brook, Ill., Primary 

Energy owns four waste-heat-to-energy proj-
ects and a 50% stake in a pulverized coal-fired 
plant with a total combined generating capac-
ity of 298 MW. The facilities can also produce 
1.8 million pounds per hour of steam.

They are:
◆  the 48 MW Ironside Energy combined-heat-

and-power project, which has been online
since 2001,

◆  the 88 MW North Lake waste heat-fired proj-
ect, which has been online since 1996,

◆  the 95 MW Cokenergy waste heat-fired proj-
ect, which has been online since 1998, and

◆  the 61 MW Portside cogeneration project,
which has been online since 1997.

All of the projects are located at an Arcelor-
Mittal steel mill in East Chicago with the 
exception of Portside, which is at a Portage 

plant owned by U.S. Steel. They sell their out-
put to their hosts under separate contracts, the 
shortest of which has two years left to run and 
the longest 22 years.

“It’s a very off-the-beaten-path deal,” says a 
project finance banker who is considering a bid 
for a joint lead arranger role, and who describes 
the main offtaker, Arcelor, as “the strongest 
company in a fairly cyclical, risky industry.”

The Luxembourg-headquartered steelmaker 
has been upgraded from junk to the lowest 
investment grade rating (Baa3/BBB) by the 
three main rating agencies this year, starting in 
February with S&P Global Ratings.

“The whole U.S. steel industry industry 
would have to go under [for the offtaker to 
default] because this is Arcelor’s main competi-
tive facility in the country,” adds the banker. 
“That is a risk over a decade or two but it 
sounds like a pretty remote risk.”   

Oregon 
Clean Energy Center in Ohio.

The 869 MW Oregon Clean 
Energy Center’s main owners, 
Ares-EIF and I Squared Capital, 
had hired Barclays and Credit 
Suisse as bookrunners with a 
view to completing the refinanc-
ing by the end of December, PFR 
reported last month (PFR, 11/15).

“CHOPPY”
But the market has softened 
considerably in recent weeks, 
prompting borrowers from vari-
ous sectors—not just power—to 
withdraw deals that had already 
been launched.

“It’s a choppy market,” says a 
project finance banker. “They 
can’t get the eyeballs.”

Further details of the proposed 
refinancing deal for Oregon could 
not immediately be learned. “It 
will be coming in January,” says 
a person familiar with the deal, 
without elaborating.

Officials at Ares-EIF and the 
bookrunners either declined to 
comment or did not immediately 
respond to inquiries.

SHORE THING?
Morgan Stanley, meanwhile, 
is left lead on the $575 million 
package for the CPV Shore facil-
ity, while Crédit Agricole and 
MUFG are bookrunners.

The package comprises a $425 
million seven-year term loan and 
a $120 million five-year revolving 
credit facility.

Moody’s Investors Service 
assigned a Ba2 rating to the deal 
on Dec. 5.

The project’s owners—CPV, 
Toyota Tsusho Corp., Osaka 
Gas USA Corp. and John Han-
cock Life Insurance Co.—plan 
to use the proceeds to pay them-
selves a dividend as well as to 
refinance the existing debt, 
according to the Moody’s report.

The 725 MW project, built on 

the 26 acre site of an abandoned 
chemical factory in Woodbridge, 
was originally financed in 2013 
with a $561 million construction-
plus-five-year deal priced at 425 
basis points over Libor (PFR, 
9/23/13).

By the time the developer 
brought the facility online, in 
January 2016, there was some 
$431 million outstanding under 
the term loan, according to 
Moody’s.

BIG EMAAC
The credit rating on the new 
term loan B is supported by the 
project’s competitive operating 
profile, says the rating agency. 
It has operated at a roughly 80% 
capacity factor and with a heat 
rate below 6,900 Btu/kWh since 
coming online.

The project’s location in the 
“constrained” EMAAC region 
of PJM Interconnection and 
its contractual arrangements 

are also to its advantage, notes 
Moody’s.

Contracts won in capacity auc-
tions that the project has cleared 
through May 2022 are expected 

to generate some $143 million 
in revenues and the project has 
a five-year heat rate call option 
with an investment grade coun-
terparty.

Price talk on the term loan is 
350 to 375 basis points over Libor 
with a 0% index floor and an orig-
inal issue discount in the range of 
99 to 99.5. Commitments are due 
by Dec. 14.

Spokespeople for CPV in Boston 
did not immediately respond to a 
request for comment.   

Investec Launches Debt Deal for Primary Energy

CPV Shore Refi Launched into Tough Term Loan B Mart

“It’s a choppy 
market... they can’t 
get the eyeballs”

<< FROM PAGE 1
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 PROJECT FINANCE

Sigma Fondo de Inversion en Infraestruc-
tura recently acquired stakes in two opera-
tional wind projects in Peru’s Ica province 
and refinanced them with a $250 million U.S. 
private placement.

Credit Suisse, which  advised Sigma on 
the acquisition of 51% stakes in the 32 MW 
Marcona and 97 MW Tres Hermanas projects 
from ACS Group, was also sole placement 
agent on the private placement.

The 17-year, fully amortizing notes were 
placed entirely with AllianzGI in a deal that 
closed on Nov. 30.

ORIGINAL FINANCING
ACS, through its subsidiary Cobra Energía, 
brought the Marcona and Tres Hermanas 
projects online in 2014 and 2016, at a cost of 
$100 million and $230 million respectively.

The developer financed the projects in Feb-
ruary 2015 with $230 million in 17-year senior 
project debt provided by  U.S. Exim, DEG, 
FMO, Hyundai Power, Natixis and Propar-
co on the basis of the projects’ 20-year, dol-
lar-denominated concession agreements 
with the Peruvian government. Corpora-
cion Andino de Fomento provided a subor-
dinated tranche.

The Tres Hermanas contract is priced at 
$69.00/MWh while the Marcona project 
earns $65.52/MWh.

Sigma bought its initial 49% stake in the 
projects in 2016 and is using a portion of the 
newly raised debt to acquire the remaining 
interest from Cobra. The rest of the proceeds 
of the bond will be used to refinance existing 
long-term bank loans.

SINGLE COUNTERPARTY
“There are a few of reasons why the refi-
nancing makes sense, apart from rates being 
attractive now,” says Jorge Camiña, director 
of infrastructure debt at AllianzGI. “For one, 
the original debt was priced with some con-
struction risk. The other reason is simplic-
ity: there is now a single counterparty where 
there used to be multiple banks. Also, our 
institutional debt product monetizes the full 
term of the concession.”

Though there were two co-issuers under 
the private placement refinancing, only a sin-
gle set of notes was offered to investors. Even 
so, both issuers presented separate security 
packages as well as an independent waterfall 
account to manage each project’s cash flow.

In order to ensure compliance with the 
PPAs and concession agreements already in 
place, Cobra had to avoid cross-collateraliza-
tion under the combined deal.

“One advantage of our [rule 4(a)(2) private 
placement] product versus a 144A bond is 
that we provide certainty,” notes Camiña. “A 
144A bond takes three to four months to pre-
pare and you do a market discovery exercise 
when you go to the market. Depending on 
whether it’s a good or bad week, your terms 

can materially change.”
“We had our first discussion with Sigma in 

August and delivered in the agreed terms in 
November, once the M&A negotiation was 
completed.”

Camiña declined to comment on the pric-
ing of the old or the new debt.

Milbank and Payet Rey Cauvi acted as 
New York and local counsel for the issuer, 
while Clifford Chance and Garrigues 
advised AllianzGI.   

Bond Refi for Peruvian Wind Farms

14—the auction had already 
been rescheduled to Dec. 18.

Instead, economic offers will 
now be presented between 
Feb. 15 and 19 of next year. 
The results are expected to be 
announced when the contracts 
are signed on Feb. 28.

Cenace signed off on the lat-
est delay to the procurement 
process  on Nov. 29, but only 
announced the postponement 
on Dec. 3.

COLD FEET
In the announcement, Cenace 
said it had considered “the 

impact and importance that 
the long-term auctions repre-
sent for national and foreign 
investments on the national 
electric system.”

Lawyers and bankers who 
are working closely with spon-
sors presenting offers in the 
auction say that their clients 
are still willing to participate 
in the tender process, but some 
may get “cold feet” and end up 
withdrawing their bids as a 
result of the political uncer-
tainty surrounding the new 
government’s attitude towards 
private investments in Mexi-
co’s power sector.   

The Overseas Private Invest-
ment Corp.  has signed letters 
of interest to finance several 
infrastructure projects in Argen-
tina, including a gas pipeline and 
three renewable energy facilities.

The U.S. government agency 
will invest a total of $813 mil-
lion across the projects, which 
also include transportation and 
logistics infrastructure. OPIC still 
needs to evaluate the projects 
before committing or disbursing 
funds.

The renewable energy proj-
ects are a 122 MW wind project 
being developed by YPF Luz in 
Santa Cruz, as well as a wind farm 

in Ullum and a solar project in 
Chubut with a total combined 
capacity of 222 MW, both being 
developed by Genneia.

YPF Luz would receive a $50 
million loan for its wind proj-
ect under the proposed financing 
from OPIC, while Genneia would 
obtain $118 million under two 
separate agreements.

OPIC would lend $350 million, 
meanwhile, to finance the con-
struction of the Tecpetrol and 
Transportadora de Gas del Sur 
gas pipeline project.

OPIC expects its loans to 
catalyse “hundreds of millions in 
additional private capital.”  

Mexico’s Fourth Power 
Auction Postponed Again

OPIC Preps Loans for Argentina 
Renewables, Gas Pipeline

<< FROM PAGE 1

“There are a few of reasons 
why the refinancing makes 
sense, apart from rates being 
attractive now”
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PFR: What are the key regulatory challeng-
es to note when looking at offshore wind 
in North America? 

Thumma, Avangrid: From our standpoint, 
we always want credit worthy counterpar-
ties, whether it’s an onshore project or an 
offshore project. The offshore projects being 
so large, and having to be backed by so much 
capital, it really requires state leadership 
to make that happen, and I think that’s the 
real challenge. At least for this first round, 

it’s really state policy that is driving the 
demand. We have about 9,000 MW of state 
(i.e. legitimate) demand, between New York, 
Massachusetts and New Jersey; basically the 
states are telling the load-serving entities 
that they’re going to have to do some form 
of offshore renewable energy credit or power 
purchase agreement. 

So as we build out this market, and we 
want to make it more robust and build supply 
chains, are we going to continue to have other 
states adopt those policies, or are we going to 

have to go in a different d irection t hat l ooks 
more like where we are with commercial and 
industrial customers in the onshore wind 
sector? 

PFR: The question, then, is what is driving 
those states? Is it just the local politics—
i.e. that liberals want more renewables? Is 
it job creation, and if so how can that scale 
on to other states? 

McShea, NJBPU: New Jersey was the first 

 SPONSORED ROUNDTABLE
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state to establish an offshore wind carve out 
under OWEDA [Offshore Wind Economic 
Development Act] in 2010, and at the center 
of that law is a requirement to demonstrate 
a net economic benefit. Clearly economic 
development was at the heart of that leg-
islation. Governor Phil Murphy has since 
re-invigorated that commitment, and set 
a goal of 3,500 MW by 2030, and that’s in 
response to both climate change and a com-
mitment to transform the local economy to 
a clean energy economy. We have an RPS 
[renewable portfolio standard] that has been 
the key policy driver since 1999, and will 
continue to be until you have carbon pricing 
in the market.  

Thumma, Avangrid: Just a reflection that I 
hope is a lesson that we can bring to offshore 
as well: When I started doing renewables in 
2002, in Pennsylvania, it was a coal-heavy 
state. If you talked to people, they said it was 
going to collapse the Pennsylvania economy. 
If you went around and you looked at Wis-
consin and other states, there was a view 
that renewables were going to be detrimen-
tal to economic growth. Instead, what has 
happened is the combination of federal and 
state policy has done what it had intended 
to do. They drove down cost to the point 
now where coal-heavy utilities like NIPSCO 
or Xcel in Colorado are saying renewables 
are the lowest cost resource, beyond conven-
tional resources. 

So we’re not there yet with offshore, but I 
think we can see that vision for offshore wind 
in six or seven years. We’ve already seen dra-
matic cost reductions from Cape Wind, which 
I think was somewhere over $200/MWh (level-
ized) to the offer now at Vineyard. 

McShea, NJBPU: Just the dynamics of the 
market for New Jersey play a lot into it. We’re 
at the end of the pipeline. We serve as a 
gateway to PJM Interconnection. Currently 
to meet our Class 1 RPS, we are spending 
millions of dollars on resources, specifically 
wind imported from western PJM. [Offshore 
wind] would displace those Class 1 RECS with 
New Jersey-based RECS that deliver not only 
the power and the emissions reductions but 
also the economic benefits. 

Moore, Orrick: When you mention the eco-
nomic benefits, are you talking about beyond 
just the jobs associated with the development 
and operation of the wind facility itself? Does 
New Jersey look at further value streams 
regarding economic development? 

McShea, NJBPU: I would say yes – especially 
when you consider that we recently moved 
forward with a solicitation for 1,100 MW. The 
governor has called for two additional solicita-
tions of 1,200 MW. That build-out is going to 
occur over a 10-year period, so it’s more than 
just the immediate jobs associated with every 
project. It is really the localization of supply 
chain and all the secondary and tertiary ben-
efits that come with it. 

Thumma, Avangrid: I think that’s the hope. 
If you look at some of the scoring [of bids], 
in New York for example, they’re going to be 
looking at what kind of development dollars 
you’re going to be bringing to the port system 
and so forth. If you look at the latest RFP in 
Connecticut - everybody’s making offers to 
upgrade ports and things of that nature. So in 
addition to the jobs related to the wind farm, 
people are hoping that the broader coastal 
infrastructure will get built out. 

Camiña, AllianzGI: To state the obvious, the 
potential of offshore wind in the U.S. is some-
what limited and state driven. What drove the 
success of offshore in Europe was the scarcity 
of land, proximity to good wind resource and 
reasonable transmission cost to the appropri-
ate load locations. In a way, it makes a lot of 
sense for certain states in the U.S. to pursue 
this initiative, but it’s not going to be any-
where close to the exponential growth we have 
seen for onshore wind. 

The other interesting factor is the unfortu-
nate timing of offshore wind in the U.S. The 
federal incentives have been in place for a 
while and [offshore wind] is a very capital 
intensive effort – so even though cost has 
come down dramatically, it’s unfortunate that 
it won’t benefit from the full extent of the 
incentives. If you start the construction of a 
wind farm in 2019, which is the deadline for 
the ITC [investment tax credit], you are get-
ting a 12% incentive. That, a few years ago, was 
30% of your capital investment. 

PFR: You all have seen what’s happened in 
Europe. How did they manage to build all 
of these assets without the same kinds of 
policies that we are saying we need here in 
the U.S.? 

Summavielle, EDPR: From a development 
perspective, I believe there is another impor-
tant issue that will be quite difficult to over-
come: On one side, federal authorities are 
in charge of the site leases but on the other 
side, states are in charge of their procurement 
targets for renewable energy - and the two are 
not moving at the same time. Maybe they have 
different targets and one is independent from 
the other. It makes things more difficult for 
developers mainly because we are seeing the 
premiums that you need to pay in order to get 
the leases increase dramatically, meaning that 
you need to deploy a large amount of capital 
at a very early stage without clear visibility on 
the PPA side. 

It is something that I believe was done dif-
ferently in continental Europe - either in the 
first ones in Germany, or later in France. When 
you were competing to build an offshore wind 
farm, you were also getting the site, the PPA, 
and certainty/protection regarding the inter-
connection conditions. Everything was guar-
anteed at the same time from the state. That 
provides you much more confidence regard-

“In New York, for example, they’re going to be 
looking at what kind of development dollars 

you’re going to be bringing to the port system”

Eric Thumma 
Avangrid Renewables

SPONSORED ROUNDTABLE  
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ing the investment and the capital that you 
need to commit in order to develop the wind 
farm. 

McNally, BlackRock: I’d agree with all of 
that. When you are starting a new industry, 
there are going to be problems that you need 
to work out that inevitably result in time and 
cost delays for the projects. Having a clean 
RFP package that delivers all of the non-

technical constituent components to bring 
a project to completion is transformational 
for a bidder in an RFP as it reduces the stan-
dard deviation of possible outcomes. It is also 
worth noting that the dollar values of the 
feed-in-tariffs in Europe were much higher 
than the prices seen in tenders today so there 
was more buffer for returns in the event of any 
unforeseen issues.

In the U.S., to Jorge’s point, it is unfortunate 
that we’ve got RFP tenders that are run on 
different timelines to Bureau of Ocean Energy 
Management leasing, to ITC expiration, etc. 
The different approaches by state also mean 
that there is no standardized set of parameters 
for bidding, because bidders need to really 
think about, and understand, state-by-state 
issues, federal issues, and then the myriad 
of other umbrella regulatory issues like the 
Jones Act. 

Summavielle, EDPR I made a reference to 

Germany and France, but the Netherlands was 
the first one promoting auctions completely 
free of subsidies. Why? Because on top of what 
I said, they offer you the lease, the PPA, the 
grid connection and also all the permitting. 
That is very important in terms of this time-
frame between the day you bid, the day you 
can start the construction and achieve com-
mercial operation date. 

Rose, Barings: Yes and that obviously facili-
tates the financing side of it. Lenders are 
unlikely to take permitting risk. 

PFR: Since it’s Halloween I guess we have 
to mention the Jones Act, because when 
I speak to people at conferences they ask 
how are we going to get around the Jones 
Act and no one seems to know. What are 
the most viable solutions to working 
around the Jones Act? 

Zarnowiecki, Orrick: If you look at the Block 
Island project, you saw one small-scale proj-
ect’s ability to work around it, through a com-
bination of a European lead-vessel and U.S.-
flagged Jones Act compliant U.S. vessels. It 
established the precedent that there is a work-
around. However, that’s solution number one. 
This is a difficult approach that can drive up 
costs significantly. And if you’re talking about 
the much larger projects that are planned, it 
seems that a different solution is needed. 

Camiña, AllianzGI: A couple of lessons 
learned from the experience in Europe: not 
surprisingly, offshore wind took longer to 
build, had construction cost overruns and 
also the operational cost was initially higher 
than people thought. But at the same time as 
the buildup in Europe was taking place, oil 
and gas prices came down a lot. All of a sud-
den you had all that supply chain that was 
initially dedicated to the offshore drilling and 
offshore oil platforms service, etc., reallocated 
to offshore wind.

That was a very positive factor to many proj-
ects in Europe, which benefited from lower 
operational costs. It was a temporary lack of 
competition from the oil and gas sector. Now 
when we are developing offshore wind in the 
U.S., oil prices are higher. As a developer, are 
you going to benefit from having a vertically 

integrated supply chain already in place in 
the U.S., or to what extent are you going to be 
competing with that capacity? 

McShea, NJBPU: I don’t think you can really 
address that issue without having full view of 
the pipeline of capacity. When I look today 
and see 10 GW visible all on the eastern sea-
board, and you start to understand the time-
line, I think we’ll start to see some of these 
issues be resolved.  

Moore, Orrick: And that pipeline may help 
to develop competition among suppliers, 
because right now I think things are going to 
be built for specific projects, we just don’t have 
the experience and the depth of competition 
to provide those services in the U.S. yet. If 
there’s a pipeline that equipment suppliers 
and vendors can see actually coming to mar-
ket, then there’s more of an incentive to build 
up the competition and alternatives among 
the suppliers. 

McNally, BlackRock: And [the Jones Act] has 
also been an issue for the oil and gas industry, 
so it’s not like it’s a uniquely offshore wind 
issue - it’s an energy and regulatory issue. 
There’s no shortcut for financing around the 
Jones Act, so it’s getting either a clear affirma-
tion as to what is acceptable and what’s not 
acceptable before you do it, or just working 
within the framework that exists. There have 
been multiple go-arounds on the oil and gas 
side to try to solve for pieces of the Jones Act 
that they’ve found troublesome or problemat-
ic without any real movement of note to date. 
There’s no obvious silver bullet.

PFR: I’m curious just to get your take on 
some of the consolidation that we’ve seen 
in the industry recently, with Ørsted buy-
ing up Deepwater Wind. Do you think that 
as developers have larger mandates, they 
can use economies of scale to drive down 
costs? 

Zarnowiecki, Orrick: I think the consolida-
tion and the entry into the market of some of 
the larger players that have vast experience in 
Europe is going to be very helpful to the devel-
opment of the U.S. offshore wind sector. One 
interesting characteristic of the U.S. onshore 

“Bidders need to really think about, and under-
stand, state-by-state issues, federal issues, and 
then the myriad of other umbrella regulatory 

issues like the Jones Act.”

Rael McNally 
Blackrock
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market is that there have been lots of smaller 
developers operating quite successfully across 
the U.S. with some very small teams. But as 
you move offshore, you’re talking about a 
large infrastructure project and it becomes 
much more difficult for a smaller developer 
to do that same thing. The larger players are 
needed to accelerate the industry. Access to 
equity financing, the ability to execute on the 
larger financings, the ability to attract cash 
equity. Capital, of course, is key. Offshore 
projects require significant equity infusions at 
an early stage. 

Remec, Fitch: In Europe, one of the main driv-
ers behind offshore was the lack of onshore 
options. And we don’t have that here. There’s 
an argument to be made for transmission con-
strained regions…

McShea, NJBPU: Like New Jersey! That is 
exactly our situation. There is no place to put 
new generation up. New Jersey is the most 
densely populated state in the country, and 
we’re in a very constrained area. New York is 
already relying on our grid and transmission 
to move power. 

It’s not just environmental or economic, 
it’s the need for new generation. By 2030, we 
will lose about 3,000 MW in nuclear genera-
tion, and offshore wind has an opportunity to 
replace that.

PFR: What do you think are the lessons 
learned so far in running a successful bid-
ding process and what could be improved 
upon? 

Thumma, Avangrid: I think BOEM has done 
a pretty good job and we’ve been encouraged 
by them continuing to push for leases. Our 
challenge is to make sure to match up state 
public policy with the federal public policy 
with BOEM.  

PFR: I want to ask about the costs of the 
components. How fast do you see those 
costs coming down? Are we going to see 
the same kind of hockey stick curve that 
we saw for solar? 

McNally, BlackRock: People are talking about 
3 GW to 4 GW installed as a tipping point for 
U.S. offshore to become an established mar-
ket, but that’s desktop research. If you think 
about just the supply chain and manufactur-
ing costs, you may get the benefits of what’s 
happening elsewhere in the world in offshore 
development and technological advancement 
as equipment gets bigger and more efficient. 
OEMs [original equipment manufacturers] 
have also started to address known issues 
proactively, like leading-edge blade erosion, 
so you will get those kind of learning benefits 
also in spite of it being a newer market with a 
less established supply chain. I’m still not sure 
you’ll get the solar hockey-stick curve though. 
You will probably see something not totally 
dissimilar to what you’ve seen in onshore 
wind – more linear. 

Moore, Orrick: The other part of the cost is 
the operational cost, and in the beginning 
all the financing parties are going to be con-
cerned making sure they have appropriate 
warranties and protections that the projects 
are going to run. Developers are going to be 
looking at how they can avoid paying that 
premium to service providers, by doing it 
themselves to bring the costs down. 

Summavielle, EDPR Another part of the 
question that we need to take into account 
is whether the manufacturers are willing to 
share the efficiency gains they are having 
now. If they see that there is a lot of pres-

sure from the development side, they will 
not share this benefit easily. We need to see 
what is the trend of the market, because when 
we were able, as developers, to take a big 
advantage from this additional efficiency that 
was on the manufacturers’ side, was when 
the demand decreased a lot. When the man-
ufacturers were going through difficulties, 
they were open to sharing these efficiency 
gains. But we need them to develop bigger 
machines, not just because they can gener-
ate additional power but because the entire 
cost of the project will decrease, in terms 
of substructures, inter-array, permitting and 
leasing. According to the manufacturers I’ve 
talked to, they are already developing 10 MW, 
12 MW and 14 MW. 

McShea, NJBPU: For New Jersey, the local-
ization of that supply chain in this first round 
solicitation is critical. It will essentially lay the 
foundation for future solicitation, to ensure 
cost efficiencies as we move forward. It’s really 
on the developers to rationalize that relative to 
other development. 

PFR: Do you think that financiers will also 
finance some factories here in the U.S., and 
will that cost also be included in the over-
all project cost? How will financing work if 
you have to localize your supply chain? 

“In Europe, one of the main drivers behind 
offshore was the lack of onshore options.”

Greg Remec 
Fitch

“We need them to develop bigger machines, 
not just because they can generate additional 

power but because the entire cost of the 
project will decrease, in terms of substructures, 

inter-array, permitting and leasing.”

João Pedro Summavielle 
EDP Renewables
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Moore, Orrick: To take a slightly different 
angle, I think the equipment manufacturers 
have to see that there’s going to be a lot of proj-
ect growth. And if they see that, then they’ll 
come and build plants to build the equipment, 
and then you can go from there. The problem 
is, because of all the issues that we’re talking 
about—the tax incentives going down and 
the regulatory issues—at this point they’re 
waiting to see where the market is going to go. 
It’s going to be a huge investment for them as 
well, to build the plants there. If the pipeline 
is there, then there’s a huge potential reward. 

Remec, Fitch: And who do you think the first 
movers will be? Will they be the largest, estab-
lished players, who might be seen as the most 
conservative as well, or would it be a smaller 
entity that’s willing to roll the dice and be that 
first mover? Because there might be a pricing 
advantage to being that first supplier, right? 

Rose, Barings: From a financing perspective, 
you’d want to go with a more established, 
proven technology name. 

Thumma, Avangrid: And you’re getting main-
tenance contracts spread out over so many dif-
ferent wind farms, so the economies of scale is 
just an advantage for the bigger players. 

McNally, BlackRock: In answering that ques-
tion I think you need to look at the lessons that 
have been learned elsewhere. For instance 
Bard in Germany developed their own turbine 
technology, and transmission technology, for 
a single offshore project. Maybe unsurpris-
ingly, Bard no longer exists as a manufac-
turer, and the lender Unicredit became the 
owner of the project and had to pursue all the 
related intellectual property etc. I don’t think 
anyone’s going to be willing to take that kind 
of risk again now that there are some well-
established options available in market. 

Moore, Orrick: I think if other states could do 
what New Jersey’s doing, and really open up 
the market, I think you’ll have suppliers take a 
hard look at building facilities there.  

PFR: On the solar side, did we see with 
the tariffs that any solar manufacturers 
wanted to locate facilities in the U.S.? I saw 

some M&A deals, but I don’t know if there 
were many newly constructed factories. 
With the wind space, the capacity seems so 
large that maybe Vestas or Siemens will say 
there’s an economic story to be told here. 

Zarnowiecki, Orrick: In some cases it’s not an 
economic story that needs to be completely re-
written, it just needs to be modified. Existing 
facilities and infrastructure can be modified 
to accommodate a new offshore wind market. 

Remec, Fitch: It’s really bigger turbines is 
what we’re talking about, and so we’re already 
building those, and the blades and the towers.

Summavielle, EDPR: But in terms of the 
offshore wind industry, it is not only about 
manufacturers, but also about substructures 
which play a key role in this industry. It can 
be even more difficult to define the adequate 
procurement strategy for the balance of plants 
than on the manufacturers’ side.  

Moore, Orrick: It’s not all that different from 
the onshore development phase, with the 
PTCs only being out there for a short period of 
time, the manufacturers were only building a 
facility for a short-term gain. 

PFR: That’s a good place to move into the 
financing side of things, because the cost 
structure will have a huge bearing on how 
these giant projects actually get financed. 
How do you think the finance for Vineyard 
Wind or any of the other ones will get 
structured? 

Camiña, AllianzGI: When you start looking at 
financing offshore wind, you tend to overplay 
the importance of the tax equity portion of 
the capital, because we have been focusing on 
what tax equity wants for the last 10 years. It’s 
kind of refreshing not to be having to focus 

on that. And, full disclosure: Allianz has a 
dedicated tax equity team actively investing 
in U.S. renewables. I think there’s going to 
be plenty of capital for this type of asset. The 
question is what is the risk allocation that the 
sponsors want. I think there’s going to be a 
very clear cut-off in terms of lenders not tak-
ing permitting or development risk. There is 
no question a fully permitted project will get 
financing. There’s going to be probably some 
friction though, potentially in the mismatch 
of capability. The lenders that finance off-
shore in Europe may not have the teams with 
such experience in U.S. or have expertise on 
what tax equity means in the U.S. But I would 
downplay the role that tax equity will have in a 
world with 12% ITC. It’s still 12% of the capital 
cost plus the value of the depreciation, which 
is meaningful, and that, over very big capital 
numbers, is a big dollar value, but sponsors 
will find a way around that. The challenge is 
getting tax equity to commit upfront. The way 
onshore wind or solar is financed in the U.S., 
at the time of construction you get the con-
struction loan and that loan is a bridge to two 
take outs—one is the term loan from the banks 
themselves, and the other is the tax equity that 
doesn’t want to take construction risk. 

I don’t expect that to change, tax equity 
doesn’t want to take the construction risk. 
What is different in offshore wind is the length 
of the construction. You have a construc-
tion period that’s probably going to be, on 
paper, two-and-a-half-years; the reality could 
be extra years for large projects. So you have 
the problem that tax equity does not want to 
commit forward beyond one fiscal year, less 
so three fiscal years. It is very challenging 
to get that tax equity commitment in place, 
especially for an ITC deal that consumes so 
much capacity. 

Long story short, you’re going to have prob-
ably, on day one, a structure that does not rely 
so much on the tax equity take out. Are you 
going get a mezzanine provider or are you 
going to do it yourself [as sponsor] because 
you’re a deep pocket cash equity sponsor like 
Avangrid? Or maybe you can get the banks 
to do a “bridge to nowhere” – which we have 
seen. If the economics are there, there should 
be somebody willing to take those econom-
ics in three years and also someone to bridge 
it now. There’s plenty of liquidity and even 

“Long story short, you’re 
going to have probably, on 
day one, a structure that 
does not rely so much on the 
tax equity take out.”
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though I would like it to be the case, I don’t 
think people will start financing the construc-
tion of offshore with an investment grade debt 
product. 

PFR: Where do you think construction 
debt will price? 

Camiña, AllianzGI: That’s a great question, 
we get the question a lot. What we saw in 
Europe is there’s such a lack of pipeline on 
renewables in the onshore side that people 
are mispricing offshore. The pricing of the risk 
you are taking in the construction or opera-
tion, in general, is priced very aggressively in 
Europe. Why? Because there’s nothing else. 

Lenders have a mandate to do renewables, 
and offshore wind has been the only thing 
available in large volumes. I think pricing 
probably in the U.S. is going to be more effi-
cient, meaning it’s going to recognize some 
of the risks. These days construction pricing 
for onshore is quite competitive, say, 150, 175 
basis points over LIBOR. There’s going to be 
a relevant premium for offshore. Is 100 basis 
points enough? We’ll see. 

Rose, Barings: I agree. It’s also about the qual-
ity of the contractual structure both during 
construction and operations. I think you can 
get to an investment grade rating if you have 
a fixed price, fully wrapped construction con-
tract, a creditworthy offtaker, and a well-struc-
tured PPA. 

Thumma, Avangrid: Is there some prefer-
ence for the structure? There’s three struc-
tures out there right now. There’s Massachu-
setts, which is just ‘PPAs with the utilities’. 
There’s New Jersey, which is this OREC prod-
uct where you’re at least getting a fixed price, 
that’s a long-term all-in price that everyone 
knows. And then you have New York, which 
has this hybrid where you’re going to offer 
this unbundled REC price that’s a fixed price 
and then the index REC. But the question is 
how does that affect the way you think about 
finance, and are there structures that are pref-
erable in terms of what the ultimate cost is 
going to be to the project?

Remec, Fitch: It’s all about price risk, right? 
To the extent you need to mitigate that price 

risk, the length of that contract is very impor-
tant. The regulatory stability behind the RECs 
is something that we spend a lot of time 
talking about. You mentioned there’s several 
different types. Obviously the one that’s fixed 
price for a fixed term with the state standing 
behind it is preferable, but as we’ve seen, 
sometimes those programs can change over 
time - they evolve. 

I think a fixed price with a large utility is 
probably the most stable. Even there you have 
some risk, because you don’t know long-term 
what the counterparty’s going to look like. 
And then the RECs that are exposed to ongo-
ing regulatory approval and some kind of 
price volatility around them are less preferred. 
The pure open market sales would be the least 
valuable. 

Camiña, AllianzGI: Looking at the onshore 
experience the U.S. has a great model, it’s 
contract law. In most countries, the regulatory 
feed in tariff has been respected. But there’s 
nothing that beats the contract law model - 
you contract with a utility. If that contract has 
been approved by the utility commission, it’s a 
pass-through to the ratepayer. That’s safe and 
everybody likes that. 

We have seen state incentives going through 
challenges— for example Oklahoma who has 
a State PTC program, went through a mora-
torium. So anything that can be effected by a 
temporary change of mind is a concern. 

Remec, Fitch: Complexity is cost. So the more 
difficult, the more nuance to any aspect of it, 
that’s going to affect what the capital’s going 
to cost. 

McShea, NJBPU: I was just going to ask what 
you mean when you say RECs that are subject 
to ongoing regulatory approval. Because we 
perceive the OREC structure that we set up 
as being a 20-year fixed price OREC subject 
to the initial approval, and that being essen-
tially a contract supported by a surcharge paid 
through the utility. So is that something that 
you see as risk and as being subject to ongoing 
regulatory approvals?

Remec, Fitch: That sounds like a very stable 
approach and construct but the devil’s in the 
details. It really varies by state and by pro-

gram. If they’re done appropriately to make 
sure that even with a change in administra-
tions, through the election cycles, that they 
would withstand any kind of effort to dimin-
ish it in any way, well, then, we give it full 
credit. And you mentioned the Oklahoma PTC 
temporary moratorium. So who saw that com-
ing?  Something like that would be a bad thing. 

Moore, Orrick: I agree with you that I think 
we’ve become very dependent on tax equity, 
and if they are around it’s going to be a much 
smaller piece of the capital stack, and as you 
said, they are unlikely to predict their tax 
benefits three years in the future, and commit 
upfront. If they’re there, the interesting thing 
is that that’s going to change the dynamic 
significantly and give the lenders a lot more 
leverage over the tax equity than they had in 
prior deals, where you have lenders coming 
in as back leverage and the constant issue that 
you deal with is the tax equity say “the lenders 
are subordinated” and the lenders say, “We 
are only subordinated because of the tax struc-
ture”. So from being a much smaller part of the 
capital structure, they are going to get pres-
sure from sponsors and lenders on a lot of the 
features that they would normally insist on. 

McNally, BlackRock: I do think the ITC struc-
ture gives tax equity investors a lot more 
comfort, though. The PTC is as-generated and 
there’s an ongoing performance risk, whereas 
the ITC is mostly a day-one Capex analysis 
with the MACRS adder. I think that’s an easier 
construct to monetize and manage associated 
risks around. 

Remec, Fitch: Yes, just subject to the foreclo-
sure risk that the lenders will worry about. 

McNally, BlackRock: Right. But I do think 
that the influence of tax equity is going to 
diminish over time as the credits expire. You’ll 
see things like mezzanine bridges, or provi-
sions allowing for rolling tax equity closes as 
individual turbines, potentially, reach readi-
ness, just as you might have seen in onshore 
in PTC expiration years. 

Camiña, AllianzGI: We should also talk about 
manufacturers and how they are going to be 
positioning themselves. Let’s take a look at 
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what was done in the past with Block Island. 
The tax equity investors were GE and Citi – GE 
back then was acquiring Alstom, the turbine 
provider for the project, and they wanted to 
put forward a commitment to make the proj-
ect happen. That may be a tool that some of 
the manufacturers can use. 

PFR: What have been the biggest financ-
ing lessons from Block Island? Between 
the covenants, the coverage ratios, etc., is 
there anything from that that you think 
will map on demonstrably to the offshore 
wind deals that we will see now? 

Rose, Barings:: I believe the market will use 
Europe as the template and leverage those 
lessons learned to put together covenant pack-
ages.

Summavielle, EDPR: I agree because Euro-
pean and Japanese banks were quite active 
on the European offshore financing since the 
beginning, they were able to understand the 
industry and to develop different solutions 
and overcome several difficulties throughout 
the time. Now they would be able, and they 
are aiming to, also put it in place here in the 
U.S. Block Island is a good example, where 
SocGen played a very important role propos-
ing and making available an innovative struc-
ture to raise the pre-financing together with 
the long-term financing structure. 

PFR: Do you think they will go out to 20 
years? What do you think those sort of cov-
erage ratios might actually look like? 

Rose, Barings: There are longer-term offshore 
wind financings in Europe in which Barings 
has participated and they have been invest-
ment grade credit-rated. The first few deals in 
the U.S. may not be so long-dated from a debt 
tenor perspective, but gradually, over time – 
again, depending on the project contractual 
structure and the maturity of the market – you 
are likely to see longer-term financing avail-
able. 

Summavielle, EDPR: In Europe we saw debt-
to-equity ratios that were beginning at 50:50, 
and now we can see easily 80:20 or 70:30. And 
the U.S. will arrive there as well. 

Camiña, AllianzGI: We can talk about ratios, 
but ratios over what? In onshore [wind] we 
are seeing manufacturers and suppliers enter 
into long-term fixed price O&M contracts that 
are full service. And that’s critical, because 
here is where your equity return as sponsor is 
going to change. Are you going to find suppli-
ers that are established enough in the U.S. to 
achieve the scale and feel comfortable giving 
projects this level of certainty in O&M costs? In 
onshore sponsors are getting that.

Moore, Orrick: The other thing that plays 
into it is people. Given the size and newness of 
offshore projects generally, you’re only going 
to be looking at the big players. On onshore 
you have a lot of variance in size and you have 
some small operators out there which some 
people will take the risk on, but you’re never 
going to do that with offshore financing. 

Camiña, AllianzGI: I think that one of the 
biggest issues we’ll have in the first transac-
tions is the incentive expiring next year, so all 
of a sudden we will have this rush to start con-
struction. What does “construction” mean? 
Talk to your lawyer. But essentially, there’s 
going to be a lot of pressure to start financing 
projects next year and the history tells us that 

offshore developers cannot underestimate the 
time and investment needed. Look how com-
mitted the Sponsors from Cape Wind and 
Block Island were to those projects. Lenders 
are going to get a lot of pressure to say, “Well, 
I’ve got all these permits, can you lend me 
money now?” 

PFR: Jorge, let me put you on the spot. 
Where do you think long-term debt will be 
priced for offshore wind in the US?  

Camiña, AllianzGI: Our product is invest-
ment grade so by the time we get to the project 
it’s very de-risked. So how do we price it? Not 
surprisingly, we’re going to price it over the 
back of the offtaker. Right now, you look at the 
private placement market and they are pricing 
onshore in the area of 50 to 100 basis points 
over the utility offtaker for the project. That 
premium will probably add another 75 basis 
points over onshore to factor performance and 
interface risk. 

McNally, BlackRock: We’ve talked about 
three different structures. They probably each 
have a different premium associated with the 
perceived risk of receipt of those dollars, but I 
think it’s a competitive financing market and 

“The first few deals in the U.S. may not be so long-dated from a debt tenor perspective, but gradu-
ally, over time—again, depending on the project contractual structure and the maturity of the 

market—you are likely to see longer-term financing available.”
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it’s a very constructive financing market. We 
were just talking about the SocGen structure 
and I expect that lenders will want to find 
ways to be supportive of good quality projects 
and deploy capital. 

Pricing will also depend on what you want. 
If you want a construction bridge to nowhere 
that’s at a premium. If you want construction 
debt that flips into term debt, maybe that term 
debt will have an initial premium because the 
project’s doesn’t have an operational history. 
If you want to get investment grade institu-
tional debt and really squeeze as much juice 
out of it as you can, in an industry where you 
can potentially lock-in long-term Opex costs 
and operating margin, then that cost of debt 
potentially looks different again. 

So there’s no single answer, but I think the 
fact that we’re all sitting here today suggests 
that there’s a lot of interest and commitment to 
this space, and that’s all a strong positive from 
a developer and economic return perspective.  

PFR: I’ve been calling up everyone I know 
in the tax equity space and asking them 
they think of offshore wind and on one 
hand the reaction is very lukewarm. But 
on the other, there seem to be so many 
new investors in the tax equity space that 
those margins have been squeezed any-
way. What have you been hearing from the 
tax equity investors?

Remec, Fitch: Some of them might be speak-
ing a little bit more aggressively, but I think 
they’re going to be very cautious for the issues 
that Jorge mentioned. They’re not the most 
risk-prone people. If you look at it on the solar 
side, to get the ITC they have to invest early 
on and even that was hard for them to get 
comfortable with, because they liked the wind 
model when they come in after everything’s 
tested and it’s working. So most of the ones 
that I’ve talked to – and I haven’t asked them 
recently – were always saying “I’m going to 
focus on the onshore”. 

PFR: Do you think that sponsors will be 
able to get back leverage on this? 

Remec, Fitch: Whether it’s offshore or just 
the changes in the capital structure because 
of the reduction in the tax credits, I think that 

the bigger sponsors are going to be able to shift 
the leverage a little bit, but that’s a little bit of 
crystal balling. 

PFR: We’ve spoken about the debt side of 
things, but I’m curious on the equity as 
well. The kind of long-term owners of the 
equity in the assets, who are they and what 
are they saying at the moment?

McNally, BlackRock: There’s a range of 
stakeholders that should want to be invested 
in these assets.  

Infrastructure funds like our own are natu-
ral early-stage investors and long-term own-
ers and partners. Utilities are also natural 
long-term owners and investment partners. 
State pension funds that want to invest in 
uncorrelated, cash yielding assets is another 
group. 

No project, onshore or offshore, is perfect. 
There’s always at least one issue—you hope 
it’s just one issue that you can deal with. And 
I think these are inherently more complicated 
projects, so you want a sophisticated capital 
partner. Be it on the equity side or the debt 
side, you want someone who’s going to be 
proactive and supportive about addressing 
issues, and not just saying “guarantee it, wrap 
it, insure it.” I think you probably want to 
work with people that have some kind of track 
record in offshore, rather than just picking the 
investor with the biggest initial number that, 
once they come on board, requires you ware-
housing hundreds of millions of extra risk that 
you never thought you would, and that you 
haven’t priced into your target returns. 

Obviously the universe of buyers expands 
when assets are operational and de-risked. A 
long-dated creditworthy revenue stream with 
strong current cash yield should appeal to a 
wide range of institutional investors.  

PFR: I did want to look at some of the inter-
esting risks here. And just how good is the 
wind resource? How much credit do you 
give to the assessments of the independent 
engineers, and how does it compare to the 
wind that’s available in the North Sea? 

McNally, BlackRock: The advantage of off-
shore is that the wind resource itself is more 
homogenous generally, but measurement is 

key, and I think as expensive as it is, having 
met masts is going to be important for these 
projects, because it just de-risks the project 
performance so materially. With these kinds 
of Capex numbers, a swing from P99 to P90 
to P50 or anywhere in between means a dif-
ference of hundreds of millions of dollars if 
you’re thinking about hundreds of megawatts.  

Remec, Fitch: We find that generally offshore 
has a higher capacity factor than onshore, 
so you just have more steady wind and 
steady production, but it very much comes 
down to the specific location you’re in. And 
the resource consultants themselves have 
improved overall. Just by virtue of the time 
that these resource consultants have spent 

both onshore and offshore, the product itself 
has improved. There’s more certainty in those 
forecasts but there’s still going to be risk and 
volatility and you will have to be very com-
fortable that it was done correctly in order to 
finance around it. 

McShea, NJBPU: We currently have over 
500,000 acres of offshore wind lease area 
available. The shoreline is 130 miles, so that’s 
the largest of any offshore wind state and that 
number may double when you add in the 
new BOEM leases. Being able to understand 
that wind resource and the variability over 
time, over space, is hugely important, not 
just to development and to understanding 
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“The premium will probably grow by 75 basis 
points over onshore to factor in performance 

and interface risk.”

Jorge Camiña 
Allianz Global Investors
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the revenue, also to integration and to PJM. 
Because at the end of the day that’s where you 
get paid. We have invested over the past ten 
years in the development of an offshore wind 
model that couples both the ocean data and 
the atmospheric data and this utilizes a grid 
of virtual met towers to alleviate the need of a 
single met tower. 

Rose, Barings: I think it also depends on 
where projects are built. If you have a number 
of projects in close proximity there is potential 
for wake impact.

Remec, Fitch: External waking is something 
you really can’t control, and to some extent the 
lessor can provide some certainty around that 
by guaranteeing a certain distance between 
the different developments, if we ever get to 
that level where they’re competing for the 
same land… 

Moore, Orrick: Good problem to have. 

PFR: Do you see manufacturers and EPCs 
providing financing of any kind? 

Moore, Orrick: I wouldn’t expect it from the 
EPCs, but I was wondering about the manu-
facturers. We’ve certainly seen them do tax 
equity and debt on the onshore side to encour-
age people buying their turbines. I’ve seen 
Siemens do loans to try and get a particular 
developer— that uses both Siemens and GE 

— so I could see them doing that, to the extent 
they’re financially capable. 
Rose, Barings: I’ve also been reading about 
the technology, in Europe especially. The 
deeper you go with monopiles, it’s question-
able whether those are the right structures 
to put the turbine on. Floating structures are 
now being tested in Europe, and in places like 
California where it’s deeper water, that may be 
more appropriate. 

Moore, Orrick: Any foundations are just 
going to add to the technological risk, in a 
sense, although California is trying to get that. 

McNally, BlackRock: That’s very much on 
the unproven end of the spectrum. It’s all 
evolutionary, and no one’s going to show up 
on day one with a perfect solution for floating. 

Moore, Orrick: But it’s going to be hard to 
have a brand new turbine and a brand new 
foundation system, a floating system. 

Zarnowiecki, Orrick: I think the technol-
ogy race on the floating turbines is ongoing 
to develop the best floating technologies, and 
that technology will be what is deployed in 
California and Hawaii. There are spots on 
the Great Lakes that potentially can utilize a 
floating turbine technology. And from a global 
perspective that’s an important part of the 
offshore wind sector. 

Summavielle, EDPR There are some float-
ing technologies that are already in a quite 
advanced stage of development with the first 
pre-commercial projects coming out, namely 
EDPR is building a 24MW project in Europe 
(Portugal) based on Principal Power technol-
ogy and has been awarded in France to build 
another one with the same technology. More-
over the project being built in Portugal has 
recently achieved financial close.

McNally, BlackRock: Offshore wind is tangi-
ble, it’s real, it’s happening and that’s phenom-
enal for the U.S. and for the industry. When 
you think about Europe, which has higher 
power price markets to start with, offshore rep-
resents a kind of avenue for energy indepen-
dence given they’re so much more reliant on 
imported fuels from neighbor states. That’s 

less of a consideration now in the US, so the 
more complex these projects and RFPs get, you 
really need to look at whether or not the rela-
tive value analysis makes sense. Is your gener-
ation profile advantageous versus your load 
profile in the north-eastern corridor for 
instance? Probably, if you assume winter peak 
loads and winter resource peaks then that’s a 
nice fit. This can’t become a red vs. blue issue, 
it needs to be an LCOE [levelized cost of ener-
gy] issue. We’re finally past that narrative in 
renewables more broadly, having demonstrat-
ed cost unsubsidized competitiveness, which 
is why over the last five years they’ve been over 
50% of new generation capacity additions 
annually. Renewables belong on-grid as part of 
a balanced clean generation mix. Let’s not get 
sucked back into a ‘subsidy’ narrative for off-
shore, and let’s not end up in a situation where 
we have a couple of projects and years later 
everyone is saying, “Do you remember when 
we tried doing offshore?” We will all benefit 
from a purely objective factual cost-benefit 
analysis that in turn produces great projects 

that deliver value for states, stakeholders, off-
takers, and consumers. We need to collectively 
make sure it happens. I think we all have a 
responsibility to make sure that the industry 
evolves, and does actually materialize, and 
that we are proactive and engaged partners on 
the financing and development side.  

“We have invested over the past ten years in 
the development of an offshore wind model 

that couples both the ocean data and the 
atmospheric data.”

Anne Marie McShea 
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities

“Given the size and newness of offshore 
projects generally, you’re only going to be 

looking at the big players.”

Chris Moore,  
Orrick, Herrington & Sutcliffe
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PPA PULSE 

Georgia electric co-operative Walton Electric 
Membership Corp. has signed power pur-
chase agreements with three solar projects in 
the state to supply a Facebook data center.

The contracts are for 102.5 MW from Silicon 
Ranch’s Early County project, 80 MW from 
Strata Solar’s Calhoun project and 20 MW 
from Strata’s Colquitt project.

The three projects will cost a combined $230 
million, according to an announcement from 
Walton EMC.

Morgan Stanley’s power and gas trading 
desk is also involved in the transactions as 
Walton EMC’s wholesale energy supplier.

The firm’s commodities division signed an 
agreement to provide long-term cost stability 
and reliability to Walton EMC and Facebook 
at the beginning of the year (PFR, 3/9).

Morgan Stanley officials in New York did 
not respond to an inquiry about the specifics 
of the product it is providing.

The Facebook data center is located in New-
ton County, on the fringes of Atlanta, in the 
center of Georgia, while the three solar proj-
ects are hundreds of miles to the south.

Silicon Ranch’s Early County project is due 
to be online in 2019 while the Strata project 
pair is expected to begin operations in 2020. 
All three are named for the county where they 
are located.

Matt Beasley, Silicon Ranch’s chief mar-
keting officer, declined to comment on the 
length of the PPAs, while Strata ceo Markus 
Wilhelm did not respond to an inquiry.

Here is a round-up of the rest of the week’s off-
take contract news:

PITT BULL
The University of Pittsburgh has signed 
a letter of intent with Rye Development to 
purchase the output of a 17 MW run-of-river 

hydro project on an existing dam in Pitts-
burgh.

The Allegheny Lock and Dam No. 2 project, 
about five miles from the school campus, is 
the first of eight projects Rye is developing on 
the Allegheny, Monongahela, and Ohio, the 
three rivers that run through the city.

The facility is expected to be operational 
by 2022.

PANEL OF EXPERTS
Stanford University, which has been buy-
ing solar generation since 2016, has signed 
a 25-year PPA for a second solar project in 
California.

The latest contract is for Recurrent Ener-
gy’s 63 MW Stanford Solar Generating Station 
#2, which the developer says is part of its Slate 
portfolio in Kings County, due to begin com-
mercial operations in 2021.

Stanford’s existing 25-year PPA is for the 
output of SunPower’s 67 MW Stanford Solar 
Generating Station in Kern County, which has 
been online since December 2016.

CHIPPING IN
Salt River Project has selected a 100 MW solar 
project in Arizona to supply an Intel Corp. 
semiconductor factory under a 15-year deal.

The generation will come from sPower’s 
East Line Solar Project in Elo, which is sched-
uled to be online by the end of 2020.

SRP will use the generation to supply Intel’s 
Chandler Ocotillo Campus, one of its largest 
global semiconductor manufacturing sites.

MAKE MINE A LARGE
Brazos Electric Power Cooperative has 
increased the amount of generation it will 
buy from 7X Energy’s Lapetus solar project in 
Texas in order to satisfy its members’ appetite 
for solar.

Under the revised deal, the co-op will buy 
67.5 MW from the project—up from 25 MW 
originally—for 20 years.

The PPA, executed on Sept. 4, has a unique 
structure, trademarked by 7X as SolarBlocks 
(PFR, 5/23).

The SolarBlocks program allows customers 
to contract blocks of fixed-rate solar gen-
eration at peak load hours years in advance at 

15-minute settlement intervals.
7X has been engaged in exclusive talks 

to sell the Lapetus project to Duke Energy 
Renewables Solar for several months (PFR, 
8/27). A deal is not yet thought to have been 
finalized and a spokesperson for Duke said 
the project was “ongoing.”

“Right now we’re focused on selling the 
power,” said an official at 7X. The project’s 
nameplate capacity is listed as 99.2 MW, sug-
gesting that some 31 MW is still available for 
other offtakers.

Construction is expected to begin in 
Andrews County in the next six months to 
allow operations to start in 2019.

PARIS, TEXAS
French industrial gas supplier Air Liquide 
has signed a long-term PPA for a portion of 
the output of a wind project in Texas.

The Paris-based corporation will buy 5 MW 
from NextEra Energy Resources’ 300 MW 
Fort McKavett wind project in Menard County 
under the terms of the deal.

Air Liquide, which produces gases for use 
in the medical, chemical and electronics 
industries, has A3 and A- credit ratings from 
Moody’s Investors Service and S&P Global 
Ratings, higher than many regulated utili-
ties.

The Fort McKavett wind project is expected 
to be online by the fourth quarter of 2020.

DIGITALLY EXECUTED
Brazilian telecom giant The Claro Group has 
signed a PPA with Engie Brasil for 30 MW of 
output from its Campo Largo Wind Farm in 
the Brazilian state of Bahia.

According to Engie, the completely digitally 
executed and signed contract enables the con-
struction of the second phase of the project.

Located in the municipalities of Umburanas 
and Sento Sé, the Campo Largo Wind Farm 
has a development potential of 686.7 MW, 
with Phase 1 consisting of 326.7 MW across 11 
farms, which will be operational by the end 
of the year.

Phase 2, for which the PPA was signed, is 
designed to have an installed capacity of 360 
MW, which will require an investment esti-
mated at R$1.7 billion ($440 million).   

Silicon Ranch, Strata Win Contracts in Georgia

205 MW
Total capacity contracted under PPAs 
signed with U.S. university offtakers so 
far this year, according to PFR data.

FAST FACT
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Algonquin Power & Utilities 
Corp. subsidiary Liberty Utili-
ties has agreed to acquire a Cana-
dian regulated utility and its gen-
eral partner from Enbridge.

The target is Enbridge Gas 
New Brunswick, which operates 
over 145 miles of gas distribu-
tion pipelines in southern New 
Brunswick, serving about 12,000 
customers.

The approximately C$331 mil-
lion ($250 million) cash transac-
tion is expected to close in the first 
half of 2019, subject to regulatory 
and government approvals. “It 
is anticipated the transition will 
take a number of months,” reads 
a statement issued by Enbridge. 

A spokesperson for Algonquin 
in Oakville, Ontario, did not 
immediately respond to inquiries 
pertaining to the financing of the 
acquisition. In a statement issued 
last week, Algonquin only said 
that the financing would be “con-
sistent with [its] current credit 
profile and strong investment 
grade credit rating.”

“I would interpret that to mean 
that they will maintain a roughly 
50% debt and 50% equity mix 
on their balance sheet,” says 
Jeremy Rosenfield, an equities 
research analyst at Industrial 

Alliance Securities in Montréal. 
In the past, Algonquin has 

issued a combination of senior 
unsecured notes, subordinated 
debt and preferred shares.

FIRST FOR ALGONQUIN
“From a strategic perspective it’s 
more of a tuck-in transaction than 
a strategic one, based on its size,” 
Rosenfield added. “They’ve made 
numerous acquisitions in the U.S. 
but this is the first regulated util-
ity business they’re acquiring in 
Canada.”

Dentons Canada and McInnes 
Cooper acted as legal advisers 
to Enbridge, which did not work 
with a financial adviser.

“For Enbridge, it’s a relatively 
small transaction in light of the 
$7.5bn in asset sales they already 
announced this year,” says Jen-
nifer Rowland, a senior equity 
research analyst on the energy 
team at investment firm Edward 
Jones in Québec, via email.

Earlier this year, Enbridge sold 
its Canadian gathering and pro-
cessing assets to an ArcLight 
Capital Partners affiliate, bring-
ing total non-core asset sales up to 
almost $7.5 billion this year as it 
transitions towards a pure pipe-
line and utility business model.   

LS Power has signed a deal to acquire Ener-
wise Global Technologies, the energy man-
agement and demand response firm that goes 
by its trade name CPower.

The seller is Miami-based mid-market pri-
vate equity firm  HIG Capital, which was 
advised by Harris Williams, Greentech Cap-
ital Advisors and law firm Kirkland & Ellis.

Morgan Stanley was LS Power’s financial 
adviser, meanwhile, and Milbank the buy-
side legal counsel.

The financial terms of the deal were not dis-

closed. Spokespeople for LS Power and HIG in 
New York either declined to comment or did 
not immediately respond to inquiries. The 
transaction is expected to close this month.

CPower provides energy management ser-
vices to commercial, industrial and govern-
ment organizations in the U.S.

Constellation wholly owned the business 
from 2010 until 2014 (PFR, 9/17/10), when 
HIG acquired a majority stake and merged it 
with its utility service provider Comverge. 
Constellation retained a minority stake at the 

time.
CPower will continue operating as a stand-

alone entity under LS Power’s management.
“This acquisition gives LS Power the oppor-

tunity to support the continued growth of 
CPower’s unmatched energy management 
platform through the advancement of its pro-
prietary technology, development of new 
products and ongoing delivery of superior 
customer service,” said David Nanus, co-
head of private equity at LS Power, in a state-
ment.   

Rumors are circulating that the 
unidentified party that had sought 
to outbid Oncor Electric Delivery 
Company for InfraREIT is none 
other than Canada’s Algonquin 
Power & Utilities. 

Oncor recently agreed to buy 
Hunt Consolidated’s publicly list-
ed InfraREIT for about $1.275 bil-
lion, plus the assumption of $945 
million of debt, in a complex trans-
action that is expected to close by 
mid-2019, subject to regulatory and 
stockholder approvals (PFR, 10/19). 

The unidentified bidder, whose 
identity has not been formally dis-
closed, had made a non-binding, 
rival acquisition proposal for the 
Texas utility during InfraREIT’s 
“go-shop” period, but recently 
abandoned the attempt (PFR, 12/4), 
leaving Oncor with a clear path. 

Deal watchers initially nar-
rowed down the identity of the 
bidder to three possibilities, nam-
ing Texas-based public utility El 
Paso Electric, Albuquerque-head-
quartered PNM Resources and 
Oakville, Canada-headquartered 
Algonquin, adding that financial 
and private equity players could 
also be contenders.

However, after the bid was with-
drawn, deal watchers in the U.S. 

and Canada tell PFR that Algon-
quin, whose name was picked out 
shortly after the competing bid was 
announced, is now the main name 
being discussed.

A spokesperson for Algonquin 
and members of its investor rela-
tions team in Ontario did not 
immediately respond to inquiries. 
Brook Wootton, InfraREIT’s Dal-
las-based vice president of inves-
tor relations, also did not offer any 
comment.

Oncor, meanwhile, is plowing on 
with the regulatory process for its 
acquisition of InfraREIT.

“On Friday last week we filed a 
sale transfer merger application 
with the Public Utility Commis-
sion of Texas,” an Oncor spokes-
person tells PFR. “It’s a critical fil-
ing and a critical step in our pro-
posed acquisition of InfraREIT. 
We believe our application dem-
onstrated we have our best deal on 
the table not only for the state of 
Texas but also for those assets in 
our portfolio.”

The Texas PUC’s regulatory 
review period spans 180 days, but 
as of its last legislative session, the 
commission now has the option to 
extend this by a further 60 days, 
adding up to 240 days in total.   

Algonquin Picks Up Gas Utility

LS Power Picks Up CPower Energy Management

Algonquin Rumored to 
be InfraREIT Bidder  
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Gulf Pacific Power  has closed a financing 
package for its purchase of the 745 MW Wash-
ington County simple-cycle gas-fired project in 
Linton, Ga.

MUFG was the lead arranger and bookrunner 
on the $259 million, seven-year debt package, 
which was signed on Nov. 30. 

The debt package, arranged through a vehicle 
called Georgia Gulf Generating, comprises 
a $151 million term loan, two letters of credit 
totaling $101 million and a $7 million revolver.

Associated Bank, CoBank, DZ Bank, Hela-
ba,  Raymond James,  Regions Bank,  Sie-
mens Financial Services  and  Zions 
Bank took part in the deal.

Gulf Pacific, which is a portfolio company of 
a fund managed by Harbert Management 
Corp. on behalf of the California Public 
Employees’ Retirement System, used the 
proceeds to finance its purchase of the fully-
contracted Washington County facility from 
Southeast PowerGen on the same date (PFR, 
5/4).

The plant has tolling agreements with Cen-
tral Georgia Electric Membership Corp. 

and Snapping Shoals Electric Membership 
Corp. through 2040 and with Georgia Power 
Co. through 2024. 

Spokespeople for Harbert in Birmingham, 
Ala., and CalPERS in Sacramento, Calif., 
declined to comment and officials at MUFG 
in New York did not immediately respond to 
an inquiry.

GE GETS OUT
The seller, Southeast PowerGen, was a joint 
venture between The Carlyle Group and GE 
Energy Financial Services  before Nov. 30, 
when Carlyle Power Partners acquired GE 
EFS’s 24.95% stake using some of the proceeds 
of the sale.

Southeast PowerGen used the rest of the $272 
million  proceeds to repay some of its term 
loan and reduce the amount of debt outstand-
ing at project finance vehicle called Macki-
naw Power, through which it used to own the 
Washington County project.

Spokespeople for GE EFS and Carlyle in New 
York declined to comment on the transactions, 
which were described in rating agency reports.

Southeast PowerGen put $197 million toward 
the repayment of its term loan, which is due in 
December 2021, leaving the outstanding princi-
pal under the loan at $224 million, according to 
a Nov. 29 report from Moody’s Investors Ser-
vice. Moody’s upgraded SEPG’s credit rating 
from B1 to Ba3 as a result of the transactions.

A further $35 million is earmarked for the 

reduction of Mackinaw’s $52.6 million senior 
secured debt pile through a debt exchange.

The new notes will have the same 6.3% cou-
pon as the old notes and will fully amortize 
in 2023, as before. Only the principal will be 
reduced.

S&P Global Ratings assigned the new Mack-
inaw notes a preliminary BBB+ rating on Nov. 
29. Moody’s rates the existing debt Baa3.

PEACH STATE PORTFOLIO
Mackinaw’s remaining assets following the sale 
of Washington County are the 309 MW Monroe 
and 465 MW Walton gas-fired units in Georgia 
(PFR, 3/10/17).

Their output is contracted with Georgia 
Power under fixed-price tolling agreements 
through May 2024, six month after the Macki-
naw debt is due to mature.

Besides the remaining Mackinaw pair, SEPG 
also owns three unencumbered assets in Geor-
gia. They are:
◆  the 677 MW Sandersville simple-cycle facility 

in Washington County, which has two tolling 
agreements totaling 300 MW with Morgan 
Stanley Capital Group through 2025 and 
2030 respectively;

◆  the fully merchant 527 MW Effingham com-
bined-cycle unit in Rincon; and

◆  the 330 MW Mid-Georgia topping-cycle 
cogeneration project in Kathleen, which is 
contracted with Georgia Power through 
2028.   

Gulf Pacific Buys Gas-fired Project

AltaGas Canada has slot-
ted another piece of its  capital 
structure into place, a $300 
million senior unsecured bond 
that will allow the listed Alta-
Gas  spin-off to repay an inter-
company loan from its parent.

The spin-off, via an initial 
public offering, was part of 
AltaGas’s strategy to repay the 
$3 billion bridge loan it took out 
to finance its $8.4 billion acqui-

sition of Washington D.C.-based 
gas utility WGL Holdings.

AltaGas Canada will use the 
proceeds of the ten-year bond 
offering to repay a portion of 
the $351.2 million it owes to 
AltaGas under an inter-compa-
ny promissory note dated Oct. 
18.

RBC Capital Markets and 
CIBC Capital Markets were 
the bookrunners on the bond, 

which was priced with a 4.26% 
coupon and closed as expected 
on Dec. 5.

The flotation and levering up 
of AltaGas Canada, a portfolio 
of Canadian utility and power 
assets, raised $911 million for 
AltaGas. The figure is slightly 
higher than previously reported 
because the IPO underwriters 
exercised a $35 million green-
shoe option in full (PFR, 11/21).

Besides the inter-company 
loans, the spin-off started life 
with a $250 million term loan 
B and and existing debt associ-
ated with the portfolio.

“There is a lot of money that 
AltaGas wants to see come in 
before year-end to help it with its 
rating review,” says Elias Fosco-
los, a senior equities analyst at 
Industrial Alliance Securities 
in Calgary. “I believe the ratings 
agencies just want to see that the 
deals have been done and the 
cash has come in.”   

AltaGas Canada Prices 10-Year Bond

STRATEGIES 

$224 million
The size of Southeast PowerGen’s 
outstanding term debt—due December 
2021—after the asset sale.

FAST FACT
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under a 50-year con-
tract. Brookfield bought it as part of its Beaver 
Power acquisition.

The Great Lakes system is contracted through 
2029, at which point Brookfield has an option to 
extend the PPA by a further 15 years at a price 
of C$60/MWh.

Great Lakes was financed in March 2014 with 
a C$150 million two-tranche bond issuance. 

The C$90 million senior notes, which had a 
weighted average life of six years, were priced 
at a 3.77% coupon while the C$60 million sub-
ordinated paper, which had a nine-year weight-
ed average life, had a 4.96% coupon.

DBRS rated the senior and subordinate bonds 
A (low) and BBB (mid) respectively.   

Hydro Global, a 50:50 joint venture 
between China Three Gorges Corp.  and 
EDP Energias de Portugal, has acquired 
an 80% stake in a 170.9 MW portfolio of 
run-of-river hydro projects in Colombia 
from Macquarie Development Corp.

The Talasa projects, owned through vehi-
cles called Talasa ProjectCo and Talasa 
Conexión are located on the Atrato river in 
the department of Choco.

This deal marks Hydro Global’s first 
investment in Colombia. The deal was 
signed on Nov. 19.

The value of the transaction was not dis-
closed, but the total cost of the projects was 
pegged at $500 million.

The transaction included 80% of the 

rights and obligations under shareholder 
loan agreements.

Macquarie Development Corp. is itself a 
joint venture between Macquarie Capital, 
China Communications Construction 
Co. and Banco Modal.

Colombia’s former president Juan Manu-
el Santos considered the project of national 
interest. It was initially the responsibility 
of local company Universal Stream before 
being taken on by the Talasa consortium.

Law firms Gómez-Pinzón Abogados, 
Baker McKenzie and Philippi Prietocar-
rizosa Ferrero DU & Uria represented 
buyer, sellers and target, respectively, 
while Garrigues advised Universal 
Stream.   

Brookfield Sells Chunks 
of Hydro Portfolio

China Three Gorges, EDP Buy Colombian Hydro

<< FROM PAGE 1

Sumitomo Corp. of Americas is 
wrapping up the sales process for 
a solar project in Nevada, PFR has 
learned.

Whitehall & Co., as the seller’s 
financial adviser, has been solicit-
ing second-round bids for the 50 
MW Turquoise Nevada project for 
several months (PFR, 23/10). The 
facility is located in Washoe Coun-
ty, next to the 10 MW Turquoise 

Liberty project that Sumitomo 
recently sold to Liberty Utilities 
(PFR, 10/17).

Sumitomo is on the verge of 
selecting its preferred bidder for 
Turquoise Nevada and expects to 
sign and possibly close a deal by 
the end of the year.

The two Turquoise projects are 
collectively known as the Tur-
quoise Solar Energy Project and 

are located at the Reno Technol-
ogy Park in the Truckee River Can-
yon, 15 miles east of downtown 
Reno.

Turquoise Nevada is scheduled 
to be brought online by the end 
of 2020 and will serve an Apple 
data center in nearby Sparks via 
NV Energy’s green energy rider 
program.

NV Energy has a 25-year power 

purchase agreement for the proj-
ect’s output at a base price of 
$30.99/MWh, escalating by 2% 
annually, and will resell the gen-
eration to Apple through the rider 
program. 

The Turquoise Solar complex 
was developed as a joint venture 
between Sumitomo and Reno-
based Estuary Capital Partners.

Officials at Sumitomo and 
Whitehall either declined to com-
ment or did not respond to inqui-
ries by press time.   

Sumitomo Nears Nevada Solar Project Sale

The  Washington Utilities and Transporta-
tion Commission  has rejected  Hydro One’s 
proposed acquisition of  Avista Corp.,  citing 
political interference in the affairs of the would-
be buyer, and triggering a $103 million termina-
tion fee.

Toronto-based Hydro One agreed to acquire 
the Spokane, Wash.-based utility for C$6.7 bil-
lion ($5.3 billion) in July of 2017. The deal won 
shareholder approval the following November 
and the blessing of the U.S.  Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission  in January this year 
(PFR, 4/26).

However, Avista’s state regulator issued an 
order denying the merger request on Dec. 5 on 
the grounds that it would not serve the public 

interest. The commission cited the Ontario pro-
vincial government’s influence over the man-
agement of Hydro One, in which it is the largest 
shareholder with a 47% stake.

Hydro One is now liable to pay Avista a $103 
million termination fee as stipulated in the 
merger agreement.

Moelis & Co.  and law firm  Kirkland & 
Ellis  are advising Hydro One while  Bank of 
America Merrill Lynch  and  Bracewell  are 
advising Avista.

POLITICAL INTERFERENCE
Following provincial elections in June, the 
Ontario government and Hydro One reached 
an agreement under which its ceo,  Mayo 

Schmidt, would retire and its entire board of 
directors would be replaced. The province’s Pre-
mier Doug Ford had dubbed the chief exec the 
“Six Million Dollar Man” because of his salary.

The province then passed a law limiting 
the compensation of Hydro One’s executives 
and allowing for the government’s continued 
involvement in the company’s affairs.

“There appears to be nothing that would pre-
vent this level of interference from occurring 
again if the government leadership becomes 
dissatisfied in some regard with decisions by the 
new board of directors or with the new CEO, or 
simply due to political considerations without 
regard to sound business practices,” reads the 
WUTC order rejecting the merger.   

Avista Acquisition Scuppered by State Regulator
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PEOPLE & FIRMS 

Exelon Corp. subsidiary Exelon Generation 
Co.  has filed a lawsuit against First Energy 
Solutions to prevent it from backing out of 
the $140 million sale of its retail and wholesale 
load-serving business, which was signed in 
July.

The deal, which provides for Exelon’s Con-
stellation to buy and honor about a million 
FES customer contracts, emerged from the for-
mer FirstEnergy Corp. competitive genera-
tion subsidiary’s Chapter 11 proceedings (PFR, 
7/12, 8/30).

Exelon accuses FES of stalling by postponing 
the bankruptcy court sales hearing five times, 
according to a complaint filed with the  U.S. 
Bankruptcy Court in Akron, Ohio, on Nov. 26.

Since the agreement between Exelon and FES 
provides for either party to back out of the deal 
as long as the sale does not take place by Dec. 31 
and neither of the parties have breached their 
obligations, Exelon has asked Judge Alan Kos-
chik to intervene so that the deal isn’t scuttled 
at the end of the month.

McGuire Woods  is acting as legal advis-
er to Exelon on the proceedings.  Akin 

Gump  and  Brouse McDowell  are represent-
ing FES.

“We will analyze this surprising disagree-
ment over FES’s sale of its electric consumer 
contracts to Exelon,” said  JP Blackwood, a 
spokesperson for the Ohio Consumer’s Coun-
sel,” via email. “And we may make further 
recommendations to the Bankruptcy Court, if 
needed for consumer protection.”

“ALTERNATIVE REORGANIZATION”
Exelon and FES initially entered into the asset 
purchase agreement, which represented a 
stalking horse bid, on July 9. After FES was 
unable to secure other qualified bids, Exelon 
became the successful bidder. 

However, FES later informed Exelon that cer-
tain creditor groups had requested more time 
to review the proposed sale, and adjourned a 
sale hearing scheduled for Sept. 21, first to Oct. 
12, and then to Oct. 26.

FES told Exelon that its creditors “were 
attempting to develop an alternative reorgani-
zation plan that may contemplate FES retain-
ing the Purchased Asset,” referring to the retail 

business Exelon had agreed to buy, according 
to the complaint.

FES adjourned the sale hearing three more 
times, to Nov. 5, then Nov. 27 and most recently 
to Dec. 17. 

“Exelon did not agree to any of the postpone-
ments of the Sale Hearing,” reads the com-
pany’s complaint. “In each instance, Exelon 
asked FES to move forward with the Sale Hear-
ing and work with Exelon to prepare to do so.”

“We continue to believe we are best suited to 
provide FES’ 900,000 customers with a broad 
array of energy products and services at com-
petitive prices,” an Exelon spokesperson in 
Baltimore told PFR.

Spokespeople for FES declined to comment 
beyond the details published in a Nov. 27 state-
ment, which reads: “FES creditors are conduct-
ing a thorough and comprehensive analysis of 
the proposed transaction and its ultimate value 
to the FES estate, creditors and other stake-
holders and whether the retention of the FES 
retail business compared with the proposed 
sale maximizes the value of such assets for all 
stakeholders.”   

Exelon Complains as FirstEnergy Drags Heels on Retail Book Sale

Boston law firm Sherin and 
Lodgen  is expanding its solar 
energy practice, having hired an 
attorney who once worked in-
house at a Massachusetts wind 
turbine start-up.

Bethany Bartlett, a partner 
who has been with the firm 
since 2006 and has overseen 
its solar practice, chairs the 
newly created renewable energy 
group, which represents lend-
ers, developers, municipalities, 
technology companies and real 
estate owners.

Last month, the firm added to 
its wind sector expertise with 
the hiring of Tyler Ballew as an 
associate from Massachusetts 
firm Rubin & Rudman.

Ballew was associate counsel 
at wind turbine start-up Ogin 
for nearly six years before going 
into private practice at Rubin.

The move into wind genera-
tion is understood to be linked 
to a recent hike in permitting 
activity in Sherin and Lodgen’s 
home state.

The firm is looking to advise 
on matters ranging from bids 
in utility request for propos-
als processes and negotiating 
power purchase agreements to 
tax credits, debt structuring and 
mergers and acquisitions.

The renewables team will be 
supported by the firm’s envi-
ronment law practice, which is 
led by partner Ronald Ruth.   

Renewables developer Light-
source BP has announced its intent 
to develop a presence in Brazil, fol-
lowing recent announcements of 
expansions within Europe.

The strategy in Brazil will be to 
develop fully-funded solar and 
storage projects focusing on the 
domestic  commercial and indus-
trial sector. The company will also 
develop a pipeline of greenfield 
solar projects for local utility cus-
tomers, participating in Aneel auc-
tions.

The developer plans to establish 
long-term partnerships with local 
developers in order to build its 
presence in this market.

Dev Sanyal, ceo of BP Alterna-
tive Energy, said that the com-

pany was focused on expanding its 
global footprint “particularly draw-
ing on BP’s international presence 
and relationships.” He said: “Sup-
porting this, we see significant 
opportunity to offer affordable, 
reliable, low-carbon power solu-
tions by integrating solar alongside 
our existing renewables business-
es.”

The company had previously 
announced, on Nov. 26, that it was 
expanding its European operations 
into the Iberian peninsula, led by a 
team in Madrid. The developer 
already has an established pres-
ence in the U.K., Ireland and the 
Netherlands. On Nov. 21, Light-
source announced its expansion 
into Italy.   

Boston Firm Adds Wind Expertise Lightsource Sets Sights on Brazil
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Frederic Petit has resigned from his posi-
tion as director in the New York project 
finance team of  Crédit Agricole  to join 
Investec’s growing line-up.

Petit had been with the French bank for 
almost 13 years, having joined as a credit 
analyst in March 2006.

He handed in his resignation on Mon-
day, say two project finance bankers, one 
of whom learned of the move at Milbank 
Tweed’s holiday party at the St Regis New 
York the same evening.

Crédit Agricole is understood to be look-
ing for a replacement.

Petit could not immediately be reached 
for comment and a spokesperson for 
Crédit Agricole in New York declined to 
comment.

Petit is expected to start officially at 
Investec in the New Year as a senior bank-
er reporting to co-heads of power Michael 
Pantelogianis and Ralph Cho.

South Africa-based Investec does not 
officially use the job title ranks commonly 

employed by other institutions, but Petit 
was a director at Crédit Agricole and his 
new position is assumed to be at a similar 
level of seniority.

“I think that he probably had to make 
a choice,” said a banker at another firm. 
“Am I going to be number two to Evan for 
the rest of my career or do I go to the next 
level?”

The banker was referring to Evan Levy, 
long-standing managing director for proj-
ect finance, energy and infrastructure at 
Crédit Agricole.

“Investec is an excellent choice,” the 

banker added. “Something new for him, 
something fun. Leaner, with a more entre-
preneurial atmosphere.”

Petit will be joining an Investec team 
that has been bolstered with a number of 
additions recently.

In December of last year, the bank 
brought on former  CIT Bank  and  BNP 
Paribas  staffer  Ren Plastina  to grow 
its cleantech and distributed generation 
business (PFR, 12/18/17). 

More recently, the firm brought on Sean 
Kulkarni  from  Mayer Brown  as a dedi-
cated in-house counsel for the project 
finance team (PFR, 11/1) and  Parag 
Patel, a junior project finance banker 
from Société Générale (PFR, 11/28).

Following the hiring of Petit, Investec is 
understood no longer to be looking for a 

replacement for Megan Don, an associate 
director who departed for Barings in Sep-
tember (PFR, 9/25).

Officials at Investec declined to com-
ment.   

Silicon Valley Bank  has 
appointed Ines Serrao as a vice 
president in its project finance 
team in New York, where she 
will report to her former boss 
from her time at  BBVA,  Kerri 
Fox, as well as Bret Turner.

Serrao joins SVB from ING, 
where she was a v.p. in the 
utilities, power and renewables 
group.

She had been at the Dutch 
bank for roughly 18 months, 
having joined in July 2017 from 
BBVA along with Gonzalo Ruiz 
de Angulo (PFR, 10/31/17). Ruiz 
de Angulo left ING six months 
later to join advisory firm Astris 
Finance in Spain (PFR, 1/10).

Before that, she spent almost 
10 years at BBVA, working her 

way up to the position of vice 
president during Fox’s tenure 
as head of the bank’s North 
American structured and proj-
ect finance team.

SVB appointed Fox as mar-
ket manager in April as part 
of a broader build-out of its 
energy and resource innova-
tion practice (PFR, 4/6). She 
co-heads project finance within 
the energy and resource inno-
vation group alongside Turner, 
who has been with SVB for more 
than a decade.

Serrao started in her new role 
at SVB on Dec. 3.

SVB is also understood to be in 
the process of seeking candi-
dates for a senior associate role 
in its project finance team.   

Starwood Capital Group has 
hired Armin Rothauser to head 
up the firm’s recently established 
transport, infrastructure and ener-
gy lending arm.

Rothauser will start in his new 
role in January. Before joining Star-
wood, he was managing director 
at Deutsche Bank in New York. 
There, he ran the bank’s transport, 
infrastructure and energy lending 
group before being appointed co-
head of its global structured credit 
business.

At Starwood, Rothauser will have 
a wide range of responsibilities 
including joining the investment 
committees of Starwood Proper-
ty Trust, which focuses on the real 
estate and infrastructure sectors, 
and the power credit business Star-

wood recently acquired from GE 
Energy Financial Services  (PFR, 
9/20, 9/25).

Previous roles held by Rothauser 
include managing director and 
head of global hard asset trad-
ing at Goldman Sachs,  manag-
ing director and aviation trader at 
RBS Greenwich Capital and vice 
president, credit derivative trader 
at Morgan Stanley.

“We are always looking for 
unique individuals with proven 
skills to help Starwood deliver on 
its plans to diversify its invest-
ments across multiple asset classes, 
and where we can deliver attractive 
risk adjusted returns for our inves-
tor clients,” said Barry Sternlicht, 
chairman and ceo of Starwood Cap-
ital Group, in a statement.   
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“Investec is an 
excellent choice... 
Something new for 
him, something fun”


