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Updates

 Streamlined 

processes

 Improved Data 

Quality

 Easily available 

data and analytics
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Upcoming Changes

Q1 2019

Q2 2019

2018 Project Finance Submission Opens 

Project Finance team will accept data submissions via 

Data Alliance Portal

2018 Data Submission Closes on the Portal

The data submission will be closed for June,30th

Q4 2019
2018 Project Finance Conference

In-person conference to present and discuss 2018 

Project Finance submission results
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Results Consistent With Past Studies

1.3%
Marginal Default

Rate (1 Year) 

77.5%
Ultimate Recovery

(Average)

5.6%
Cumulative Default 

Rate (10 Year)
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Agenda

1. Study Characteristics

2. Defaults

3. Recoveries



1 Study Characteristics
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Study Overview

8,257
Projects

69%
Project Finance 

Transactions Covered

570
Defaults

Project Count by Study Year Default Count by Study Year
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New Data Driven by Recent Originations

Projects in 2016 study

Projects new to 2017 study  

47% of new study projects originated in last three years

Over 1200 new projects added
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2017 Average Tenor Lower than Average
Loan Tenors Lowest Since 2012

Average Tenor | New Originations | All Active Projects 
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Infrastructure Has Longest Tenors
Above Average Tenor | Below Average Tenor
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Study Reflects Industry Trends

Moody’s Study Data | Refinitiv Industry Data 

Origination year distribution vs asset class: 0.93 correlation
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Regional Data Highly Correlated
Concentration by region vs asset class: 0.89 correlation

Moody’s Study Data | Refinitiv Industry Data 

» Study under-represents Asia; over-represents North America & West Europe
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Sector Data Highly Correlated
Concentration by sector vs asset class: 0.99 correlation

Moody’s Study Data | Refinitiv Industry Data 

» Study under-represents Manufacturing; over-represents Infrastructure



2 Defaults
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7+ Year MDR Below A Rated Corporate

Study Average | Moody’s Ratings
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20 Year CDR Comparable to A Rated

Study Average | Moody’s Investors Service Rated Corporate Debt

After year 7, PF curve flattens while 

corporate curves continue to rise.
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CDR’s Lower than 2016 
Except Eastern Europe

Middle East | Study Average | Latin America | Eastern Europe | Western Europe | Africa | North America | Asia | Oceania



Project Finance Data Alliance 2017 Study Results, March 2019 18

CDR’s Lower than 2016
Every Industry Improved

Media & Telecom | Study Average | Metals & Mining | Chemicals | Leisure | Power | Infrastructure | Oil & Gas
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Why Do Years to Default Matter
Slight Increase from 2016

2017 Study | 2016 Study 

added 3 “Other” defaults, 

avg 2.7 years to default

added 23 “Power” defaults,

avg 6.0 years to default

added 15 “O&G” defaults, 

avg 3.8 years to default

added 2 “leisure” defaults, 

avg 3.6 years to default
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Originations and Defaults Fell in 2017
3rd consecutive year of declined default count (lowest since 2007)

Simple Default Rate | New Originations | Active Projects
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CDR by Global Income Class Improves
High Income | OECD | Study Average | Non-OECD | Upper-Middle Income | Lower-Middle Income 

2017 Upper-middle-income default 

rate declined from the 2016 data 

moving them much closer to OECD

29 High Income countries keep Non-OECD CDR 

below Middle Income benchmarks.
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Power | Infrastructure | Oil & Gas

Power defaults spiked in 2016 after a steep 2015 decline. 

2017 saw a significant decline to the lowest since 2009

Defaults Down 
in Power, Infrastructure and Oil & Gas
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Power Defaults
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Non-Renewable | Renewable

Steady decline in Non-Renewable defaults since 2003

Increasing Renewable power defaults since 2010, but 2017 

shows a steep decline from 2014-2016

High concentration in Spain (20),  

5 in Italy and 1 in the USA

- Not a trend -
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Power | Infrastructure | Oil & Gas

Infrastructure defaults increased by one in 2017 from 2016 

and remain at the low levels of 2004-2008 

Power defaults spiked in 2016 after a steep 2015 decline. 

2017 saw a significant decline to the lowest since 2009

Defaults Down 
in Power, Infrastructure and Oil & Gas

Low single digit default count 1995-2008
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Transport Drives Infrastructure Defaults
Substantial improvements in 2016 and 2017
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Spain 2 1 4 2 4 5 1 19

Portugal 1 2 3 5 11

11/19 are transport defaults 
(8 of 19 defaults are BII)

all transport defaults
(7/11 defaults are BII)
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Defaults Down 
in Power, Infrastructure and Oil & Gas

Power | Infrastructure | Oil & Gas

Infrastructure defaults increased by one in 2017, still 

remain at the low levels of 2004-2008 

Power defaults spiked in 2016 after a steep 2015 decline. 

2017 saw a significant decline to the lowest since 2009

Oil & Gas defaults continued to decline since 2014.  2017 

experienced a slight increase in gas prices and a surge in 

renewable energy interest peaked in 2015 and is declining
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Oil Defaults Negatively Correlated With Oil Prices

Brent Spot Price (USD) | Oil & Gas Default Rate

Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration

sustained low oil prices

1 default

3 defaults

no defaults no defaults

financial crisis, high 

number of bankruptcies

PF loans outperform corporate 

O&G during peak period of 

bankruptcies, caused primarily by 

liquidity strain following fall in oil 

prices. (6 defaults)

1 default
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Project Finance Outperforms Corporate Spec Grade

Corporate Speculative Grade Default Rate | Oil & Gas Default Rate | Study Average

Source: Moody’s Investors Service: “Lessons Learned from the 2015 Oil Bust”

1 default

3 defaults

1 default
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Cumulative Default Rates and Expected Loss

0.29%

0.56%
0.77%

0.93%
1.05% 1.13% 1.18% 1.22% 1.25% 1.26%

2017 CDR | Expected Loss

EL = PD * LGD

LGD = 22.5%



3 Recoveries
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Recovery Volatility is Decreasing
Distressed Sales Average Recovery by Year | All Projects Average Recovery by Year

2013 is an outlier with 7 recoveries:   

2 are less than 55%, 1 is less than 

10%, 2 are 0% and 2 are 100%

6 full recoveries

10 years in a narrow range slightly 

below the overall average of 77.5%
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Highest Recovery: 
Middle-East, Eastern and Western Europe

2017 Study | 2016 Study 

4/280=1.4%

83/280=29.6%

40/280=14.3%

16/280=5.7%

94/280=33.6%

32/280=11.4%

7/280=2.5%

1 new 92% recovery was added to Eastern Europe to be 

combined with their history of full recoveries

5 new recoveries added averaging 41% Two very low Oil & Gas 

recoveries, One low recovery each for Infrastructure and Power

2 new low Infrastructure recoveries were added dropping the 

average from 86.2% to 77.6%.  Oceania only has 16 recoveries

4/280=1.4%

1 new full Metals & Mining recovery was added

30 recent Spanish defaults have no recovery data yet mostly in 

Power and Infrastructure 
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Highest Recovery: 
Power, Chemicals

2017 Study | 2016 Study 

Chemical recoveries declined to 87.0% from 94.0% in the 2016 

dataset. 1 new low petrochem recovery was added and 1 

existing recovery was adjusted downward.

O&G recoveries declined 4.7% to 66.5% from 71.2% in the 

2016 dataset. 11 new recovs averaged 56.1% with 4 below 

50% from 2009-2017.  Subsectors include Biofuels and E&P

Infrastructure recoveries declined 6.2% to 73.0% from 79.2% in 

the 2016 dataset. 13 new recoveries averaged 59.8% with 7 

below 50% from 2009-2017
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Power More Resilient Than Benchmark
Average Power Recoveries | Average Recoveries for All Projects

Only 1 power recovery in each year: 

2013 (9.5%), 2015 (90.6%), and 2016 (100.0%)

StDev Power = 24.1%

StDev All projects = 33.7%

1 recovery 2 recoveries



Project Finance Data Alliance 2017 Study Results, March 2019 35

Power Recoveries Independent of Cycle
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Average Renewable Recoveries | Average Non-Renewable Recoveries | Power Project Default Rates
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Conventional Recoveries > Renewables

Average Renewable Energy Production Recoveries | Average Conventional Energy Production Recoveries

1 recovery

2 recoveries

2 recoveries

1 recovery

1 recovery 1 recovery

1 recovery

Only 27 Renewable recoveries across 21 years

StDev conventional = 21.9%

StDev renewable  = 29.6%

StDev all = 24.1%
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High Recovery: Operational Projects

Average Recovery for Construction Projects | Average Recovery for Operational Projects

1 recovery

1 recovery

1 recovery

StDev construction = 38.5%

StDev operations = 33.0%

6 recoveries

StDev = 39.3%

Defaulted 

construction projects 

have recently 

provided higher 

recoveries than 

operational projects.
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High Operations Recovery: 
Leisure, Chemicals

Operational Projects

Industry Count Recovery StDev

Chemicals Production 11 87.0% 23.1%

Infrastructure 33 72.2% 32.1%

Leisure & Recreation 1 100.0%

Manufacturing 11 69.1% 42.6%

Media & Telecom 37 77.4% 35.5%

Metals & Mining 22 63.9% 39.9%

Oil & Gas 28 65.7% 40.7%

Power 90 89.9% 23.2%

Total Operations 234 78.9% 33.0%
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High Construction Recovery 
Infra, Power

Operational Projects | Construction Projects

Industry Count Recovery StDev

Infrastructure 7 80.9% 25.6%

Leisure & Recreation 2 62.0% 53.7%

Manufacturing 3 35.2% 56.2%

Media & Telecom 3 34.2% 57.0%

Metals & Mining 3 66.7% 57.7%

Oil & Gas 5 59.8% 43.8%

Power 17 81.9% 28.0%

Total Construction 40 69.8% 38.5%
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Construction > Operational Recoveries:  
Infra, Mining

Operational Projects | Construction Projects

Phase Industry Count Recovery StDev

Construction Infrastructure 7 80.9% 25.6%

Metals & Mining 3 66.7% 57.7%

Operations Infrastructure 33 72.2% 32.1%

Metals & Mining 22 63.9% 39.9%
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Restructuring based on Cause Of Default
Above Average Recovery | Below Average Recovery
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Default Type Impacts Recovery
Above Average Recovery | Below Average Recovery
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Partial Recoveries Take Longer to Workout

Years to Partial Recovery | Years to Full Recovery
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