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Our mission at Unity is simple yet profound: to create better access. Specifically,
Unity identifies, catalyzes, and capitalizes on the most compelling alternative
investment opportunities and shares them with our investors. In the long run, we
aim to level the playing field.

Today, our investments business predominantly focuses on high-yielding private
credit opportunities in the U.S. By building our origination network, underwriting
team, and fund administration capabilities in-house, we control the entire
investment process end-to-end to ensure quality and consistency. Selected for
asymmetrical risk-reward and downside protection, our private credit deals are
bespoke, privately negotiated, rigorously underwritten, and creatively structured.
To learn more, please visit www.unityinvestments.com.
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1Executive Summary

This two-part paper series asks a focused question:
Can the credit-fueled infrastructure buildout generate
sufficient cash flow to repay its debt? Part I sets the
market and structural context; Part II quantifies
repayment economics and stress scenarios.

Scale and Asset Mix
AI infrastructure capex is unprecedented: US$2.9
trillion by 2028 and US$5.2 trillion by 2030. Importantly,
the spend is concentrated in compute hardware
(servers and storage), which carries faster
depreciation and higher obsolescence risk than long-
lived real assets such as shells, land, and grid
infrastructure. For credit, the key issue is that assets
with very different lifespans are often financed together
in one capital stack.

Sponsors and the Financing Gap
Large projects span hyperscalers, sovereign investors,
and alternative-asset sponsors. While hyperscalers
can fund a significant portion internally, the 2025–2028
cycle still implies an estimated US$1.5 trillion of
external financing gap. Within that gap, private credit is
the dominant marginal supplier (~US$800 billion),
making its leverage, underwriting standards, and
vehicle structures central to system risk. Because
private credit often uses fund-level leverage, true
exposure may be higher than headline figures, but
remains difficult to measure given limited transparency.

Where Risk Actually Sits: Three
Credit Archetypes
The paper’s central analytic point is that credit risk is
determined by structure and repayment engine, not by
headline capex. AI infrastructure financing falls into
three recurring archetypes: project finance, GPU
platform credit, and hyperscaler balance sheet.
Together, these archetypes illustrate how risk
accumulates and migrates across a layered capital
stack, as different pools of capital with varying
durations, return targets, and loss tolerance finance
the same underlying assets.

Policy Adds Momentum, Not
Repayment
AI infrastructure is increasingly viewed as a strategic
national asset. Policy support may reduce the risk of
abandonment, but does not immunize private capital
from loss and may encourage overbuilding by
dampening market discipline, in some ways echoing
lessons from the Dot-Com telecom cycle.

Ultimately, the sustainability of the AI capex
supercycle depends on whether the cash flows
supporting layered credit structures prove durable.
Part II stress-tests these structures against
obsolescence, concentration, and systemic leverage.
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11. An Overview

While we believe AI will be transformative and
significantly boost global productivity, the basic laws of
economics remain unchanged. The danger lies in our
natural tendency to over-extrapolate. We are here to
separate the two and purely focus on analyzing
economic fundamentals. 

To ground the discussion, we map the buildout (scale,
sponsors, and asset allocation) and then dissect how
credit is being deployed across the capital stack,  from
construction loans and permanent takeouts to GPU
platform credit and hyperscaler balance-sheet funding.
We conclude by organizing these exposures into 

three archetypes that clarify where risk truly resides.

Ultimately, the goal is to equip readers with a clear,
fact-based understanding of AI infrastructure finance
and to break down the key risks that concern lenders.
The private credit market is inherently opaque;
however, by meticulously combing through hundreds
of pages of industry and company research, we hope
to provide a detailed and grounded analysis of how
credit flows into the sector today, based on observable
precedents and identifiable financial dynamics, to
assess what that implies for the sector’s future stability.

1.1 Preface
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DESIGNERS BUILDERS ENERGIZERS

Computational Hardware:
Dominating the spend, an estimated US$3.3
trillion (64%) is allocated to servers (primarily

GPUs/CPUs) and storage. This is the core
productive asset whose utilization and

technological obsolescence are primary
credit risks.

Facility Construction: 
Approximately US$0.8 trillion (16%) is

allocated to labor, shell, site development,
and land, or assets with longer physical
lifespans that are dependent on tenant

demand.

Power & Network Infrastructure:
Roughly US$1.0 trillion (20%) funds electrical
systems, power generation, and networking,
representing critical enabling infrastructure
with its own distinct value and risk profile.

2. How Big is the Market &      
    Who are the Sponsors?

2.1.1 US$5.2 Trillion: Global AI Infrastructure
Projection Through 2030

Our analysis begins with an observable fact: the
investment quantum for AI is unprecedented.
Specifically, we estimate US$2.9 trillion of AI-related
capex by 2028 and US$5.2 trillion by 2030.*  The
breakdown of this expenditure, detailed in Figure 1,
reveals the capital allocation and underlying assets
that credit markets are being asked to finance by 2030.

,1,2

Although the investment quantum is relatively clear,
the path is not. The steep 34% CAGR implied between 

2.1 Size of the AI Infrastructure 
Buildout

our 2028 and 2030 anchor points represents a
consensus buildout, assuming today's severe
constraints are resolved. The true trajectory, however,
can be dictated by forces such as (1) downside
technological shock that comes with the shift to
inference and breakthroughs in silicon efficiency,
which could suppress per-unit hardware demand, and
(2) upside cost shock resulting in persistent constraints
and fractured supply chains that could instead inflate
capital intensity per watt.

For credit analysis, the precise CAGR is less critical
than this range of outcomes. Our anchor points
establish the scale of capital committed under the
current paradigm, allowing us to stress-test financing
structures against the disruptions that could render
them most vulnerable.

* Projections for AI infrastructure investment vary significantly, ranging from ~US$3 trillion (JLL, Morgan Stanley) to US$5.2 trillion (McKinsey). This
variance stems from differing methodological lenses, but reveals three convergent truths critical for credit analysis: unprecedented scale, dominant
cost drivers by compute hardware and power infrastructure, and structural imperative—at this magnitude, sustainability depends less on the
headline capex figure and more on the financing structures deployed to fund it. We use McKinsey's US$5.2 trillion projection as a conservatively
ambitious anchor that best captures the full capital intensity of the AI stack and illuminates the systemic credit risks under examination.
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Breakdown of 2028 & 2030 AI Capex Estimates

Figure 1.  Segment allocations of US$2.9 trillion and US$5.2 trillion total AI capex estimate. See Appendix 2.1 for specific dollar
amounts and percentage breakdowns.
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Major Announcements & Estimates

Figure 2.  Major AI infrastructure announcements and estimates. Figure 2 reflects major publicly disclosed, market-visible projects rather than an
exhaustive measure of total global capacity expansion. See Appendix 2.2 for further details, due dates, debt lenders, and equity sponsors.

18

NORTH AMERICA EMEA ASIA
Stargate USA: US$500 billion4,5

OpenAI led Gigawatt‑scale data centers.

Softbank AI Robotics: US$1,000 billion6

High‑tech "AI industrial parks" in Arizona.

Hyperscalers: US$600 billion7

AI-related capex.

xAI Colossus: US$10 billion8

Expand supercomputer facility in Memphis
(from 200,000 to 1 million GPUs).

Meta Hyperion: US$27 billion9

Power, cooling, and connectivity for data
center campus in Louisiana.

EU InvestAI Initiative: US$235 billion11

Pan‑European AI infrastructure &
gigafactories, €200 billion.

Stargate UAE: US$20 billion12

OpenAI led project. Phase one involves
building a 200 MW AI cluster in Abu Dhabi.

HUMAIN: US$77 billion14

AI company owned by the Saudi Public
Investment Fund (PIF), with project to build

6.6 GW of AI data‑center capacity.

China Internet: US$98 billion15

Government and internet company AI
infrastructure (State & Big Tech). 

Reliance: US$11 billion16

Project to build 1 GW of AI data‑center
capacity in Visakhapatnam, India.

Adani: US$10 billion17

Project to build two AI data-centers each
with 1 GW of capacity in India.

How Big is the Market & Who are the Sponsors?2

2.1.2 Major AI Infrastructure Announcements Though not exhaustive, these projects alone account
for a meaningful US$2.5 trillion of infrastructure spend. 

While these announcements underscore the sheer
size of the investment, they also raise a pivotal
question: who will finance this buildout, and what are
the implications for credit markets? 

Spanning North America, EMEA, and Asia, massive
gigawatt-level data center undertakings sponsored by
listed companies and sovereign wealth funds alike are
sprouting up globally.

OpenAI’s “Stargate” 
Stargate’s scale is real, but committed equity covers only a small
fraction of projected capex, leaving execution, refinancing, and
technology risk squarely with lenders over long construction
timelines. At the same time, the enormous funding gap also
highlights the uncertainty surrounding the project’s scale and
execution timeline. 

Overview and Scope of the Program
In January 2025, OpenAI, SoftBank, and a consortium of
partners announced Stargate, a long-term initiative to build up to
10 GW of AI data center capacity.  By September 2025, the
partners disclosed five U.S. sites (three Oracle-led and two
SoftBank‑led campuses). These five sites account for almost
7GW and over US$400 billion of committed investment, out of
the program’s ultimate target of 10GW and US$500 billion.

19
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The initiative is structured as a network of multiple campuses
rather than a single “mega‑facility.” Its scale dwarfs typical
data‑center projects.

To understand where such a vast sum is allocated, the planned
US$500 billion investment can be broken down across key
technical domains (see Appendix 2.3 for further details):

Compute Hardware: US$200−225 billion
Data Center Construction: US$125−150 billion
Power Infrastructure: US$50−75 billion
Networking Infrastructure: US$25−40 billion
Operational Expenses: US$25−40 billion
Contingency: US$10−20 billion
Software Platform & Tools: US$15−25 billion
Research & Development: US$10−15 billion
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Per‑gigawatt costs vary widely due to uncertainty around GPU
architecture, power design, cooling density, and redundancy
requirements. Small design choices can shift total capex by tens
of billions of dollars, materially amplifying lender exposure.

Funding Commitments and the Financing Gap
Initial press coverage emphasized that Stargate would be funded
through a combination of equity from sponsors and massive debt
issuance; however, the actual equity committed has been
modest relative to the headline budget. Specifically, OpenAI and
SoftBank reportedly committed US$19 billion each toward
Stargate’s initial funding (40% stakes apiece); Oracle and Abu
Dhabi-backed MGX were reported to contribute US$7 billion
each.*,20,21

These contributions amount to about 10.4% of the US$500
billion target, leaving a funding gap of roughly US$450 billion.
The intention is to finance the remainder through public and
private capital markets. Six months after launch, press reports
noted that site selection and power procurement were still
unresolved for several campuses, contributing to delays in
project execution. In short, the project’s headline is real, but the
path to completion is fraught with funding, technology, and
execution risks that mirror the broader uncertainties of the AI
infrastructure cycle.

2.2 The Hyperscalers 
The Hyperscalers—namely, Amazon Web Services
(AWS), Google Cloud, Microsoft Azure, Meta, and
Oracle—are the primary drivers of demand, but not the
sole source of capital.** While they can fund a
significant portion of capex from robust operating cash
flows—projected at over US$500 billion in 2025—they
still tap debt markets at scale to preserve liquidity and
fund long-duration infrastructure.

The Hyperscalers are projected to spend ~US$320
billion on AI-related capex in 2025.  In 3Q 2025 alone,
they spent US$142 billion.  In particular, Amazon
leads this cohort with a US$100 billion allocation to
scale AWS’s AI footprint. Signaling a growing appetite
and conviction, Hyperscaler investments are
concentrated on expanding data center capacity,
strengthening backbone networks, and enhancing
computational capabilities.

22

23

Despite their cash generation, the Hyperscalers have
become large debt issuers. In 2025, the group issued

about US$121 billion in bonds—four times their five-
year average—to help fund infrastructure while
preserving internal cash for other uses.29

2.3 Anatomy of the US$1.5
Trillion Financing Gap
Projected over the full 2025-2028 cycle, the total AI
infrastructure capital requirement reaches US$2.9
trillion. As shown in Table 5, roughly half, or around
US$1.4 trillion, is expected to be funded internally from
Hyperscaler operating cash flows. The remaining
US$1.5 trillion must be sourced externally, comprising
US$1.15 trillion in credit and US$350 billion in other
capital, creating a massive demand for credit and
alternative capital that will profoundly stress-test the
capacity and risk appetite of global financial markets.
Below is a detailed breakdown of the funding sources.
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Continued...

Figure 3.  AI infrastructure capex and operating cash flow of
the Hyperscalers in 2025.
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* Separately, OpenAI has reportedly agreed to spend US$300 billion with Oracle for AI compute capacity (4.5GW), a commercial hosting/offtake
arrangement distinct from Stargate’s equity funding.
** Capitalized “Hyperscalers” refers specifically to Amazon Web Services, Google Cloud, Microsoft Azure, Meta, and Oracle, while the lower case
“hyperscalers” refers to all companies that build and operate data centers to provide on-demand cloud computing services. We define a sub-
category because 1) they are the most influential, and 2) it is easier to quantify their spendings and cash flows versus those of the industry.

Figure 4.  Breakdown of financing paths. Includes 1) Hyperscalar
Cash Flow, 2) Other Capital (PE , VC , SWFs ), 3) Corporate
Debt , 4) Securitized Credit (ABS , CMBS ), and 5) Private Credit
(via ABF and debt funding of JVs). See Appendix 2.4 for further
details.
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efficiency and provide liquidity pathways for early
investors, it also amplifies the risks of layered
leverage, related-party transactions, and growing
exposure to less sophisticated private-wealth capital.*
These dynamics raise questions about arm’s-length
valuation, transparency, and investor understanding of
complex, illiquid structures originally designed for
institutional balance sheets.39

Fund Level Leverage
Public filings and ratings commentary show that large,
public direct-lending vehicles—commonly called
Business Development Companies (BDCs)—operate
with debt-to-equity ratios above 1x and in some cases
approaching regulatory caps of 2x, reflecting material
balance-sheet leverage.37,38

The implication is that private-credit lending often
enters asset-level structures already levered at the
platform level, before any additional project-level debt
is applied. Effective system leverage is therefore likely
higher than commonly measured, and widely cited
aggregate figures—such as the US$800 billion private-
credit estimate—most plausibly reflect gross loan
origination or exposure rather than unlevered equity
capital, though opacity around fund-level leverage
limits precise system-wide measurement.

A second, more aggressive interpretation is that the
US$800 billion figure reflects equity capital committed
to private credit funds, rather than the total capital
deployed. In that case, applying standard fund-level
leverage of 1.0-1.2x would imply US$1.4-1.6 trillion of
actual lending capacity to AI infrastructure. This would
introduce a second layer of leverage on top of already
levered project finance structures, materially amplifying
systemic exposure and increasing the potential for pro-
cyclical stress. 

In short, the first interpretation is more consistent with
industry reporting conventions and is therefore more
likely; however, the lack of transparency around how
private credit exposure is measured means the second
scenario cannot be ruled out. The true level of system
leverage likely lies between these bounds, as most
private credit funds are not transparent with their actual
levels of borrowing, potentially obscuring the true scale
of leverage embedded in the financing of AI
infrastructure.

Fundraising Continuity and Capital Recycling
A further structural weakness lies in the system’s
reliance on continuous capital recycling. Large
sponsors increasingly operate multi-vehicle platforms
—spanning closed-end private funds, non-traded
REITs, and BDCs—to rotate assets, access different
investor bases, sustain AUM growth, and extend
maturities. While this structure can improve capital 
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* For example, Brookfield’s non-traded REIT annual report risk factors explicitly warn that acquiring properties from affiliates may create conflicts
and may lack arm’s-length negotiations. 

Part 1: Two Separate Transaction Facts

The US$27 billion Meta Hyperion Joint Venture40,41

Meta partnered with Blue Owl funds in an 80/20 JV to develop
the US$27 billion Hyperion Louisiana campus. For its equity
share, Blue Owl contributed an initial US$7 billion in cash.
Market reports indicate the project debt was structured US$27
billion private placement, with PIMCO subscribing to US$18
billion and BlackRock to over US$3 billion, and with an interest
rate of 6.6%. Upon completion, Meta will enter into operating
lease agreements with the JV and provide a residual value
guarantee for the first 16 years of operations.

The US$3.3 Billion BODIT Portfolio Acquisition42

In a separate transaction, Blue Owl launched Blue Owl Digital
Infrastructure Trust (BODIT), a REIT. BODIT raised US$1.7
billion and used it to acquire a US$3.3 billion portfolio of 11
stabilized data centers from Blue Owl’s Fund I. The transaction
was structured ‘net of existing debt assumed,’ resulting in a net
equity purchase price of approximately US$1.5 billion, and
implies roughly US$1.8 billion in pre-existing leverage.

Part 2: The Capital Lifecycle Model

While the two transactions involve entirely separate assets and
are not directly linked, they exemplify the recurring, sequential
phases that characterize Blue Owl’s integrated platform strategy.

Origination: Blue Owl-managed funds deploy equity (e.g.,
the US$7 billion commitment) to secure controlling stakes in
hyperscaler-anchored development projects, which are
financed with massive project-level debt (e.g., the reported
~US$27 billion private placement). This creates new,
institution-grade assets within dedicated vehicles.

Transition – Stabilization: Post-construction, once the
asset’s risk profile shifts and lease cash flows are
established (as with Meta’s long-term lease), the project
transitions from a development bet to stabilized
infrastructure with predictable returns, ready for long-
duration ownership.

Recycling: The BODIT acquisition is an example of this
phase. Vehicles like BODIT, designed as permanent capital,
exist to absorb mature assets. By purchasing the US$3.3
billion stabilized portfolio from its own earlier Fund I, Blue
Owl recycles capital, provides a liquidity event for Fund I
investors, and seeds a new perpetual fee-generating vehicle.

Blue Owl's Capital Cycle:
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Having established the scale of deployment and
principal sources of capital, we should note that,
importantly, credit risk is based on how that capital is
structured, what assets or cash flows sit beneath it,
and which assumptions lenders are implicitly
underwriting. Two AI infrastructure projects of similar
size may carry different risk profiles depending on
whether repayment relies on enterprise-level cash flow,
stabilized lease income, contracted compute
revenues, or future asset monetization.

This distinction becomes especially salient in a market
characterized by rapid technological iteration, long 

construction and manufacturing timelines, and
heterogeneous asset lives. GPUs, power
infrastructure, shells, and land do not depreciate—or
retain value—on the same schedule, yet they are often
financed together within a single capital stack. As a
result, credit exposure is shaped less by headline
capex figures and more by where lenders sit in the
stack and what ultimately services the debt.
With this context established, the analysis turns to how
credit is structured in practice. The following
archetypes are not theoretical categories but
observable financing patterns that determine where
risk ultimately resides.

Importantly, the BODIT transaction does not constitute a
committed or announced exit pathway for the Hyperion project.
Rather, it serves as an observable precedent that informs
investor expectations regarding Blue Owl’s capacity to manage
asset transitions across vehicles as assets mature.

The Strategic Takeaway: Why the Connection Matters
Taken together, the Meta JV and the BODIT transaction reveal a
continuous financing loop rather than isolated deals.
Development-stage, hyperscaler-anchored assets can be
originated within closed-end funds—while vehicles like BODIT 

Continued...

 function as absorbers of mature assets, extending platform AUM
and fundraising capacity.

This model enhances capital efficiency and supports continuity
of fundraising. At the same time, it creates layered leverage and
potential conflict of interest. The fragility, therefore, resides in the
strategy’s dependence on two continuous flows: the
uninterrupted origination of new, levered projects by closed-end
funds, and the uninterrupted appetite from permanent capital
vehicles (and their underlying investors) to absorb the resulting
stabilized assets. A failure in either flow risks stalling the entire
engine.

Figure 5. Blue Owl’s data center playbook that could facilitate the Meta Hyperion joint venture.

Blue Owl’s Data Center Playbook

Blue Owl’s Fund I acquired 11 data centers
Investors seek high, absolute returns over a defined
period (e.g., 7-10 years) and a clear exit.
Fears: The project fails or exits are not realized.

Funded with US$7 billion in equity from Blue Owl
US$7 billion from a new group of investors.
The structure set in the precedent signals a tested exit
plan—potential for investors to rely on Blue Owl to
replicate the BODIT model for Hyperion despite high
leverage.
Fears: Project delays and financing frictions could
strand investor capital.

THE PRECEDENT

META HYPERION

US$1.7 billion fundraise by BODIT to acquire 11 data
centers from Fund I

The vehicle allows for exit and offtake arrangements
both from and with Blue Owl.
Investors prioritize reliable dividend yield and capital
preservation, accepting illiquidity for higher income.



3. The AI Infrastructure & 
Credit Archetypes

Private credit financing of AI infrastructure is
heterogeneous, segmented by borrower type,
collateral, and repayment engine.

We have identified three main AI infrastructure credit
archetypes: 1) the Project Finance archetype, 2) the
GPU Platform archetype, and 3) the Hyperscaler Build-
to-Operate (BtO) archetype. Together, these
archetypes form a stacked and interdependent
financing ecosystem rather than a linear spectrum,
with capital flowing through different structures at
different stages of the AI infrastructure lifecycle. This
section elucidates how risk is engineered, where cash
flows originate, and why certain layers attract private
credit while others remain the domain of investment-
grade capital markets.

3.1 Lay of the Land

3.2.1 Archetype 1A: Construction Financing

WHAT LENDERS UNDERWRITE: construction
execution, grid interconnection, and lease‑up
timing. 
WHAT BREAKS FIRST: refinancing access if
stabilization is delayed or rates rise.

Spending on data centers is expected to outpace
office-building construction as soon as next year,
marking a major shift in US commercial real estate.  In
project finance, credit is broken down into the
construction phase and the completed phase. During
construction, lenders provide short-term construction
and bridge financing to a developer or project SPV
before a data center is fully built and leased. Since the
asset generates no operating cash flow during this
phase, lenders depend on reserves, advance
payments, or sponsor support to cover interest.
Repayment is ultimately tied to the asset’s economic
viability after completion. 
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Once the project is delivered and leased, the borrower
is expected to refinance the project with long-term
permanent debt—namely, Commercial Mortgage-
Backed Securities (CMBS), Asset Backed Securities
(ABS)—or sell the project to repay the loan.44,45

3.2 Archetype 1: Project Finance

Construction financing structures like mini-permanent
loans, which bridge construction and early operations,
are common. These typically have a total tenor of three
to four years, after which refinancing at stabilization is
anticipated.

In this archetype, the borrower is typically a project-
level SPV with equity contributed by the sponsors and
debt raised on a limited-recourse basis against the
project’s cash flows.  The SPV owns the data center
and isolates the sponsor from direct balance-sheet
exposure, while long-term lease commitments from
hyperscaler tenants underpin the revenue used to
repay the financing.

9
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Financing is underwritten on construction execution
risk, grid interconnection timing, and future lease
commitments. Lenders often require robust
Engineering, Procurement, and Construction (EPC)
contracts, performance bonds, and completion
guarantees to mitigate delivery risk. Grid connection
and tenant pre-leasing milestones are often
requirements for drawdowns, reflecting the importance
of minimizing execution risk before stabilization.47

A high-visibility, real-world example is the large
Oracle-linked data center campus in New Mexico,
where a consortium of 20 banks provided a US$18
billion facility to support development tied to Oracle as
an anchor tenant. The reported pricing was Secured
Overnight Financing Rate (SOFR) + 250bps, with a
four-year maturity and extension options. The loan will
be repaid upon completion and lease-up of the
facility.48

Principal risks are mainly execution risk (namely,
delays, cost overruns, and grid interconnection) and
lease-up risk (such as failure to secure anchor tenants
on favorable terms). If interest rates rise or market
conditions deteriorate during the construction period,
developers may struggle to refinance their bridge
facilities into permanent debt, potentially leading to
distress or lender takeovers to complete and stabilize
the asset. Further, utilities now frequently demand
cash or letters of credit covering a project's share of
grid-upgrade costs—often US$50–150 million or more
for a single facility.  This multi-million-dollar-per-
megawatt liquidity burden must be posted before 

49
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construction, acting as a severe filter that favors only
the deepest-pocketed sponsors and adding a material,
pre-revenue credit risk for lenders.50

With 57% of AI data center construction projects
experiencing holdups of three months or more in 2025,
tenants should anticipate later completion dates and
incorporate flexibility into their timelines as delays in
construction and supply chains will persist, impacting
project schedules.51

3.2.2 Archetype 1B: Permanent Financing

WHAT LENDERS UNDERWRITE: stabilized lease
cash flows and tenant credit quality. 
WHAT BREAKS FIRST: asset values under
oversupply or pricing pressure.

Permanent Financing refinances stabilized assets into
long-term debt backed by lease cash flows. In the U.S.,
this transition is increasingly supported by structured
finance markets, in particular by CMBS and ABS.*
The public ABS market provides a critical outlet for
long-term lending on stabilized, leased facilities, with
strong tenant covenants and predictable cash flows
underpinning the permanent financings.  In 2026,
the market could witness data center ABS and CMBS
originations surging to US$50 billion.

,34,35

52,53

54

A clear illustration of a stabilized takeout is
Blackstone’s US$3.5 billion CMBS refinancing of ten
QTS data centers, backed by the data centers
themselves. Reported terms include a floating coupon
around 6.3%, interest-only payments for an initial two-
year period, and up to three one-year extension
options.  The deal reflects how mature data center
assets can access long-dated, structured capital at
scale from institutional investors. 

55

Demand for the leased, stabilized assets backing
permanent financing remains strong. We expect lease
rates to grow at a 5-7% CAGR through 2030. At the
same time, 77% of capacity under construction is
already pre-committed.  Part of this demand comes
from hyperscalers who are opting to lease space from
third-party owners instead of building all their own
facilities. In 2024, 40% of hyperscaler data center
capacity in the US was leased from third-party owners,
up from 35% in 2023, while the remaining 60% was
developed and operated directly by hyperscalers  

56

themselves. At the same time, public and private funds
are increasingly prioritizing the sector, with 95% of
major institutional investors planning to raise their
allocations to data centers;  however, this aggressive
pre-committing itself could mask future oversupply if
demand forecasts are overly optimistic, a risk for
permanent lenders relying on long-term cash flow
stability.

43

3.3 Archetype 2: GPU Platform
Credit

WHAT LENDERS UNDERWRITE: platform
execution and the contracted compute revenues.
and the assumed economic durability of GPU
collateral over the debt tenor.
WHAT BREAKS FIRST: cash flow if platform
utilization falters, deployment is delayed, customer
concentration becomes a risk, or rapid GPU value
changes.

Secured lending to a GPU-cloud (“neocloud”) platform
is often used to acquire GPU computing infrastructure
and the relevant equipment (“compute/equipment
SPVs”). A typical borrower is an acquisition SPV within
a broader operating platform. The SPV owns/holds the
GPU fleet and related infrastructure, which it pledges
to the lender as collateral. On top, the parent provides
additional credit support through guarantees and
equity pledges. 
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GENERAL DATA CENTER

Monthly Office Construction Spending

Figure 6.  Monthly construction spending on private general office
buildings and data centers. General includes administration
buildings, computer centers, office buildings, and professional
buildings. Data centers refers to buildings that cater to the hardware
needed for storing, processing, and transmitting digital information.

57

0

1

2

6

3

5
4

U
S$

 b
ill

io
ns

2018 20242021 2022 202320202019 2025

* Over the trailing twelve months ("TTM"), CMBS and ABS issuance combined totaled US$557 billion (November 2024 to November 2025).
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Lenders monitor performance using contract-linked
tests like a Contract Realization Ratio, which measures
actual billings/receipts versus projected contracted
cash flows.  The repayment engine is built around the
expected cash flow to be “guaranteed” by multi-year
committed compute contracts.  

58

That said, a fundamental risk underlies this collateral
model: GPUs are subject to rapid technological
obsolescence, as new architectures will likely deliver
performance leaps and steadily erode the economic 

value of prior generations. For lenders, this creates a
structural vulnerability, as multi-year debt amortization
must outpace the depreciation of the assets securing
the loan. This risk may be compounded by a potential
workload transition around 2027, when AI inference
workloads may overtake training, a transformation that
can undermine the utilization and pricing assumptions
embedded in today’s GPU cloud contracts as
inference is often more distributed and cost-sensitive.
These risks will be examined and quantified further in
Paper II.59,60

CoreWeave: A GPU-Compute “Neocloud”
Scaling via Structured Credit

CoreWeave exemplifies the GPU platform credit model: heavy
leverage today in exchange for future contract cash flows. The
company has US$50 billion in remaining performance
obligations backed by multi-year, take-or-pay contracts with
customers like OpenAI and Meta, typically supported by 15–25%
prepayments. Nevertheless, the near-term financial picture is
stark, as 1H 2025 operating cash flow was negative US$190
million, while capex reached US$3.9 billion, highlighting the gap
between massive upfront hardware spend and delayed revenue
realization.61

To bridge this gap between future promises and current funding
needs, CoreWeave employs a layered capital structure:

Secured, Asset-Backed SPV Debt:
Fulfilling specific long-term contracts (e.g., with OpenAI).

August 2025: US$2.6 billion secured delayed-draw term
loan (DDTL 3.0) raised through specific acquisition entities
(e.g., Coreweave Compute Acquisition Co. VII, LLC)
Pricing: SOFR +400 bps
Collateral: GPU62,63

Unsecured Senior Notes (Non-Convertible):
General corporate purposes and debt repayment.

July 2025: US$1.75 billion of senior unsecured notes
Pricing: 9.00% coupon, issued at par
Maturity: February 1, 203164

Unsecured Senior Notes (Convertible):
Diversify funding sources and provide equity conversion
optionality.

December 2025: US$2.25 billion of 1.75% convertible
senior notes due 2031, upsized from an initial US$2.0 billion
Maturity: 2035
Pricing: 1.75% coupon65

Rating: Fitch rating ‘BB-/RR4’66

CoreWeave’s capital structure—secured, asset-backed SPV
facilities alongside unsecured corporate notes—has produced

very high leverage. It has a total indebtedness of US$14.2 billion,
while EBITDA for the nine months ended September 30, 2025,
totaled US$1.7 billion, implying an 8.5x Debt/EBITDA ratio and
4.0x Debt/Revenue ratio as CoreWeave generated US$3.6
billion of revenue over the same period.*,67

For creditors and the system at large, it reflects several core
risks:

The Cash Flow Mismatch: Negative free cash flow occurs
despite a US$50 billion+ contract backlog (RPO).
Layered & Concentrated Leverage: US$18.8 billion total
debt stacking secured SPV loans with unsecured/corporate
debt. Historic revenue concentration where 77% of revenue
came from the top 2 customers.
Execution as the Collateral: Repayment depends on
flawlessly deploying capital to fulfill massive, multi-year take-
or-pay contracts. The asset (GPU) value is secondary to
platform performance.
The “Sponsor” is a Contract: Credit support comes not
from a balance sheet but from contract prepayments (15–
25% TCV) and the credibility of the counterparty (e.g., Meta,
OpenAI). Lender underwriting is on the future platform’s
viability.
Collateral Obsolescence vs. Debt Tenor: The secured
SPV debt being collateralized by GPUs creates a structural
mismatch between multi-year debt amortization schedules
and the sub-two-year technological replacement cycle,
potentially exposing lenders to collateral decay even if
contracts perform as expected.

The market is already partially pricing in this elevated risk profile,
as CoreWeave’s share price dropped by over 50% from its peak
in the second half of 2025.  Compared to established
hyperscalers, CoreWeave pays a significant premium for debt.
For example, its recent secured term loan is priced at SOFR
+400bps, a spread approximately 355 basis points wider than a
benchmark hyperscaler investment-grade credit facility from
Amazon priced at SOFR +45bps.**  This differential reflects
how lenders underwrite the higher platform and execution risk
inherent in the GPU neocloud model.

68

,63,69
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* EBITDA: US$1,677,046,000 (for the nine months ended September 30, 2025) = Operating Income + Depreciation and Amortization =
US$43,589,000 + US$1,633,457,000 = US$1,677,046,000
** Both cases are senior secured credit facilities, and the ~355 bps spread is the debt market's direct pricing of the incremental platform and
execution risk of a GPU neocloud versus a cash-generative hyperscaler. 
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unlikely to threaten near-term debt service. 

That said, this insulation has to be maintained through
explicit risk absorption at the corporate level. In certain
hybrid structures, hyperscalers have provided asset-
specific support—such as residual value guarantees or
termination payments—to preserve operational
flexibility (e.g., short lease tenors) while enabling third-
party capital formation. For example, in Meta’s joint
venture with Blue Owl (see pages 8 & 9), Meta entered
into four-year operating leases but provided a capped
residual value guarantee covering the first 16 years of
operations.  These mechanisms do not change how
lenders underwrite hyperscaler credit, but they
reintroduce asset-level obsolescence and utilization
risk as contingent corporate obligations, effectively
using investment-grade balance sheets to underwrite
assets whose long-term economics may be uncertain.

40

Overall, hyperscaler corporate credit is currently
among the lowest-risk layers within the credit stack;
however, this archetype, at times, internalizes risk
subconsciously, shifting uncertainty from asset-level
lenders to corporate balance sheets in a manner that is
stable until incentives, liquidity, or political tolerance to
honor such support are tested.

WHAT LENDERS UNDERWRITE: diversified
enterprise cash flows. 
WHAT BREAKS FIRST: systemic or regulatory
shocks to the core business, and the accumulation
of asset-linked contingent obligations.

Hyperscalers are the most well-capitalized backers of
AI infrastructure. Funded by public markets and
internal cash flows, hyperscalers build and operate
data centers primarily for their own cloud and AI
services. In this model, Hyperscales can raise
financing at the parent-company level through
investment-grade senior unsecured bonds and bank
facilities. They can also raise through leased capacity,
JVs, and SPVs (for instance, some large SPV
arrangements may exist separately, such as Meta/Blue
Owl for specific campuses). The use of proceeds is
typically stated as general corporate purposes,
including large data center capex, GPU deployments,
working capital needs, and refinancing existing debt.

A typical borrower in this archetype issues investment-
grade senior unsecured notes and may also use
corporate revolvers/term loans. These instruments are
generally unsecured and carry terms that emphasize
broad corporate credit rather than specific collateral. 

The repayment engine is the Hyperscaler’s
consolidated operating cash flow across its diversified
businesses—including cloud services
(AWS/Azure/Google Cloud Platform (“GCP”)),
advertising, subscriptions, and e-commerce—rather
than revenue tied to a specific data center’s lease or
rent roll. Debt service relies on enterprise-wide free
cash flow and balance-sheet liquidity, not project-
specific DSCR, enabling these investment-grade
credits to sustain very large capex plans with
unsecured financing.70

For the time being, the primary vulnerability in this
archetype is largely company-level risk because debt
is unsecured and serviced by broad enterprise
earnings; major threats would come from extreme
systemic disruption to the core business model (such
as regulatory shocks, macro downturns, or structural
declines in cloud/advertising revenue). Individual data
center underperformance or hardware obsolescence is

3.4 Archetype 3: Hyperscalers’
Balance Sheet

3.5 Co-Mingling of Archetypes
and Government Involvement
Adds Complexity 
In practice, these archetypes often blend within single
financing stacks, creating hybrid structures. This
comingling of risks—each with different durations,
collateral, and repayment priorities—makes it difficult
to disentangle exposures. In a downturn, complex
cross-collateralization could complicate creditor
recoveries, echoing structural opacity seen in past
crises.

Additionally, this structural complexity is compounded
by a new, powerful variable: the treatment of AI
infrastructure as a strategic national imperative. This
framing alters incentives, timelines, and risk
perception, but not repayment mechanics.

Specifically, U.S. executive actions and policy
guidance have articulated a clear federal objective to
expand domestic AI compute and data-center capacity
as a matter of national economic competitiveness and
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security. Successive administrations under both Biden
and Trump have acted favorably toward the expansion
of AI infrastructure, signaling durable bipartisan
support and continuity in policy direction.  Strategic
framing lowers the likelihood of outright abandonment
of core infrastructure, but does not protect private
capital from loss.

71,72

Importantly, strategic policy framing can also
inadvertently amplify overbuilding pressures. In the
White House’s 2025 AI Action Plan, by framing AI as a
national priority and removing barriers to infrastructure
expansion, policymakers can reinforce optimistic
expectations about near-term demand by providing an
implicit government “put”.  This dynamic lowers
perceived project risk and can encourage developers,
investors, and lenders to pursue larger, faster
buildouts, even where monetization paths remain
uncertain.

73

Thus, the national strategic imperative surrounding AI
infrastructure complicates the direct analogy to the
Dot-Com bubble’s purely market-driven cycle. While
government policy and regulation shaped the
economic landscape of the late 1990s—such as
deregulation under the Telecommunications Act of
1996 that helped unleash massive private investment
in fiber networks—there was no broad federal program
that directly sustained or “saved” dark fiber capacity
after the telecom crash. In the five years after 1996,
telecom operators invested more than US$500 billion,
largely funded through leverage, into fiber deployment,
switching infrastructure, and wireless networks.  Much
of this capital was deployed ahead of realized demand,
leaving utilization well below capacity in the near term.

74

After the Internet Bubble burst, wholesale bandwidth
and long-haul fiber capacity experienced a severe
price collapse as overcapacity emerged, with
transmission costs falling by as much as ~90% in the
early 2000s.  Much of the excess fiber laid during that
period remained unused and was largely a
consequence of private overinvestment rather than
strategic public intervention.

75

This highlights a key distinction: governments today
may be more willing to support AI infrastructure
deployments explicitly as a strategic priority, whereas
in the telecom build-out of the early 2000s, the
overcapacity was resolved through market forces,

often resulting in sharply lower prices and financial
distress for private capital without a government
backstop. However, even with a more likely policy
backdrop today from the federal government, it does
not abolish the fundamental risk of overinvestment
relative to near-term monetization. In fact, by
accelerating deployment and dampening market
signals, it may prolong overcapacity and deepen
eventual financial distress for private capital stacks,
even as it secures the long-term strategic asset. This
reinforces our core argument: the eventual
indispensability of the infrastructure does not immunize
the financing built upon it from the pressures of a
boom-bust cycle, a lesson firmly rooted in the Dot-Com
experience, but now operating under a powerful new
political-economic influence.
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This dynamic is already observable in practice. In early 2026,
amid growing community backlash over electricity prices, water
usage, and local environmental impacts, President Trump
publicly emphasized that large technology firms building AI data
centers should “pay their own way.”  In response, Microsoft
announced a set of voluntary commitments: agreeing to pay
electricity rates sufficient to cover incremental grid and
infrastructure costs, forgoing local tax abatements, and
structuring utility agreements to ensure that nearby communities
would not face higher power bills.

76

77

This illustrates how strategic policy framing can sustain
deployment momentum even as underlying project economics
become more demanding. Importantly, this mechanism does not
shield private capital from loss. Instead, it preserves buildout
continuity through public acceptance by shifting social,
environmental, and infrastructure externalities onto corporate
balance sheets, layering additional financial pressure atop
already complex and levered capital structures. In this way,
strategic framing may reduce the likelihood of outright project
abandonment, while simultaneously amplifying balance-sheet
and credit stress within the private financing stack—reinforcing
the broader boom-bust risks outlined above.

2026 Policy Signals Shift AI Infrastructure
Costs
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4. Closing

This paper establishes a framework for understanding
the AI infrastructure boom through a credit lens. Three
conclusions follow.

Private credit is the dominant engine.
Of the US$1.5 trillion external financing gap,
approximately US$800 billion is expected to come
from private credit, making its structures, leverage,
and capital-recycling models central to systemic
risk.

Risk is stratified across three archetypes.
Financing is not uniform but split into distinct
layers: Project Finance (construction/lease-up
risk), GPU Platform Credit (contract fulfillment risk
against large deficits), and Hyperscaler Balance
Sheet (lowest-risk, enterprise-funded). These
layers are interdependent.

A strategic imperative might distort the cycle.
Government support for AI as a national priority
accelerates deployment and may prevent asset
abandonment, but it does not eliminate financial
risk. It can instead prolong overcapacity and
amplify distress for private capital stacks.

The sustainability of this buildout hinges not only on
the scale of investment but also on the cash flows
supporting these layered debt structures. Part II will
zoom in on key risks—namely, obsolescence,
concentration, and systemic leverage—to stress-test
the durability of these credit structures.

At the end of the day, we are merely trying to
comprehend and draw insights from the enormous
amount of data, narratives, and announcements that
are available in the market. If our analysis allows us to
better gauge the future direction by even 1%, then we
would have done our investors justice. If you have any
further questions regarding AI, credit, and our
thoughts, please feel free to reach out to
IR@unityinvestments.com.

mailto:IR@unityinvestments.com
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Appendix

Appendix 2.1: Table 1.  Segment allocations as a percentage of US$2.9 trillion and US$5.2 trillion total AI capex estimate.
Figures may not sum to totals because of rounding.
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Appendix 2.2: Table 2.  Major AI infrastructure announcements and estimates. Table 2 reflects major publicly disclosed,
market-visible AI infrastructure projects rather than an exhaustive measure of total global capacity expansion.

18

Appendix 2.3: Table 3. Breakdown of US$500 billion Stargate invesment into key technical domains

Appendix 2.4: Table 4.  Breakdown of financing paths for US$2.9 trillion capex projection1
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