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Decoding the Business Model of Solar Portfolio Developments
How Indian renewable transactions reveal a business model built on risk retirement, development-time compression and capital velocity.

1. ORIGINATE

Land • resource • grid queue

High development uncertainty

2. CONTRACT

PPA • offtaker • permits

Revenue risk falls

3. BUILD

Debt • EPC • construction

Capital intensity rises

4. OPERATE

COD • generation • collections

Cash flow becomes observable

5. MONETISE / HOLD

Sell • refinance • retain

Capital is recycled or compounded

21 asset / platform transactions

18 core valuation comps

₹1.25 lakh cr core disclosed EV

9 platform-capital references

01 Representative disclosed enterprise values

Solar portfolio development is often described as a race to accumulate megawatts. The transaction evidence suggests a more useful way
to see the business: a developer repeatedly converts uncertain development rights into contracted, financed and ultimately monetisable
assets. Value is created step by step. Site origination establishes optionality; land control and grid access make the site executable; a PPA
reduces revenue risk; construction finance converts a project into an asset; COD makes cash flow observable; and a sale, refinancing or
long-term hold determines how the sponsor recycles or compounds capital. Our evidence set combines 21 Indian asset or platform
transactions with nine sponsor-capital references. Eighteen M&A; transactions contain sufficiently usable enterprise-value and
project-stage information for comparative analysis. Together, the core transactions represent about ₹1.25 lakh crore of disclosed
enterprise value. The sample is intentionally heterogeneous: it includes operating solar portfolios, C&I; platforms, contracted
utility-scale businesses and development-heavy platforms with hybrid or storage optionality. That heterogeneity is the point.

A buyer may be acquiring existing cash flow, several years of development time, scarce grid connectivity, a customer franchise, a
contracted construction pipeline, or a repeatable team. The ten representative transactions shown above therefore should not be read
as one uniform ₹/MW market. SB Energy and Ayana illustrate large contracted platforms; Mytrah and ReNew show operating-asset
economics; Vibrant reflects the C&I; model; while Vena and the earlier Sprng transaction contain a larger share of development and
storage optionality. The economics of portfolio development emerge from how efficiently a company moves capacity through these
stages. The visible output is MW, but the underlying business model is risk retirement, time compression and capital allocation. That
distinction provides the organising idea for this report: the most valuable solar portfolio developers are not simply those that own the
largest fleets, but those that can repeatedly turn early-stage optionality into bankable assets and then decide, asset by asset, whether
holding, refinancing or monetising creates the highest risk-adjusted value.

Firstgreen Consulting Pvt. Ltd. Evidence: 21 transaction records + P01–P09 platform-capital references; full source register in companion workbook. MAGAZINE EDITION / 01
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Development time is an asset
A stage-weighted view shows how different acquisitions retire very different amounts of project-development risk.

02 Portfolio stage mix — selected transactions 03 Development years retired proxy

Analytical convention. 3.5 years is an illustrative early-pipeline baseline. Operating MW = 0 years
remaining; advanced / UC = 1.25 years; early pipeline = 3.5 years.

Development time is economically meaningful because every unfinished project still carries a bundle of risks that must be resolved
before it can generate cash. Early-stage capacity may still require land consolidation, transmission connectivity, permitting, offtake,
financing and construction. An under-construction project has retired many of those uncertainties but still carries execution risk. An
operating asset has reached the point where generation, collections and counterparty performance can be observed. Treating those
three stages as equivalent megawatts therefore obscures what a buyer is actually receiving. To make the comparison transparent, the
workbook uses two simple analytical proxies. The maturity score applies a weight of 1.0x to operating capacity, 0.6x to advanced or
under-construction capacity and 0.2x to early pipeline capacity. A separate time-to-COD proxy assumes that an early pipeline begins with
roughly 3.5 years of development time remaining, while advanced projects have about 1.25 years left and operating assets have none.
These are not market-standard probabilities and should not be interpreted as forecasts.

They are disclosed analytical devices that let us compare how much development work appears to have been retired before a
transaction. The contrast across transactions is striking. ReNew's operating solar portfolio scores as fully mature and has, by
construction, retired the full 3.5-year proxy. Vena's India platform is much more development-heavy: around 19% of the identified
renewable capacity is operating, 31% is advanced and 50% sits in pipeline, leaving only about 1.36 development years retired on the
illustrative scale. O2 Power, Ayana, SB Energy and the Solenergi/Sprng portfolio occupy the middle ground, where a large share of the
development cycle has been completed but not all capacity has reached COD. The management implication is simple. Acquiring a
portfolio can be a way of buying time. A buyer that takes over a contracted or construction-stage platform may avoid years of origination
and de-risking, but the price paid must still reflect the residual execution work. The relevant question is therefore not merely 'how many
MW?' It is 'how many bankable MW, at what stage, with how much time and risk already removed?'

Firstgreen Consulting Pvt. Ltd. Evidence: M02–M05, M08–M09, M12–M13, M17, M20–M21; assumptions are Firstgreen analytical proxies. MAGAZINE EDITION / 02
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A MW is not a MW
The apparent acquisition multiple changes materially depending on whether the denominator is operating, identified or maturity-adjusted capacity.

04 One transaction, three denominators 05 Does retired development time explain EV / MW?

Statistical read-out: 18 comparable transactions; r ≈ 0.72, R² ≈ 0.51. Association only — not a causal
valuation equation.

Enterprise value divided by announced megawatts is one of the most common shortcuts in renewable M&A; analysis, and one of the
easiest to misuse. The denominator changes the meaning of the multiple. EV per operating MW asks what the buyer is paying relative to
capacity that already produces observable cash flow. EV per total identified MW spreads the same value across operating, construction
and early-stage pipeline capacity, even though those megawatts carry very different probabilities, timing and capital requirements. EV
per maturity-adjusted MW attempts to bridge the two by discounting unfinished capacity rather than treating it as equivalent to COD
capacity. The difference is visible in the selected transactions. Vena appears inexpensive at roughly ₹1.11 crore per total MW, but the
figure rises to about ₹2.34 crore per maturity-adjusted MW and ₹6.0 crore per operating MW. O2 Power moves from about ₹2.66 crore
per total MW to ₹3.72 crore on a maturity-adjusted basis and more than ₹9 crore per operating MW. SB Energy similarly shifts from
about ₹5.25 crore per total MW to ₹7.71 crore per maturity-adjusted MW and more than ₹15 crore per operating MW.

By contrast, a fully operating portfolio such as ReNew's solar assets shows essentially the same multiple whichever denominator is used.
Across the 18-transaction core sample, development years retired have a descriptive correlation of about 0.72 with EV per total MW. A
simple linear fit produces an R² of about 0.51 and an indicative slope of roughly ₹1.68 crore/MW for each additional development year
retired. These statistics are useful as evidence of association, not as a pricing formula. Asset age, legacy tariffs, PPA credit quality,
technology, leverage, buyer strategy and transaction structure all matter, and the sample is far too small and heterogeneous for causal
inference. The stronger conclusion is methodological. Investors and developers should resist a single ₹/MW league table. A more
disciplined comparison separates operating cash flow from contracted construction, risk-adjusts early pipeline, and then asks what
strategic premium may remain for grid access, customers, storage rights or a proven team. In solar portfolio development, the
denominator is part of the thesis.

Firstgreen Consulting Pvt. Ltd. Evidence: 18 core M&A transactions with usable EV + stage data. MW / MWp retained as disclosed; BESS excluded from MW denominators. MAGAZINE EDITION / 03
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Capital follows de-risking, not just capacity
Platform investors fund development engines, customer franchises and execution capability — often before the full target portfolio is operating.

06 Sponsor / platform capital commitments

Four business-model archetypes

Operating asset owner
Hold contracted assets for yield Refinance / distribute

Buy-and-build platform
Seed + acquire + build Scale / compress time

C&I portfolio developer
Originate customers + projects Customer franchise

Development platform
Originate + de-risk pipeline Monetise time / grid access

Portfolio capital is financing capability. The investor is underwriting the probability that teams, grid access and
customer relationships will repeatedly convert pipeline into bankable assets.

The financing evidence reinforces the M&A; finding: institutional capital is often committed not only against operating capacity but
against the developer's ability to create a future portfolio. The nine platform-capital references include C&I; specialists, diversified IPPs,
buy-and-build platforms and integrated green-energy businesses. The capital raised therefore cannot be interpreted as a simple price for
existing MW. It finances origination teams, customer acquisition, development rights, interconnection work, construction equity and the
corporate infrastructure required to repeat the process. The range of capital commitments is substantial. Actis committed up to US$800
million to BluPine as a buy-and-build platform targeting 4 GW. KKR's aggregate commitment to Serentica reached about US$650 million
to support a 4 GW industrial decarbonisation build-out. Brookfield agreed to invest up to US$360 million in CleanMax, a C&I; platform
with a 4.5 GW operating or contracted base. Partners Group committed up to US$400 million to Sunsure, while Fourth Partner Energy
attracted successive rounds from Norfund, TPG Rise, IFC, ADB and DEG as it expanded distributed and offsite C&I; renewables. Avaada's
US$1.3 billion financing is even broader, supporting an integrated green platform that goes beyond generation into manufacturing and
green molecules.

These examples reveal four distinct business-model archetypes. The operating-asset owner primarily compounds contracted yield and
may use refinancing or distributions to optimise capital. The buy-and-build platform uses a seed portfolio, acquisition capability and
sponsor equity to compress time to scale. The C&I; portfolio developer adds a customer franchise to the asset-development engine,
often originating demand and projects in parallel. The development platform monetises origination, grid access, a project pipeline and
execution capability before the entire fleet becomes operational. The strategic implication is that capital follows de-risking, but it also
follows repeatability. Investors are willing to fund an organisation when they believe the team can turn development expenditure into
contracted MW again and again. The critical metric is therefore not simply current installed capacity. It is the conversion efficiency of the
platform: how quickly capital and development rights become bankable projects, how much equity each new MW consumes, and
whether the organisation has credible routes to hold, refinance or monetise mature assets. That is the financing architecture behind
portfolio development.

Firstgreen Consulting Pvt. Ltd. Evidence: P01–P09 official sponsor / platform-capital disclosures; amounts are not directly comparable with asset enterprise values. MAGAZINE EDITION / 04
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Capital velocity determines how fast the portfolio can scale
The final step is capital allocation: hold, refinance or monetise mature assets and compare the value surrendered with the growth funded.

07 Where each rupee of asset-sale EV goes 08 How much new capacity can one MW sold finance?

ORIGINATE DE-RISK FINANCE BUILD OPERATE HOLD / REFInANCE / SELL REINVEST

Solar portfolio development becomes a scalable business when project creation and capital allocation work as one loop. A sponsor
originates and de-risks projects, finances construction, reaches COD and then chooses among three broad paths: retain the asset for
recurring EBITDA, refinance it to release equity, or monetise it and redeploy the seller cash into the next build cycle. None of these
choices is automatically superior. The economic question is whether the value of the next use of capital exceeds the value surrendered
by selling or levering a mature asset. The illustrative capital-velocity model makes the mechanics explicit. In the base case, a
commissioned asset is sold at an enterprise value of ₹4.5 crore/MW. Project debt of ₹2.8 crore/MW is transferred or repaid, deal fees
and tax or escrow absorb about 3% of EV, and 10% of the post-debt cash is retained as liquidity. The result is about ₹1.41 crore of growth
equity available per MW sold. With new-build capex of ₹4 crore/MW and 75% project debt, the sponsor needs approximately ₹1 crore of
equity for each new MW. One MW sold can therefore finance about 1.41 MW of new construction equity in the illustrative base case.

The sensitivity is wide. Under the conservative assumptions, only about ₹0.48 crore of growth equity is released per MW sold and the
reinvestment multiple falls to roughly 0.42x. Under the aggressive scenario, higher sale value, lower deductions and 80% new-project
leverage raise available growth equity to about ₹2.46 crore/MW, sufficient to fund almost 2.9 MW of new construction equity per MW
sold. These are not return forecasts; they are a capital-allocation framework. The larger business-model lesson is that portfolio
developers can trade retained cash flow for capital velocity. Selling too early may sacrifice valuable long-duration earnings; holding
everything may constrain growth and require repeated sponsor equity. The most effective platforms create optionality at every stage:
they can originate, contract, build, operate and then choose the financing route that maximises risk-adjusted value. Capacity is the
visible output, but disciplined risk retirement and capital recycling are the economic engine. In that sense, solar portfolio development is
as much a capital-markets business as it is an engineering business.

Firstgreen Consulting Pvt. Ltd. Illustrative model: Firstgreen assumptions only; not a transaction-price or return forecast. See 01_Assumptions and 05_Capital_Velocity. MAGAZINE EDITION / 05


