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Executive Summary



This report critically evaluates the financial feasibility and management structure of a proposed £50 million renewable energy project. The analysis identifies an optimal financing structure comprising 60% debt, 25% equity, and 15% green finance, balancing cost efficiency, risk distribution, and sustainability objectives.
Capital investment appraisal indicates a positive Net Present Value (NPV) of approximately £2.4 million and an Internal Rate of Return (IRR) of 9.8%, marginally exceeding the 9% cost of capital. While these results suggest that the project is financially feasible under base-case conditions, the low surplus highlights limited value creation and raises concerns regarding its resilience to financial uncertainty.
Financial control mechanisms, including Earned Value Management (CPI: 0.84; SPI: 0.92), contingency reserves, and structured governance frameworks, provide a foundation for monitoring performance. However, current indicators reveal cost inefficiencies and schedule delays, emphasising the need for timely corrective actions to prevent further deviations.
Furthermore, the financial reporting framework enhances transparency and supports informed decision-making through KPI monitoring and integrated systems. Overall, the project is considered conditionally acceptable, with its success dependent on effective cost control, risk mitigation, and improved financial robustness.
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[bookmark: _Toc225194574]2. Introduction & Project Overview 

Financial management plays a critical role in project delivery, particularly in large-scale capital investments where effective resource allocation, risk management, and financial control are essential to achieving project objectives. Infrastructure projects, such as renewable energy developments, are especially exposed to financial risks including cost overruns, liquidity constraints, inflationary pressures, and market volatility, all of which can significantly affect profitability and long-term viability. Therefore, effective decision-making must be supported by robust financial planning, accurate forecasting, and initiative-taking risk mitigation strategies.
This report critically evaluates the financial feasibility of a proposed £50 million utility-scale solar energy project. Given the capital-intensive nature and extended lifecycle of such projects, financial management becomes a key determinant of both short-term performance and long-term sustainability, particularly within an uncertain and evolving energy market.
The report aims to assess the project’s financial viability through the application of capital budgeting techniques, while also evaluating alternative financing structures, cost control mechanisms, and financial reporting frameworks. In doing so, it applies key principles of Capital Budgeting, including the time value of money, to ensure that investment decisions are based on the present value of expected future cash flows.
In addition to determining feasibility, the analysis adopts a critical perspective by examining the reliability of underlying assumptions and the potential impact of financial uncertainty. This approach enables a more comprehensive evaluation of whether the project represents a strategically sound and efficient allocation of capital.
[bookmark: _Toc225194575]3. Section A: Sources of Financing 
Accurate estimation of financing requirements is fundamental to the successful planning and execution of the proposed £50 million renewable energy project, as it ensures that sufficient capital is available throughout the project lifecycle (Savila, 2025). In large-scale infrastructure projects, inadequate financial planning can lead to liquidity constraints, delays, or cost overruns, thereby compromising overall project viability.
In line with established project financial management principles, the total project cost is determined using the following structure:
Total Project Cost = CAPEX + OPEX + Working Capital + Contingency + Interest During Construction (IDC)





[bookmark: _Toc225172539]Table 1: Financing Requirement Breakdown Table (Source: Author)
	Component
	Amount (£m)
	% of Total
	Description

	CAPEX
	42
	84%
	Infrastructure & installation

	OPEX (Yearly)
	2
	—
	Operating costs

	Working Capital
	0.2
	0.4%
	Liquidity buffer

	Contingency
	4.2
	8.4%
	Risk buffer

	IDC
	1.6
	3.2%
	Financing cost

	Total
	50
	100%
	—



This structured approach enables a comprehensive assessment of both direct and indirect financial requirements, supporting more accurate budgeting and resource allocation.
As illustrated in Table 1, capital expenditure (CAPEX) represents the largest proportion of total cost (£42 million, 84%), reflecting the capital-intensive nature of renewable energy infrastructure, including land acquisition, solar panel installation, and grid integration. Operating expenditure (OPEX), estimated at £2 million annually, covers ongoing costs such as maintenance, staffing, and system management.
A contingency allocation of approximately 10% of CAPEX (£4.2 million) is incorporated to address potential uncertainties, including cost inflation, supply chain disruptions, and project delays. While this provides a financial buffer, it may also indicate underlying estimation risk, highlighting the importance of accurate forecasting and cost control.
Additionally, Interest During Construction (IDC) of £1.6 million reflects the cost of financing prior to revenue generation and reinforces the significance of the time value of money in project evaluation.
Overall, the financing requirement structure provides a comprehensive foundation for financial planning; however, its effectiveness is highly dependent on the accuracy of initial assumptions and the project’s ability to manage cost-related risks throughout its lifecycle.

[bookmark: _Toc225177766]Figure 1: Financing Requirement Breakdown Chart (Source: Author)

Cash flow forecasting is a critical component of project financial planning, as it determines not only the total funding requirement but also the timing of capital needs throughout the project lifecycle. In large-scale infrastructure projects, misalignment between cash inflows and outflows can lead to significant liquidity constraints, even where overall profitability is positive.
As illustrated in Figure 2, cash outflows are heavily front-loaded during the construction phase, reflecting substantial upfront capital investment. In contrast, cash inflows only begin once the project becomes operational at the commissioning stage (Koopman and Cumberlege, 2021). This creates a temporary liquidity gap, where funding requirements peak before revenue generation begins.

From a financial management perspective, this mismatch introduces short-term financing risk, requiring careful alignment of funding sources with the project schedule. Failure to effectively manage this timing difference may result in delays, increased borrowing costs, or disruptions to project delivery.
Therefore, effective cash flow forecasting and financing structuring are essential to ensure liquidity is maintained throughout the construction phase and that financial obligations can be met without compromising project performance.

[bookmark: _Toc225177767]Figure 2: Cash Flow Timeline Diagram (Source: Author)

The selection of an appropriate financing structure is a critical determinant of project viability, as it directly influences cost of capital, risk exposure, and financial flexibility. Three primary financing options are considered for the project: debt financing, equity financing, and green/project finance. Each presents distinct advantages and limitations that must be evaluated in relation to the project’s risk profile and long-term objectives.
Option 1: Debt Financing (Bank Loans)
Debt financing through commercial bank loans offers a low cost of capital, with interest rates typically ranging between 6–9% (Dema, 2024). This makes it an attractive option for reducing the overall weighted average cost of capital. However, the reliance on debt significantly increases financial risk due to fixed repayment obligations and exposure to interest rate fluctuations. In the early stages of the project, when cash inflows are limited, this may place considerable pressure on liquidity and increase the likelihood of financial distress.
Option 2: Equity Financing
Equity financing involves raising capital in exchange for ownership stakes, thereby eliminating the need for fixed repayments, and reducing short-term financial pressure. This enhances financial flexibility and provides a buffer against early-stage cash flow uncertainty. However, equity is typically more expensive, with expected returns often exceeding 12–15% (Desta, 2025), and results in dilution of ownership and potential loss of managerial control. From a strategic perspective, while equity reduces financial risk, it increases the overall cost of capital and may impact long-term returns to existing stakeholders.
Option 3: Green Bonds / Project Finance
Green finance instruments, such as green bonds and structured project finance, are particularly suitable for renewable energy projects due to their alignment with sustainability objectives (Ning et al., 2022). These instruments can attract environmentally focused investors and may provide access to favourable financing conditions. Additionally, project finance structures allow risk to be distributed among stakeholders, with repayments linked to project cash flows rather than the sponsor’s balance sheet.
However, these financing mechanisms often involve increased complexity, including stringent environmental, social, and governance (ESG) requirements, higher transaction costs, and more demanding reporting obligations. As a result, while green finance enhances sustainability and risk-sharing, it may introduce operational and administrative challenges that must be carefully managed.
Overall, each financing option presents a trade-off between cost, risk, and control, highlighting the importance of adopting a balanced approach that aligns with both financial and strategic project objectives.

[bookmark: _Toc225194576]A3. Comparative Evaluation
	Criteria
	Debt
	Equity
	Green Finance
	Evaluation Insight

	Cost
	Low
	High
	Medium
	Debt cheapest

	Risk
	High
	Shared
	Medium
	Equity absorbs risk

	Control
	Full
	Diluted
	Full
	Equity reduces control

	Flexibility
	Low
	High
	Medium
	Equity most flexible


[bookmark: _Toc225177768]Figure 3: Comparative Table of Financing (Source: Author)

The comparative analysis highlights that each financing option presents distinct trade-offs between cost, risk, control, and flexibility. While debt financing offers the lowest cost of capital, it significantly increases financial risk due to fixed repayment obligations and exposure to interest rate fluctuations. In contrast, equity financing enhances financial flexibility and risk absorption, but at the expense of higher cost and dilution of ownership.
Green finance occupies a middle position, offering a balance between cost efficiency and risk sharing, while also aligning with sustainability objectives. However, its effectiveness is dependent on compliance with environmental, social, and governance (ESG) requirements, which may increase administrative complexity and reporting burdens.
From a strategic perspective, no single financing option is sufficient in isolation. Instead, an optimal solution requires balancing these trade-offs to minimise overall cost while maintaining financial stability and flexibility throughout the project lifecycle.





A4. Recommended Financing Mix 

Based on the comparative evaluation, an optimal financing structure is proposed as follows:
• 60% Debt Financing
• 25% Equity Financing
• 15% Green Finance
This blended financing approach aims to balance cost efficiency, risk exposure, and strategic flexibility. The high proportion of debt reduces the overall cost of capital, thereby enhancing project profitability. However, the inclusion of equity financing provides a critical buffer against early-stage financial risk by reducing fixed repayment pressure and improving liquidity.
The integration of green finance further strengthens the structure by aligning the project with sustainability objectives and potentially improving access to favourable funding conditions. At the same time, it diversifies funding sources and distributes risk across multiple stakeholders.
From a financial management perspective, this combination represents a balanced and resilient financing strategy. However, its effectiveness is contingent upon stable cash flows and disciplined financial control. Excessive reliance on debt may still expose the project to financial stress under adverse conditions, highlighting the importance of ongoing risk monitoring and adaptive financial management.
Overall, the proposed financing mix is considered strategically appropriate, as it aligns financial efficiency with risk mitigation and long-term project sustainability.


[bookmark: _Toc225177769]Figure 4: Financing Mix Pie Chart; (Source: Author)

[bookmark: _Toc225194577]4. Section B: Capital Investment Appraisal 
[bookmark: _Toc225194578]B1. Assumptions
The financial evaluation of the £50 million renewable energy project is based on a set of key assumptions relating to capital budgeting and financial forecasting. These include a project lifespan of 15 years, annual cash inflows of £6.5 million, a discount rate (WACC) of 9%, and an inflation rate of 2.5%.
While these assumptions provide a structured basis for analysis, their realism requires critical consideration. The assumption of stable annual cash flows, supported by long-term power purchase agreements, may reduce demand uncertainty; however, it does not fully eliminate exposure to market volatility, regulatory changes, or operational risks.
Furthermore, the chosen discount rate of 9% may underestimate the project’s true risk profile, particularly given its capital-intensive nature and long-term exposure to uncertain market conditions.
Consequently, while these assumptions enable financial modelling, they may present an optimistic view of project performance, highlighting the importance of sensitivity analysis in assessing financial robustness.

	Variable
	Value

	Project Cost
	£50 million

	Project Life
	15 years

	Discount Rate (WACC)
	9%

	Annual Cash Flow
	£6.5 million

	Inflation
	2.5%

	Tax Rate
	25%










[bookmark: _Toc225194579]B2. Financial Calculations

Net Present Value (NPV)
NPV evaluates the difference between the present value of inflows and the initial investment (Wang, 2021).
NPV Calculation Table (Simplified):
	Net Present Value

	Year
	Cash Flow (£m)
	Discount Factor (9%)
	PV (£m)

	0
	-50
	1
	-50

	1
	6.5
	0.9174
	5.9633

	2
	6.5
	0.8417
	5.4709

	3
	6.5
	0.7722
	5.0192

	4
	6.5
	0.7084
	4.6048

	5
	6.5
	0.6499
	4.2246

	6
	6.5
	0.5963
	3.8757

	7
	6.5
	0.5470
	3.5557

	8
	6.5
	0.5019
	3.2621

	9
	6.5
	0.4604
	2.9928

	10
	6.5
	0.4224
	2.7457

	11
	6.5
	0.3875
	2.5190

	12
	6.5
	0.3555
	2.3110

	13
	6.5
	0.3262
	2.1202

	14
	6.5
	0.2992
	1.9451

	15
	6.5
	0.2745
	1.7845

	NPV
	Sum of all the PV - Initial Investment

	Sum of PV
	52.3945

	NPV
	2.4







This result indicates that although the Net Present Value (NPV) is positive at approximately £2.4 million, this represents a small surplus compared to the £50 million initial investment, indicating limited value creation.
From a capital budgeting perspective, NPV is widely regarded as the most reliable investment appraisal technique, as it incorporates the time value of money and provides a direct measure of value generation (Wang, 2021). However, the marginal NPV suggests that the project offers only a minimal return above the required rate, raising concerns regarding its ability to absorb potential cost overruns or revenue shortfalls.
From a strategic standpoint, such a limited financial margin may not sufficiently justify the scale and risk of the investment, particularly when alternative opportunities may offer stronger risk-adjusted returns.

Internal Rate of Return (IRR)
IRR represents the discount rate at which NPV equals zero (Wang, 2021).
IRR = 9.8%

The Internal Rate of Return (IRR) of 9.8% exceeds the project’s cost of capital (9%), indicating that the investment is financially acceptable. However, the narrow margin between IRR and WACC suggests limited excess return relative to the level of risk undertaken.
Furthermore, while IRR is a widely used performance metric, it does not measure absolute value creation and may therefore present an incomplete picture when used in isolation. Consequently, the IRR result should be interpreted alongside NPV to provide a more comprehensive assessment of financial viability.

Payback Period
Payback period measures the time required to recover the initial investment (Baindu Gobio-Thomas et al., 2023).
Payback Period = 7.7 years
The payback period of approximately 7.7 years indicates that the project recovers its initial investment within the first half of its lifecycle, suggesting moderate liquidity risk. However, the method does not account for the time value of money or cash flows generated beyond the payback period, limiting its effectiveness as a measure of overall profitability.
Therefore, while the payback period provides useful insight into liquidity and risk exposure, it should be considered a supplementary indicator rather than a primary decision-making tool.

[image: ]
Profitability Index (PI)
PI = 52.80 / 50 = 1.05
The profitability index (PI) of 1.05 indicates that the project generates slightly more value than the initial investment. However, the low ratio reinforces the conclusion that value creation is marginal.
From a financial perspective, this suggests that the project may not provide a sufficiently strong return relative to its scale, particularly when considering the associated risks and capital commitment.




[bookmark: _Toc225177770]Figure 5: Payback Graph (Source: Author)
[bookmark: _Toc225194580]B3. Scenario Analysis
There are three scenarios evaluated:
	Scenario
	NPV (£m)
	IRR
	Decision

	Base Case
	+2.4
	9.8%
	Accept

	Best Case
	+12.50
	13.5%
	Strong Accept

	Worst Case
	−8.20
	7.5%
	Reject



These findings suggest that the scenario analysis highlights the variability of project outcomes under different conditions. While the best-case scenario demonstrates strong profitability driven by improved efficiency and revenue performance (D’Adamo et al., 2025), the worst-case scenario results in a negative NPV, indicating potential value destruction.
This wide range of outcomes reflects a high degree of uncertainty and emphasises the project’s exposure to downside risk. From a decision-making perspective, this suggests that although the project may be acceptable under favourable conditions, its financial performance is not sufficiently robust under adverse scenarios.



[bookmark: _Toc225194581]B4. Sensitivity Analysis
Sensitivity analysis evaluates how changes in key variables affect project viability:
· Revenue Reduction (−10%): NPV decreases to approximately £0.5 million, indicating high sensitivity to revenue fluctuations.
· Cost Increase (+10%): Initial investment rises to £55 million, resulting in NPV turning negative (−£2 million).
· Discount Rate Increase (to 11%): NPV declines to approximately −£1.5 million, demonstrating sensitivity to financing costs.
The sensitivity analysis demonstrates that the project operates within a narrow margin of financial safety. Relatively small changes in key variables, particularly revenue and cost, are sufficient to significantly reduce or eliminate profitability.
This indicates a high level of financial sensitivity and suggests that the project is heavily dependent on accurate forecasting and stable operating conditions. In practice, such conditions are difficult to guarantee, highlighting the importance of conservative financial planning and effective cost control mechanisms.

[bookmark: _Toc225177771]Figure 6: Sensitivity Analysis Chart (Source: Author)




B5. IMPACT OF UNCERTAINTY 
The project is subject to several sources of financial uncertainty that may significantly influence its performance. Inflation risk may increase both capital and operational costs, thereby reducing profit margins. Demand uncertainty, although partially mitigated by long-term agreements, remains influenced by policy changes and energy pricing dynamics.
Additionally, interest rate fluctuations can increase the cost of borrowing and reduce project returns, while cost overruns arising from delays or inaccurate estimation may further weaken financial viability.
Collectively, these risks highlight the importance of robust risk management and financial control in maintaining project stability.
B6. FINAL INVESTMENT DECISION
Overall, the financial evaluation indicates that the project is conditionally acceptable rather than strongly attractive. While the positive NPV, IRR exceeding the cost of capital, and profitability index above one suggest technical feasibility, the low level of value creation raises concerns regarding financial robustness.
The results of scenario and sensitivity analyses further demonstrate that the project is highly exposed to downside risks, particularly in relation to cost increases and revenue fluctuations (Razavi et al., 2021). This indicates that even minor deviations from initial assumptions could significantly impact overall profitability.
From a strategic perspective, the project may not provide sufficient return relative to its scale and associated risks. Therefore, investment should only proceed if supported by strong cost control mechanisms, effective risk mitigation strategies, and conservative financial planning to ensure long-term sustainability.

[bookmark: _Toc225194582]5. Section C: Cost Control Mechanisms 
Effective cost control is essential to ensure that the project is delivered within its approved budget while maintaining financial stability and operational efficiency (Bassey et al., 2024). The financial risks during the life cycle of the project need to be managed with a well-organized system based on governance, monitoring, and risk mitigation.



[bookmark: _Toc225194583]C1. Governance & Structure
Using the RACI framework, the responsibilities are assigned:
· Sponsor (Accountable): Signs budgets, management reserves, and significant financial resolutions (Rahmad Dwi Putra Suhanda and Devi Pratami, 2021).
· Project Manager (Responsible): Will monitor implementation and compliance with cost and schedule baselines.
· Manager Cost / Quantity Surveyor (Responsible): Prepares the cost estimates, budgets, and Earned Value Management (EVM).
· Risk Manager (Consulted): The risk manager keeps the risk register and assesses the financial exposure.

· [image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc225177772]Figure 7: RACI Matrix (Project Financial Management); (Source: Author)
[bookmark: _Toc225194584]C2. Cost Baseline System
A solid cost base is established based on the Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) and the least cost Breakdown Structure (CBS) (Cerezo-Narvaez et al., 2020). Integrated baseline is a combination of scope, cost, and schedule, which is the basis of the performance measurement. To be precise, a risk register measures the possible financial effects, which allows for making cost changes in advance.
[bookmark: _Toc225194585]C3. Contingency Budgeting
Contingency budgeting is critical for managing uncertainties. The project incorporates:
· Project Contingency: Approximately 10% of CAPEX (£5 million) to address identified risks.
· Management Reserve: 2–3% of total cost for unforeseen risks requiring sponsor approval.
· Inflation Allowance: Adjusted for 2.5% annual inflation.
This tiered approach ensures controlled fund allocation and prevents budget overruns.
[bookmark: _Toc225194586]C4. Earned Value Management (EVM)
EVM provides a quantitative method for tracking performance using (Proaño-Narváez et al., 2022):
· Planned Value (PV)
· Earned Value (EV)
· Actual Cost (AC)
Key Indicators:
	Metric
	Formula
	Result
	Interpretation

	CPI
	EV / AC
	0.84
	Significant cost overrun (inefficient cost performance)

	SPI
	EV / PV
	0.92
	The project is behind schedule



A CPI of 0.84 indicates significant cost inefficiency, meaning the project is over budget, while an SPI of 0.92 suggests moderate schedule delays. These results highlight underlying performance issues that require corrective action to prevent further cost overruns and project delays (Malingkas, 2025).



[bookmark: _Toc225194587]C5. Cost Monitoring Process
A structured monitoring cycle is implemented:
· Monthly Reviews: Compare planned vs actual costs (Malingkas, 2025).
· EAC Forecast: This projected overrun represents a substantial deviation from the initial budget and may significantly reduce overall project profitability if not addressed promptly.
EAC = BAC / CPI = £50M / 0.84 ≈ £59.52M
→ Indicates £9.52M cost overrun. 
· Variance Analysis: Identify causes and take corrective action (Hamza, 2026)
[bookmark: _Toc225194588]C6. Scope Creep Control
Scope creep is controlled through:
· A formal change control system requires justification and cost evaluation.
· Defined an approval hierarchy for all changes.
· Comprehensive documentation to track cumulative impacts.
[bookmark: _Toc225194589]C7. Risk Mitigation Strategies
Financial risks are mitigated through:
· Fixed-price contracts to control cost escalation.
· Hedging strategies to manage commodity and currency risks (Reddy, 2024).
· Insurance coverage (e.g., construction and operational risks).
· Procurement controls ensure competitive pricing and supplier reliability.
[bookmark: _Toc225194590]C8. Practical Dashboard
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc225177773]Figure 8: Dashboard (Source: Author)



[bookmark: _Toc225194591]6. Section D: Financial Reporting Framework
An effective financial reporting framework is essential for ensuring transparency, accountability, and informed decision-making throughout the project lifecycle (Sakyi et al., 2022).

[bookmark: _Toc225194592]D1. Reporting Types & Frequency

	Report Type
	Frequency
	Purpose

	Cost Reports
	Monthly
	Track budget vs. actual expenditure and identify variances

	KPI Dashboard
	Weekly
	Monitor performance indicators (CPI, SPI)

	Cash Flow Reports
	Quarterly
	Assess liquidity, inflows, and outflows



[bookmark: _Toc225194593]D2. Key KPIs
Key financial indicators, derived from Earned Value Management (EVM), are used to evaluate performance:
	KPI
	Formula
	Example
	Interpretation

	CPI
	EV / AC
	0.84
	Indicates cost inefficiency (over budget)

	SPI
	EV / PV
	0.92
	Indicates schedule delay

	Cost Variance (CV)
	EV − AC
	−£2M
	Negative variance shows overspending

	Burn Rate
	Monthly spend
	£4M/month
	Measures the rate of budget consumption

	Cash Flow
	Inflows − Outflows
	Positive/Negative
	Determines liquidity position




[bookmark: _Toc225194594]D3. Governance Structure

	Stakeholder
	Report Type
	Frequency

	Project Manager
	KPI Dashboard
	Weekly

	Chief Financial Officer (CFO)
	Cost Reports
	Monthly

	Investors / Sponsors
	Financial Summary
	Quarterly


This structure ensures that relevant financial information is delivered to stakeholders based on their roles and decision-making responsibilities.
[bookmark: _Toc225194595]D4. Financial Tools
Advanced systems enhance reporting accuracy and efficiency:
· ERP systems (SAP, Oracle): Integrate financial, procurement, and accounting data (Babalola Olabowale, 2023)
· Project management tools (Primavera, MS Project): Support scheduling, cost tracking, and forecasting 

[bookmark: _Toc225177774]                                      Figure 9: Software Integration Diagram (Source: Author)

[bookmark: _Toc225194596]D5. Reporting Benefits
A well-structured reporting system enhances financial visibility by providing real-time insights into project performance and strengthening accountability through clearly defined roles and responsibilities (Ogundipe et al., 2024).
Furthermore, it supports data-driven decision-making by enabling timely identification of cost overruns, schedule delays, and financial risks, thereby ensuring that corrective actions can be implemented effectively to achieve project objectives.






















[bookmark: _Toc225194597]7. Conclusion & Recommendations 
The financial evaluation indicates that the renewable energy project is conditionally feasible, with investment appraisal results demonstrating a positive Net Present Value and an Internal Rate of Return slightly exceeding the cost of capital. However, the low level of value creation suggests that the project offers only limited financial attractiveness when considered in relation to its scale and associated risks.
The proposed financing structure, combining debt, equity, and green finance, provides a balanced approach that aligns cost efficiency with risk distribution and sustainability objectives. Nevertheless, the results of scenario and sensitivity analyses reveal a high degree of exposure to cost overruns and revenue fluctuations, indicating that the project lacks strong financial resilience under adverse conditions.
Furthermore, while financial control mechanisms such as Earned Value Management, contingency reserves, and structured governance frameworks enhance monitoring and transparency, their effectiveness depends on consistent implementation and initiative-taking management.
From a strategic perspective, the project should only proceed if supported by enhanced cost control, conservative financial forecasting, and robust risk mitigation strategies. Without such improvements, the project may not deliver sufficient returns to justify its capital intensity and exposure to financial uncertainty.
Overall, while technically and financially feasible, the project cannot be considered strongly attractive in its current form, highlighting the importance of disciplined financial management to ensure long-term sustainability and value creation.
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