A COMPARATIVE EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS ON STRATEGIC FEASIBILITY AND VIABILITY OF PROJECT FINANCING IN SELECTED MANUFACTURING FIRMS


ABSTRACT
The decision of whether to fund an initiative is one of the most important decisions made in corporate finance; however, it is an area that has not received much attention when looking at a few specific types of manufacturing companies that have different financial profiles (for instance, growing manufacturers versus mature manufacturers). This research study is a comparative empirical investigation of the strategic feasibility and viability of making a project finance decision among three different manufacturers (Company A, Company B, and Company C) using a six-tool analytical framework (ratio analysis; capital budgeting tools such as NPV, IRR, WACC, payback period; break-even analysis; sensitivity analysis; linear trend forecasting; and Altman Z-score). The results indicate that Company A is the company with the strongest liquidity and profitability, lowest level of leverage, and a Z-score measurement at or above the "safe zone," making Company A the most probable candidate for immediate financing of a project. Although Company B appears to be in the process of recovery, the company’s DSCR shows a worrisome trend; whereas, Company C has produced some of the best returns for investors but also has an extremely high level of debt, which puts Company C in a zone of financial distress. The study will offer recommendations for each of the three companies.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Whether a project is eligible for finance and the type of financing remains the most significant of decisions in corporate finance. However, the comparison of the suitability of a project for financing across different firms with different financial profiles remains inadequately examined. It is in the manufacturing sector especially where such comparative studies are few. In this paper a comparative empirical analysis of the strategic suitability and financial viability of project financing is attempted for three manufacturing firms selected from different sub-sectors, covering financial profiles from very strong financially to distress level.
The nature of project finance has been entirely revolutionised over the last few decades. The debate has moved unequivocally away from balance sheet strength to cash flow adequacy - the question is no longer "who is borrowing?", but "will the project be capable of paying off its debt?". The implications are most significant for manufacturing concerns - large capital inputs, long asset lives, individual project health can vary considerably from the parent's, thus requiring it to take strategic feasibility as seriously as it would its financial statements - its essence is not a technical evaluation, but an analytical basis for sound financing. The empirical literature unequivocally backs this up - Jain and Kumar (2020) confirm that carefully constructed financial statements are crucial to reliable feasibility and Bjee and Gil (2022) argue that regulation risk, investors and risk allocation are also important elements and so financial modelling must be undertaken as part of the risk assessment in its infancy. Nandi and Ahluwalia (2024) show that for 500 infrastructure projects, over-leveraging is likely to decrease equity return and Tirumala and Tiwari (2023) illustrate for India that there is an ongoing move from a collateral-based approach to sophisticated cash-flow-based arrangements.
Looking at the evaluation side, cash flow stability, and financing structure design proved to be equally important as intrinsic market conditions by Agrawal and Kumar (2024), Credit appraisal was found to encompass a range beyond just the numbers – a factor that includes management efficiency, regulatory behavior, market conditions by Singh and Bajaj (2024), while changing the mix of equity-debt was found to have a direct impact on IRR and ROI by Singh and Goel (2025). Further recent evidence from Chandrasekaran and Sharma (2025) supported NPV and IRR to remain the premier benchmarks for capital budgeting; probabilistic risk modeling showed to drastically reduce project delays and cost overrun by Sancheti and Rajesh (2025), and manufacturing companies operating in specialized sub-sectors could develop feasible financing structure by employing proper analytical framework as proved by Shetty and Ramaprasad (2026).
Based on all the evidence it can be concluded that a single measure cannot assess suitability for project financing, a composite and multidimensional approach needs to be undertaken covering liquidity, profitability, leverage, rate of return, riskiness of investment, and probability of insolvency. Considering all the parameters in lieu, the proposed study aims to investigate feasibility of project financing for three manufacturing companies by employing six tools, ratio analysis, capital budgeting tools (NPV, IRR, WACC, Payback period), break even and sensitivity analysis, linear trend forecasting, and Altman Z-score to arrive at an empirically grounded answer for lenders, investors and finance consultants in India.
2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE
According to Jain and Kumar (2020), a residential project in Gurgaon was selected in order to test the way financial modeling assists the decision of feasibility of a project. This is achieved with carefully organized financial statement, including the pro- forma balance sheets, income statements, and cash flows. This way, all stake holders will be able to make the decision on the project's profitability and viability before its implementation and therefore this kind of financial modelling serves as the "first line of defense" tool of a decision process and it is not a simple administrative work.
According to Bjee and Gil (2022), sustainable financial practices for project financing were analyzed in different developed countries such as, the UK, the US and Singapore to determine what factors are responsible for successful or unsuccessful financial realization. In most of the cases the gap between financing intention and successful financial realization was due to regulations risk and behavior of investors but not only financial factors. External and institutional environment should be integrated in the process of project feasibility besides financial quantitative data.
According to Tirumala and Tiwari (2023), the trends in project financing in India are constantly moving from the collateral-based financial arrangement toward cash flow-based. This process was mostly influenced by increase of multilateral financing agencies, pension funds and private developers’ participation in project finance. Although the new structures are more robust but are now much more complex and demanding.
According to Nandi and Ahluwalia (2024), 500 Indian infrastructure projects were analyzed to check the impact of debt financing and equity financing in the project. Debt financing is found more successful in small lower-risk project but it makes the returns from equity financing suffer, which is generally not understood by the project promoters during the initial financial modeling phase of the capital structure.
According to Agrawal and Kumar (2024), analysis of financial structure of Hybrid Annuity Model showed how it could help attract and maintain private participation. Cash flow predictability of the project and soundness of concession are both significant for the project's successful financial outcome apart from market conditions and a poorly developed financing structure always leads to lower financial results regardless of any condition in the market.
According to Singh and Bajaj (2024), by interviewing several bank and financial institution professional it was observed that a lending institution carries out project financing proposal in multiple dimensions including the capability of management, the compliance and also the environment the project is placed in rather than using the financial ratios solely. This can be said to be similar to the methodology adopted in this current study as well.
According to Singh and Goel (2025), by using a waterfall financial model, we test out in how the investment return are impacted by a projects financing structure and in that case a project situated in Gurugram and Pune for development of real estate was tested. Even a minute change in capital structure can cause a variation of the IRR and ROI in a projects financing structure, for example; if the capital mix of equity and debt increases slightly, that may be a good indication for an investment with capital structure.
According to Chandrasekaran and Sharma (2025), it is a review to see how the applications of capital budgeting method in the long term investment decision making are performed and from it one can infer that NPV and IRR is the best tool for project analysis in any business organization and as expected companies using those methods tend to perform better investment-wise over the period.
According to Sancheti and Rajesh (2025), by using Monte Carlo simulation the costs associated with infrastructure projects are modeled, to check whether conventional deterministic cost estimate methods are reliable or not. The use of probabilistic modeling leads to much efficient cost contingency estimations with less over-spending. Infrastructure development projects, especially, are benefited by this method as they constantly fail to meet their planned schedule and budget in the Indian sector.
According to Shetty and Ramaprasad (2026), financial viability of the green micro-financing projects for a specific manufacturing sector was investigated and found that it can become economically viable with low financial risk with governmental backing and analytical framework. Green financing in specific manufacturing sectors shows great opportunity for financially viable projects even on small scales.
3. OBJECTIVES 
3.1 Primary Objective
This research is to assess the feasibility and financial viability of project financing by certain selected manufacturing companies in order to find their respective appropriateness as project finance candidates.
3.2 Secondary Objectives
· Analyze the profitability and overall financial performance of selected companies for the period of study (2022-2025) with reference to several earning and returns variables.
· Assess the liquidity, solvency and stability condition of selected companies for their ability to fulfill short-term and long-term financial commitment.
· Analyze the cash flow status and debt repayment ability of selected companies to ensure the viability of project financing for the period of study.
· Discuss the effect of financial risks and market uncertainty on the long-term viability of project financing across the selected companies.
· Forecast financial performance trend of selected companies for future (2025-2028) with linear trend analysis and investigate their respective insolvency risk profile by using Altman Z-Score model.
3A. MANUFACTURING FIRMS SELECTED FOR THE RESEARCH STUDY
The first firm selected for this study is a privately held steel manufacturing company incorporated in India, engaged in the fabrication and supply of precision-engineered steel components and assemblies for industrial applications. Established with a focus on quality-driven production, the firm has demonstrated consistent revenue generation and strong operational efficiency over the study period. Its financial profile is characterised by minimal leverage, robust liquidity reserves, and steadily improving profitability margins, positioning it among the more financially stable entities within the Indian steel manufacturing segment. The company’s conservative approach to debt management and its sustained investment in operational capacity have contributed to its strong creditworthiness profile. It operates primarily within the domestic market and has progressively strengthened its equity base over successive financial years.
The second firm is a publicly listed agro-technology manufacturing enterprise engaged in the development and commercialisation of agricultural machinery, equipment, and technology-driven solutions for the farming sector. Operating at the intersection of agriculture and manufacturing, the firm has pursued an active growth strategy characterised by progressive investment in product innovation and market expansion. Its financial trajectory over the study period reflects a recovery phase, with improving gross profit margins and declining leverage ratios, although its debt service capacity remains a critical area requiring sustained attention. The firm’s alignment with India’s agricultural modernisation agenda positions it strategically within an evolving and policy-supported market segment. Its listing status provides it with access to capital markets, which is an important consideration in evaluating its long-term financing viability.
The third firm is a privately held agro-engineering manufacturing company engaged in the production and distribution of mechanised agricultural equipment and engine-based machinery for rural and semi-urban markets across southern India. The firm has demonstrated notable operational improvement over the study period, with recovering gross profit margins and a rising internal rate of return; however, its capital structure reflects significant financial stress, characterised by an exceptionally high debt-equity ratio and a distress-level Altman Z-Score. Despite generating competitive investment returns, the firm’s extreme reliance on debt financing represents the most critical risk factor in its project financing assessment. Its operational footprint and market positioning within the regional agricultural equipment sector offer long-term growth potential, contingent upon successful capital restructuring.
4.METHODOLOGY
4.1 Research Design
This study uses an Analytical Research Design — examining existing financial data to uncover performance trends, relationships between variables, and the underlying drivers of financial health across the three companies. Rather than collecting new primary data, the focus is on extracting meaningful insights from structured secondary data through the systematic application of financial analysis tools.
4.2 Data Collection
All data is sourced from the audited annual financial statements of Company A, Company B, and Company C for the period 2022-2025. Documents used include Balance Sheets, Profit and Loss Accounts, Income Statements, and Cash Flow Statements. The three companies were selected because they represent meaningfully different financial profiles — from financially stable to critically distressed — making comparison both meaningful and instructive.
5. DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION
5.1 Liquidity Analysis
Liquidity assesses a company’s ability to meet its short-term obligations. Profitable though it may be, a company may face a liquidity crisis if it cannot convert its assets quickly enough to generate cash to pay its creditors. The relevant ratios are listed below for each of the three companies:
Table 2: Current Ratio (2022-2025)
	Year
	Company A
	Company B
	Company C

	2022-2023
	4.46
	1.84
	1.53

	2023-2024
	4.76
	2.18
	2.10

	2024-2025
	5.05
	2.70
	1.37


Source: Secondary Data – Selected Manufacturing Firms

Company A’s current ratio has been steadily improving from 4.46 to 5.05. The ratio is well beyond the satisfactory level, indicating strong working capital management. Company B's current ratio also shows a clear upward trend, rising from 1.84 to 2.70 in three years, showing that it is becoming financially more mature. However, Company C exhibits a worrying deterioration, its current ratio improved from 1.91 to 2.10 in 2023-24 but falls to a worrisome 1.37 in 2024-25, highlighting potential cashflow problems to a potential creditor evaluating short-term repayment capabilities.
Table 3: Quick Ratio (2022-2025)
	Year
	Company A
	Company B
	Company C

	2022-2023
	3.75
	1.60
	1.26

	2023-2024
	4.03
	1.90
	1.69

	2024-2025
	4.31
	2.40
	0.86


Source: Secondary Data – Selected Manufacturing Firms

The quick ratio excludes inventory, giving a better picture of immediate liquidity. Company C's quick ratio falls to 0.86, well below the target level of 1.0, suggesting that the company cannot satisfy its short-term obligations from its immediate liquid resources. This is a major area of concern. Company A (4.31) and B (2.40) maintain satisfactory quick ratio values, and show consistent improvements.
5.2 Profitability Analysis
Profitability analysis measures the ability of a business to generate earnings from its operations. Four profitability ratios are analysed below for all three companies.
Table 4: Gross Profit Margin Ratio (2022-2025)
	Year
	Company A
	Company B
	Company C

	2022-2023
	21.53%
	5.82%
	(6.52%)

	2023-2024
	22.08%
	9.40%
	2.60%

	2024-2025
	22.73%
	12.80%
	6.17%


Source: Secondary Data – Selected Manufacturing Firms

Table 5: Net Profit Margin Ratio (2022-2025)
	Year
	Company A
	Company B
	Company C

	2022-2023
	36.54%
	20.29%
	12.50%

	2023-2024
	36.69%
	22.59%
	15.70%

	2024-2025
	36.91%
	25.88%
	18.40%


Source: Secondary Data – Selected Manufacturing Firms

Table 6: Operating Profit Margin Ratio (2022-2025)
	Year
	Company A
	Company B
	Company C

	2022-2023
	35.73%
	5.00%
	(46.50%)

	2023-2024
	32.57%
	5.34%
	19.10%

	2024-2025
	36.05%
	5.71%
	17.20%


Source: Secondary Data – Selected Manufacturing Firms

Company A’s Net Profit Margin has been remarkably stable between 36% and 37% over the study period, signifying consistent financial discipline and high operating efficiency. The increase from 20.29% to 25.88% for Company B's net profit margin highlights that the improvement has been driven by more than just revenue, indicating strong operational progress. In contrast, Company C, after operating at a significant loss in 2022-23, turned around operationally in only two years. From an operating loss of (46.50%) in 2022-23, it reached positive 17.20% in 2024-25. While this turnaround is outstanding, the drag of the financial structure limits the apparent gain.
Table 7: Return on Investment - ROI (2022-2025)
	Year
	Company A
	Company B
	Company C

	2022-2023
	18.2%
	12.5%
	6.4%

	2023-2024
	19.4%
	20.1%
	8.2%

	2024-2025
	21.3%
	18.7%
	10.5%


Source: Secondary Data – Selected Manufacturing Firms

Company A's ROI of 21.3% is the highest and still improving over the study period. Company B’s ROI reached a peak of 20.1% in 2023-24 before slipping slightly to 18.7%, still excellent but less consistent than A's. Company C's ROI at 10.5% may seem modest, but it indicates good progress from a 6.4% in just two years. However, will the progress hold in light of the company’s financial difficulties?
5.3 Solvency and Coverage Analysis
Solvency ratios tell us how well a company can handle its long-term debts. For project financing, these are particularly important — lenders want assurance that a company will still be standing five or ten years from now.
Table 8: Debt-Equity Ratio (2022-2025)
	Year
	Company A
	Company B
	Company C

	2022-2023
	0.24
	1.94
	3.99

	2023-2024
	0.13
	1.09
	3.65

	2024-2025
	0.08
	0.69
	9.27


Source: Secondary Data – Selected Manufacturing Firms

These ratios highlight the contrasting fortunes of the three companies.Company A has almost no relative debt. Its debt to equity ratio of 0.08 signifies that the equity is substantially larger than the debt. Company B's debt to equity ratio has also significantly improved, falling from 1.94 to 0.69, demonstrating excellent progress towards financial discipline. The exact opposite has happened to Company C where the debt to equity ratio has dramatically risen from 3.65 to 9.27 over the space of one year. It is not financially sustainable for any company to have debt almost nine times its equity. This represents the biggest risk element.
Table 9: Interest Coverage Ratio (2022-2025)
	Year
	Company A
	Company B
	Company C

	2022-2023
	12.45
	4.12
	(1.85)

	2023-2024
	15.30
	4.85
	2.10

	2024-2025
	18.90
	5.20
	1.65


Source: Secondary Data – Selected Manufacturing Firms
Table 10: Debt Service Coverage Ratio - DSCR (2022-2025)
	Year
	Company A
	Company B
	Company C

	2022-2023
	2.36
	1.64
	2.41

	2023-2024
	2.60
	1.11
	2.73

	2024-2025
	2.93
	1.25
	2.70


Source: Secondary Data – Selected Manufacturing Firms

With an ICR of 18.90, Company A has almost no chance of defaulting on its interest payments. Company C's ICR was negative in 2022-23, meaning it could not even meet its interest payment from its earnings. Since then, it has managed to turn it to 1.65, which is still dangerously low. At 1.25, Company B's DSCR is technically above the required 1.20 but it leaves minimal room for error going forward.
5.4 Capital Budgeting Analysis
The key capital budgeting measures translate future expectations into current value terms. The table below assesses these indicators for each of the three companies:
.Table 11: Net Present Value - NPV (Rs. Lakhs)
	Client Company
	2022-2023
	2023-2024
	2024-2025

	Company A
	Rs.6,052.38
	Rs.6,303.07
	Rs.6,634.37

	Company B
	Rs.1,148.29
	Rs.1,172.02
	Rs.1,661.84

	Company C
	Rs.69.11
	Rs.90.11
	Rs.93.96


Source: Secondary Data – Selected Manufacturing Firms

Table 12: Internal Rate of Return - IRR
	Client Company
	2022-2023
	2023-2024
	2024-2025

	Company A
	25.00%
	27.00%
	29.48%

	Company B
	15.40%
	16.80%
	18.20%

	Company C
	0.00%
	16.20%
	34.28%


Source: Secondary Data – Selected Manufacturing Firms

Table 13: Payback Period and WACC
	Metric / Company
	Company A
	Company B
	Company C

	Payback Period
	4.18 years
	4.50 years
	3.15 years

	WACC (2022-23)
	10.76%
	8.86%
	9.15%

	WACC (2023-24)
	11.21%
	9.67%
	8.98%

	WACC (2024-25)
	11.58%
	8.81%
	8.45%


Source: Secondary Data – Selected Manufacturing Firms

NPV of Rs.6,634 lakhs and an IRR of 29.48% for Company A make it the best investment choice. The IRR of 34.28% in Company C is attractive but needs to be interpreted with caution. When coupled with an extremely low Z-Score, it is likely that the return is derived more from extreme financial leverage and taking risks rather than underlying operational strength. The investment for Company B provides steady NPV growth, an IRR that is consistently increasing, and a reasonable payback period of 4.50 years, demonstrating a sensible approach.
5.5 Break-Even and Sensitivity Analysis
Table 14: Break-Even Point (BEP) - % of Sales
	Year
	Company A
	Company B
	Company C

	2022-2023
	19.36%
	52.36%
	16.73%

	2023-2024
	16.18%
	47.45%
	14.03%

	2024-2025
	13.00%
	42.69%
	11.35%


Source: Secondary Data – Selected Manufacturing Firms

Table 15: Margin of Safety (MoS)
	Year
	Company A
	Company B
	Company C

	2022-2023
	80.64%
	47.64%
	83.27%

	2023-2024
	83.82%
	52.55%
	85.97%

	2024-2025
	87.00%
	57.31%
	88.65%


Source: Secondary Data – Selected Manufacturing Firms

Table 16: Sensitivity Analysis - Project Viability Index
	Scenario
	Company A
	Company B
	Company C

	As Projected
	2.01
	1.95
	1.86

	Revenue -5%
	1.83
	1.72
	1.54

	Expenses +5%
	2.01
	1.80
	1.62

	Both Change
	1.95
	1.85
	1.41


Source: Secondary Data – Selected Manufacturing Firms

Company B’s Break-even point of 42.69% highlights that it will have to earn almost half of its revenue just to cover its fixed costs before it can actually make any profit. Both A and C have a significantly smaller break-even percentage thus have greater flexibility. In sensitivity analysis, Company A shows a Viability Index of 1.95 where revenues decrease and costs increase, this highlights the companies stability. A combined stress test for Company C showed the viability index fall to 1.41, demonstrating its vulnerability to adverse market conditions.
5.6 Trend Forecasting (2025-2026 to 2027-2028)
Using linear trend analysis, key financial ratios were projected forward to 2027-2028. These forecasts are based on observed historical patterns and are intended to identify likely trajectories — and early warning signals — for each company.
Table 17: Current Ratio - Trend Forecast
	Year
	Company A
	Company B
	Company C

	2025-2026
	5.35
	3.10
	1.51

	2026-2027
	5.64
	3.58
	1.07

	2027-2028
	5.93
	4.00
	1.01


Source: Secondary Data – Selected Manufacturing Firms

Table 18: Gross Profit Margin - Trend Forecast
	Year
	Company A
	Company B
	Company C

	2025-2026
	23.37%
	16.30%
	12.50%

	2026-2027
	24.02%
	19.80%
	18.06%

	2027-2028
	24.69%
	23.30%
	25.16%


Source: Secondary Data – Selected Manufacturing Firms

Table 19: DSCR - Trend Forecast
	Year
	Company A
	Company B
	Company C

	2025-2026
	3.20
	0.94
	2.90

	2026-2027
	3.49
	0.75
	3.05

	2027-2028
	3.77
	0.55
	3.19


Source: Secondary Data – Selected Manufacturing Firms

Table 20: Debt-Equity Ratio - Trend Forecast
	Year
	Company A
	Company B
	Company C

	2025-2026
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	10.92

	2026-2027
	(0.09)
	(0.64)
	13.56

	2027-2028
	(0.17)
	(1.26)
	16.19


Source: Secondary Data – Selected Manufacturing Firms

It is clear from these forecasts that Company A is only getting stronger. For Company B, while the gross profit margin has shown significant positive improvements, the projected fall of its DSCR from 0.94 to 0.55 by 2027-28, needs immediate and urgent action. Company C's projected debt-to-equity of 16.19 by 2027-28 is extremely concerning. It's redeeming factor is that it can indeed improve its gross profit margin to 25.16%, however this will only be useful if its financial structure is rectified immediately.
5.7 Altman Z-Score Analysis
Altman Z-Score, a combination of five different financial ratios, predicts a companies probability of bankruptcy. A score above 2.99 means the company is safe, between 1.23 and 2.99 means it needs to be carefully monitored, while below 1.23 is evidence of financial distress.
Table 21: Comparative Altman Z-Score Analysis
	Year
	Company A
	Company B
	Company C
	Assessment

	2022-2023
	3.60 - Safe
	0.74 - Distress
	0.32 - Distress
	A: Safe | B & C: Distress

	2023-2024
	3.68 - Safe
	1.82 - Grey
	0.48 - Distress
	A: Safe | B: Grey | C: Distress

	2024-2025
	3.97 - Safe
	2.41 - Grey
	0.71 - Distress
	A: Safe | B: Grey | C: Distress


Source: Secondary Data – Selected Manufacturing Firms

The Altman Z-Score for Company A at 3.97 shows it to be in the safe zone and steadily improving. Company B has shown great progress from 0.74 to 2.41 in three years, signifying it is on the way to a safer place, although it still has further to go. Company C’s Altman Z-Score of 0.71 puts it deeply into the distress zone. Even a high IRR will mean little if it can't even meet the minimal standard that is laid down by Altman.
6. SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS
Table 22: Comprehensive Comparative Summary - Company A, Company B, and Company C
	Financial Parameter
	Company A
	Company B
	Company C

	Current Ratio (2024-25)
	5.05 - Strong
	2.70 - Good
	1.37 - Weak

	Quick Ratio (2024-25)
	4.31
	2.40
	0.86 - Below 1.0

	Net Profit Margin (2024-25)
	36.91%
	25.88%
	18.40%

	ROI (2024-25)
	21.3%
	18.7%
	10.5%

	Debt-Equity Ratio (2024-25)
	0.08 - Low
	0.69 - Moderate
	9.27 - High

	Interest Coverage Ratio (2024-25)
	18.90
	5.20
	1.65

	DSCR (2024-25)
	2.93 - Strong
	1.25 - Marginal
	2.70 - Adequate

	NPV (2024-25, Rs. Lakhs)
	Rs.6,634.37
	Rs.1,661.84
	Rs.93.96

	IRR (2024-25)
	29.48%
	18.20%
	34.28% *

	Payback Period
	4.18 years
	4.50 years
	3.15 years

	Break-Even Point (2024-25)
	13.00% - Low
	42.69% - High
	11.35% - Low

	Margin of Safety (2024-25)
	87.00%
	57.31%
	88.65%

	Altman Z-Score (2024-25)
	3.97 - SAFE
	2.41 - GREY
	0.71 - DISTRESS

	Project Financing Suitability
	HIGHLY SUITABLE
	MODERATELY SUITABLE
	CONDITIONAL


Source: Secondary Data – Selected Manufacturing Firms
* Company C IRR of 34.28% is offset by a Distress-level Z-Score (0.71) and extreme leverage (D/E: 9.27).

7. SUGGESTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
7.1 For Company C
· A rolling cash flow forecast over 13 weeks should be implemented in one go, to manage the current Quick Ratio of 0.86 and reduce the dependency of inventory for the financing of short-term liabilities.
· Initiate capital restructure simultaneously with the present, unsustainable 9.27 Debt-Equity ratio which is projected to touch 16.19 in 2027-28 to rule out exclusion of future borrowing facilities.
· Focus on improving the assets efficiency and operating profit margins to elevate the present 0.71 Altman Z-Score towards the 1.23 borderline (gray area).
· Minimize the present cost of financing (1.65 Interest Coverage Ratio) to reach the minimum acceptable ratio of 2.5.
7.2 For Company B
· Address cost volatility through regular variance analysis and tighter expense controls to stabilize net profit margins.
· Draw up a detailed strategy for improving the DSCR from the current 1.25 to a minimum of 1.00 (projected 0.55 in 2027-28) and make substantial repayment on existing debts.
· Push down the break-even point of 42.69% by improving Contribution Margin Ratio.
· Consolidate efforts for raising the present 0.74 Altman Z-Score to the above safe zone (2.99) to the acceptable 2.41 levels.

7.3 General Recommendations
· All project appraisals in manufacturing companies with varying financial situations should integrate multi-scenario financial modeling - comprising optimism, base and stress case estimations - into project analysis on a regular basis, better equipping companies against shocks in both markets and demand.
· All companies should move away from reactive financial reporting to proactive financial planning by incorporating rolling forecasts, real-time performance dashboards and leading financial indicators into regular management processes and decision making.
· Companies interested in long-term financing viability must actively search for ESG-compliant instruments of finance such as green bonds, sustainability-linked loans, and impact investment vehicles that are becoming increasingly common in the changing dynamics of financing Indian manufacturing and also offer better pricing and payment terms as against traditional instruments of finance.
8. CONCLUSION
This research presented a comparative empirical evaluation of the strategic and financial feasibility of undertaking project finance, in three manufacturing companies selected. Six tools were applied to the audited financial statements of the companies for the three-year period from 2022 to 2025, as follows: ratios, capital budgeting (net present value, internal rate of return, profitability index), break-even analysis, sensitivity analysis, trend forecasting, and the Altman Z-score. As anticipated the results produced quite distinct assessments for each company, yet overall underscored the importance of utilizing a number of analytical tools to asses project finance feasibility.

Of the three firms considered, the first company had strong financials on all measures; liquid throughout the period, consistently profitable with a high proportion of net margin in operating margin, low leverage and high investment returns and a healthy 3.97 on the Altman Z-Score placing it safely in the zone, making it ideal to pursue immediate and unconditional project finance. The second company was showing a positive trend with profit and leverage ratio on the improve, however, with a low DSCR of1.25 (dropping to 0.55 from 2027-28) it was ideal for a conditional and corrective approach, if, only after improving its debt repayment capacity significantly. While the third company showed significant improvement operationally and strategically in terms of IRR (34.28%) and recovering gross profit margin (50.39%), the highly skewed DE ratio of 9.27 and the low Z-Score of 0.71 confirmed that it was not suitable for project financing without a credible capital restructuring scheme being successfully put into operation.

In conclusion this research supports the existing body of literature regarding the use of financial metrics to asses project finance viability, specifically focusing on Indian manufacturing; illustrating that one alone is insufficient. The holistic 6-tool approach used in this paper provided a robust and reproducible method applicable to bankers, lenders, investors and financial advisors involved in the process of assessing project finance viability in any of the many sub-sectoral manufacturing industries available in India. It would be beneficial for further research to expand this approach to a larger data set, over a longer time frame and perhaps within individual manufacturing sectors.
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