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Round-the-Clock Renewable Power in India 2026:
Pricing, Structuring and Risk

By Sudarshan Karweer - 04 September 2026 - growthifye.com

A practitioner guide to RTC renewable power in India 2026: tariffs, sizing logic, contracting, scheduling
risk and bankability.

India’s round-the-clock renewable power market is entering a more disciplined phase in 2026. The early
narrative focused on headline tariffs and the ambition to supply firm green power against a 24x7 demand
profile. The more useful question today is narrower and more commercial: under what conditions can RTC
renewable projects deliver reliable energy, acceptable deviation performance and financeable cash flows in
India’s actual grid, weather and market context?

For utilities, distribution companies and large commercial and industrial consumers, RTC is no longer just a
policy label. It is becoming a procurement tool for evening peak support, renewable purchase obligation
compliance, carbon reduction, and hedging against future thermal cost volatility. For developers and lenders,
however, RTC remains one of the hardest products to structure because every weak assumption gets
exposed: solar-wind complementarity, storage duration, transmission availability, scheduling capability,
curtailment treatment and the true cost of firming.

This article looks at RTC renewable power in India in 2026 from a practitioner’s standpoint: what buyers are
actually paying for, how projects are typically configured, where economics break down, and what makes an
RTC bid bankable.

What RTC means in India in 2026

In the Indian market, RTC renewable power generally refers to a contracted supply obligation that aims to
provide power across all time blocks, with a minimum annual and often monthly availability discipline. In
practical terms, RTC is not the same as simple hybrid power, and it is not identical to FDRE procurement
even though the products overlap.

The key commercial distinction is that RTC requires shape, not just volume.

A standard standalone solar PPA sells daytime energy. A plain wind PPA sells variable energy with seasonal
concentration. A hybrid PPA combines assets to increase CUF. An RTC structure goes further: it adds
portfolio diversity, storage, market purchases and scheduling optimisation to reduce intermittency and serve
a flatter delivery profile.

In 2026, most credible RTC structures in India use a mix of:

* interstate solar capacity, often in high-irradiation states such as smmmmmmm, Gujarat or Karnataka

» wind capacity from Tamil Nadu, Karnataka, Gujarat, Rajasthan or Maharashtra depending on
evacuation and wind regime

* battery energy storage for intraday shaping and short-duration balancing
* limited merchant or exchange procurement as a backstop in some portfolio structures
» sophisticated forecasting and scheduling systems to manage deviation exposure

On paper, some portfolios may target annual CUF equivalents in the 70% to 90% range after shaping. But
lenders and sophisticated offtakers now look less at aggregate annual CUF and more at hourly firmness,
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seasonal deficits, monsoon correlation, and the contracted consequences of under-delivery.

Why RTC procurement is gaining traction now
Several 2026 market drivers are pushing RTC demand.

First, evening peak stress is no longer theoretical. As solar penetration rises, many states are dealing with
steeper net-load ramps after sunset. Buyers do not just need more renewable megawatt-hours; they need
power in the 6 pm to 11 pm window and better shape during morning ramps.

Second, thermal replacement economics are becoming more nuanced. New RTC renewable supply is not
always cheaper than the variable cost of an existing pithead coal plant on every hour, but it can be attractive
versus marginal procurement, short-term peak purchases and future thermal additions when carbon strategy,
water stress and fuel uncertainty are considered.

Third, policy and procurement design are maturing. Central agencies and state entities now understand that
forcing unrealistic firmness obligations without workable deviation frameworks either inflates tariffs or creates
non-performing PPAs. Tender structures in 2026 are gradually becoming more realistic about force majeure,
curtailment accounting, must-run interpretation and scheduling settlement.

Fourth, for large C&I consumers, 24x7 decarbonisation claims are under scrutiny. Annual renewable
matching is no longer enough for some export-oriented manufacturers, data centres, industrial parks and
hyperscale facilities. Hourly or near-hourly matching is not yet universal in India, but the direction is clear.
RTC and shaped renewable supply products therefore have commercial relevance beyond utility
procurement.

Typical RTC configurations and what they cost

The core commercial issue in RTC is the cost of firming the last tranche of variability. The first layer of
improvement is relatively cheap: combine solar and wind across geographies and annual utilisation
improves. The next layer is more expensive: reshape output into specific peak hours using storage. The final
layer is the hardest and most expensive: guarantee delivery through weak renewable days, low-wind weeks
or seasonal dips without excessive market exposure.

In 2026, indicative project configurations for Indian RTC bids often fall into the following broad bands:
» Solar-heavy hybrid with some wind and 1.5 to 2 hours of BESS: useful where daytime delivery
dominates and evening shaping is limited

 Balanced solar-wind portfolio with 2 to 4 hours of BESS: increasingly common for higher-quality RTC
profiles

» Wind-led portfolio with solar top-up and storage: relevant in specific wind regimes, but seasonal
concentration can still be a challenge

» RTC-plus-market portfolio: physical renewable assets backed by selective exchange purchases during
deficit blocks

Indicative tariff expectations in 2026 vary widely by obligation strength, location, ISTS treatment, curtailment
assumptions and storage share. As a broad market observation:
» Simpler hybrid supply products may still clear in the high INR 3/kWh to low INR 4/kWh range in
favourable cases

 Stricter RTC-style products with meaningful shaping often move into roughly INR 4.5/kWh to INR
6.5/kWh territory
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» More demanding firm supply structures with heavy storage dependence or punitive under-supply
penalties can move above this range

These numbers are not universal bid benchmarks. They are highly sensitive to the following:
» whether BESS is charged only from co-located renewable energy or can use grid charging under
contract logic
 the number of committed peak-hour delivery blocks
» annual versus monthly minimum supply obligations
» degradation assumptions for batteries
* transmission access and losses
e curtailment compensation provisions
» permitted use of market purchases for balancing
« debt sizing assumptions and DSCR thresholds

The biggest mistake in RTC pricing is to extrapolate from a solar-plus-storage LCOE spreadsheet without
modelling chronology. Annual averages conceal exactly the hours that drive storage size and balancing cost.

The modelling disciplines that matter most

Serious RTC development in 2026 requires sub-hourly or at least block-level chronological modelling over
multi-year weather sets. The question is not whether a portfolio can produce enough energy on average. The
question is whether it can meet contractual delivery shape with manageable risk in bad weather sequences
and constrained grid conditions.

At minimum, developers and lenders should test:

» 15-minute or time-block generation traces for solar and wind across candidate sites

« state-wise and seasonal complementarity rather than annual correlation alone

* battery dispatch under round-trip efficiency, inverter limits and degradation constraints
* monsoon scenarios and low-wind stress periods

* curtailment assumptions by node and evacuation corridor

* auxiliary consumption, transmission losses and availability assumptions

» DSM and deviation settlement exposure under realistic forecast error bands
 replacement capex timing for storage-heavy structures

» market purchase cost distributions if balancing is permitted

For utility buyers and C&l offtakers, one practical metric is not just quoted tariff but delivered shape quality. A
tariff of INR 4.80/kWh may look attractive, but if the contract allows broad annual netting and frequent
shortfalls during expensive evening blocks, the buyer may still end up exposed to high replacement power
costs.

Conversely, a tariff of INR 5.60/kWh with a disciplined hourly supply profile, clear settlement logic and robust
performance security may offer a better all-in risk-adjusted outcome.

Contract structure is now the main bankability lever
By 2026, contract architecture matters as much as technology choice. Many RTC projects become
unfinanceable not because the assets cannot generate, but because the PPA places unbounded volume risk
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on the seller without providing workable protections for curtailment, change in law, transmission outage or
market dislocation.

The main PPA issues lenders focus on are:

* delivery obligation definition: annual energy, monthly energy, time-block minimums or peak-window
commitments

» deemed generation and curtailment treatment, especially for grid unavailability or backing down
» scheduling responsibility and forecasting protocol

 deviation cost pass-through or seller absorption

« allowance and limits for third-party power procurement to meet firmness obligations

» payment security mechanism and LC coverage

» change in law treatment for storage, transmission charges and market rules

 termination compensation and lender cure rights

» commissioning flexibility where solar, wind and storage CODs differ

From a financing perspective, lenders are generally more comfortable when the PPA recognises that
renewable firmness is probabilistic and therefore must be managed through transparent rules rather than
punitive blanket penalties. If every shortfall hour is treated like conventional generator default, tariff discovery
may initially look aggressive but project stress will surface later.

For C&l buyers, the contract challenge is different. The buyer often wants a hedge against grid tariff
escalation and a cleaner hourly profile, but does not want to pay utility-style RTC premiums. That creates
demand for shaped supply contracts rather than fully firm contracts. In many cases, a buyer is better served
by defining a critical load band, such as 40% to 60% of base demand during identified peak windows, rather
than insisting on complete 24x7 renewable matching from day one.

Key risks developers and lenders should not understate
RTC projects fail in underwriting when too many small assumptions lean optimistic at the same time. In 2026,
the most material risk areas are the following.

First, renewable complementarity is often oversold. Solar and wind do complement each other to some
extent, but not uniformly by month, site or time block. A portfolio that looks balanced on annual averages may
still show large deficit clusters exactly when obligations are most stringent.

Second, battery duration is frequently under-sized in bid-stage models. A 2-hour system may improve
evening delivery impressively in average conditions but struggle in cloudy afternoons followed by a long peak
window. Extending storage duration materially changes capex and cycling economics.

Third, curtailment remains a live issue. Must-run status does not eliminate practical backing down risk,
especially in congested corridors. If the PPA does not clearly compensate or excuse such events, seller
economics deteriorate quickly.

Fourth, market-purchase backstops can become expensive during system stress. A portfolio that depends on
buying 3% to 5% of annual requirement from exchanges may still be viable, but only if those purchases are
concentrated in manageable hours. If shortages align with high-price evening periods, replacement energy
costs can wipe out margins.
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Fifth, transmission and access charges remain moving parts. ISTS waiver trajectories, state-level open
access implementation, losses and scheduling restrictions all affect delivered economics. Buyers should
examine landed cost, not ex-bus tariff alone.

Sixth, battery warranties and augmentation assumptions need realism. Calendar fade, cycle fade, ambient
conditions, augmentation timing and salvage value all matter. In RTC structures where storage supports
contractual reliability rather than optional arbitrage, underestimating augmentation cost directly threatens
DSCR.

Where RTC fits for utilities, C&Il buyers and policymakers

For utilities and discoms, RTC is best deployed selectively, not as a blanket renewable procurement
template. It is most valuable where the buyer needs peak support, renewable shaping and medium-term
hedge value. Procuring all renewable power as strict RTC would overpay for firmness in hours where
flexibility is unnecessary.

For C&I consumers, the right product in 2026 is often not full RTC but load-matched structured supply. Data
centres, continuous-process manufacturing, metro infrastructure, airports and export-oriented industrial
campuses can benefit from customised supply bands tied to operationally critical periods. The design
objective should be cost-effective hourly decarbonisation, not marketing claims unsupported by meter-level
reality.

For policymakers, the next step is better product clarity. India’s renewable procurement categories have
multiplied, but market confidence improves when each product has transparent definitions for firmness,
scheduling, settlement and curtailment treatment. Harmonisation between central tenders, state procurement
and open access implementation would reduce bid friction and lower risk premia.

A particularly important policy question is whether future RTC and shaped renewable contracts should
explicitly permit limited balancing purchases under defined caps. In many cases, this can lower total system
cost relative to overbuilding storage for rare stress hours. The most efficient answer is not always maximum
physical firmness at any price; it is disciplined risk allocation with clear market interfaces.

The practical takeaway for 2026

RTC renewable power in India is viable, but only when buyers and sellers are precise about what is being
bought. The product is not simply renewable energy delivered all day. It is a bundle of energy, shape,
flexibility, balancing capability and contractual risk allocation.

Developers that win sustainably in this segment will not be those with the most aggressive tariff on a
simplified model. They will be those with better weather analytics, more realistic storage sizing, sharper
scheduling capability, disciplined contract negotiation and a clear view of replacement-power risk.

Lenders will increasingly separate robust RTC portfolios from fragile ones by asking basic but unforgiving
guestions: What happens in a five-day low-wind event? How much evening delivery depends on battery
augmentation by year eight? What curtailment regime is assumed? What is the P90 block-level performance
in monsoon months? How much of the claimed firmness is actually merchant balancing?

And buyers should remember that the cheapest quoted RTC tariff may not be the cheapest delivered
outcome once shortfall risk, grid charges, replacement purchases and contract loopholes are accounted for.

If you are evaluating an RTC tender, structuring a shaped renewable product for C&I load, or diligencing a
hybrid-plus-storage portfolio for financing, contact Growthifye’s advisory desk for project-specific analysis
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and execution support.
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