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Abstract 

This study conducts a comprehensive comparative analysis of three Indian Real Estate Investment Trusts (REITs) 

and three Infrastructure Investment Trusts (InvITs), assessing their performance against traditional market 

benchmarks—NIFTY 50 and NIFTY REITs & InvITs Index. Spanning July 2021 to December 2024, the research 

employs key financial metrics including CAGR, Sharpe Ratio, Treynor Ratio, Jensen’s Alpha, Beta, Sortino Ratio, 

and Maximum Drawdown across daily, quarterly, and semi-annual intervals. The findings reveal that while REITs 

and InvITs underperform in capital appreciation relative to NIFTY 50, they offer superior dividend yields and 

exhibit lower volatility, making them attractive for income-focused and risk-averse investors. Risk-adjusted return 

metrics suggest mixed outcomes—some instruments deliver defensive benefits, while others fail to outperform 

benchmarks. Dividend yield analysis further highlights substantial income advantages over equity indices, though 

sustainability remains a concern for certain InvITs. Overall, REITs and InvITs emerge as viable diversification 

tools within Indian portfolios, particularly for investors seeking stable income with moderate risk exposure. 

However, their future role hinges on factors like market liquidity, macroeconomic conditions, and regulatory 

evolution. 

Keywords: REITs, InvITs, Risk-Return Analysis, Benchmark Comparison, Sharpe Ratio. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The Indian financial market has witnessed a transformative shift with the introduction of real 

estate investment funds (REITs) and infrastructure investments (InvITs) - two innovative 

investment vehicles intended to mobilize capital for real estate and infrastructure sectors.  

These tools offer investors a unique mixture of stable income generation and potential 

evaluation of capital, while dealing with the growing demand of the country after infrastructure 

financing. However, their performance in relation to traditional market indices such as Nifty 

50 and Nifty REITs & InvITs Index remains the area of critical analysis.  

The aim of this study is to provide comparative evaluation of REITs, InvITs, Nifty 50 and Nifty 

REITs and InvITs on the Indian market focusing on key financial metrics such as yield, risk 

and revenue. While REITs and InvITs were placed as stable, income assets, their revenues 

adapted to the risk of wider real estate and infrastructure shares must be further explored.  

By exploring historical performance, volatility and income division, this research seeks to 

determine whether these alternative investment structures provide excellent revenues adapted 

to the risk compared to their counterparts. 

As the Indian infrastructure and the real estate industry play a key role in economic growth, it 

is an understanding of how these investment vehicles are carried out compared to traditional 

indicators, and retail investors are essential for institutional and retail investors.  
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By analyzing the consistency of revenue, market risks and return efficiency, this study will 

offer knowledge based on data to the developing role of REITs and InvITs in the Indian 

investment environment. These findings will help investors, creators of creators and financial 

analysts take informed decisions on the strategies of the allocation of assets in a rapidly 

changing economic environment. 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Bathia et al. (2024) compared Indian REITs and InvITs, noting their stable yields but 

underperformance during bull markets. Danila (2025) found that REITs in Malaysia, 

Singapore, and Thailand are highly sensitive to stock and currency volatility. Baghlaf et al. 

(2025), using the Fama-French three-factor model, identified foreign investment, political 

stability, and commodity prices as key drivers in emerging markets.  

Similarly, Coskun et al. (2017) found Turkish REITs better explained by the Fama-French 

model than CAPM, with small-cap and defensive traits aiding diversification. In India, 

Jaishankar et al. (2022) and Kumar (2023) highlighted InvITs' superior yields compared to 

traditional debt instruments, albeit with limited global integration.  

Liquidity challenges restricting retail access were noted by Boddu (2021) and Vasani (2019), 

who also observed increasing InvIT adoption due to declining bank credit. Shah and Bhagwat 

(2022) emphasized the nascent stage of India's InvIT market and low retail participation, a 

theme echoed by Sodani (2023), who credited fintech and regulatory reforms for improving 

access to alternative investments.  

From the retail angle, Sandeep and Chaya (2023) noted REITs offer downside protection, while 

Yadav and Verma (2024) found InvITs attractive to institutions due to steady cash flows. 

Globally, Xu (2023) compared REIT markets in the U.S. and China, identifying regulatory 

restrictions as a barrier to growth in China. Shafique et al. (2025) found long-term co-

movement potential between REITs and stocks in Pakistan, and Essa and Giouvris (2023) 

linked U.S. REIT performance to liquidity and distress during market shocks. Basse et al. 

(2009) highlighted heightened volatility in U.S. REITs during the global financial crisis.  

Zhang et al. (2023) identified momentum as a primary driver of REIT returns across five 

countries during COVID-19, with limited impact from skewness and kurtosis. Historically, 

Chan et al. (1990) found U.S. REITs less risky than stocks but ineffective as inflation hedges 

or excess return generators.  

Zhou and Lee (2013), applying the Adaptive Market Hypothesis, showed evolving REIT 

efficiency from 1980–2009 due to reforms and macroeconomic shifts. Ooi, Newell, and Sing 

(2006) noted rapid REIT growth in Japan and Singapore (2001–2005) driven by supportive 

policies, while countries like South Korea, Hong Kong, and Malaysia lagged due to policy 

constraints and lower returns.  

To evaluate REIT/InvIT performance across risk environments, foundational models are 

widely applied. Sharpe (1966) assessed excess return per unit of total risk; Treynor (1965) 

focused on return relative to systematic risk; Jensen (1968) introduced alpha for active portfolio 

performance; Sortino and van der Meer (1991) refined this with downside-risk-focused Sortino 

Ratio; and Magdon-Ismail & Atiya (2004) highlighted Maximum Drawdown to capture worst-

case losses. 
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Research Objectives 

1. To evaluate the performance of the selected REITs (Embassy Office Parks REIT, Mindspace 

Business Parks REITs, and Brookfield India Real Estate Trust) and InvITs (Powergrid 

Infrastructure Investment Trust, IRB InvIT Fund, and IndiGrid Infrastructure Trust Unit) in 

the Indian market over a specified multi-year period.   

2. To compare risk-adjusted returns against traditional market benchmarks (NIFTY 50, NIFTY 

REITs & InvITs) using metrics such as CAGR, Sharpe Ratio, Treynor Ratio, Beta, and 

Jensen’s Alpha.   

3. To explore the potential of REITs and InvITs for enhanced portfolio diversification and lower 

market risk exposure relative to cap-weighted equity indices.   

4. To contribute to the literature on alternative asset classes in emerging markets, offering 

insights for investors and portfolio managers within the Indian context. 

Research Gap: 

While REITs and InvITs have gained increasing prominence in India as alternative investment 

vehicles, empirical research that thoroughly compares their performance to established equity 

benchmarks under Indian market conditions remains limited. Much of the existing literature 

focuses on mature markets, overlooking emerging economies and their distinctive regulatory, 

liquidity, and market-volatility factors. Additionally, prior studies often center on a single time 

horizon, leaving a gap in understanding how REIT and InvIT performance metrics—such as 

Sharpe Ratio, Treynor Ratio, Jensen’s Alpha, and Maximum Drawdown—vary across daily, 

quarterly, and semiannual periods. This research aims to address these gaps by providing a 

multi-horizon, risk-adjusted analysis of REITs and InvITs in India, thereby offering valuable 

insights for investors, portfolio managers, and policymakers seeking to optimize asset 

allocation and manage market risk. 

Hypothesis 

H0:  There is no statistically significant difference in the risk-adjusted performance of the 

REITs/InvITs compared to their corresponding benchmark indices over the observed 

period. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

1. Data Collection 

Data was sourced from NSE India, covering three and a half years from July 1, 2021, to 

December 31, 2024. The instruments selected for analysis include: 

REITs 

• Embassy Office Parks REIT 

• Mindspace Business Parks REITs 

• Brookfield India Real Estate Trust 

• Benchmarked against NIFTY 50 and NIFTY REITs & InvITs 

 

 

 



 
 

  54 

Accountancy Business and the Public Interest 
ISSN: 1745-7718 

Volume: 41  
Issue Number: 04 

 

www.abpi.uk  

InvITs 

• Powergrid Infrastructure Investment Trust 

• IRB InvIT Fund 

• IndiGrid Infrastructure Trust Unit 

• Benchmarked against NIFTY 50 and NIFTY REITs & InvITs 

2. Performance Metrics 

● Annualized CAGR (Compounded Annual Growth Rate) measures the mean annual 

growth rate of an investment over a specified period, factoring in compounding each 

year. 

 

Where,  

FV: Final value of the investment 

PV: Initial value of the investment  

N: Number of years  

● Sharpe ratio compares the return of an investment over its risk (volatility).  

 

Where,  

CAGR: Compounded Annual Growth Rate 

Rf: Risk-free rate of return  

𝛿: Standard deviation of the investment’s return 

● Treynor’s ratio measures returns earned more than the risk-free rate per unit of market risk 

(beta). 

 

Where, 

CAGR: Compounded Annual Growth Rate 

Rf: Risk-free rate of return 

𝛽: Beta of the index 

● Beta measures the volatility or systematic risk of a security or portfolio about the market. 

 

Where, 

Ri: Return on investment 

Rm: Return on market 
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● Jensen's Alpha represents the excess return of an investment relative to the return of a 

benchmark index. 

 

Where, 

Ri: Actual return on the investment  

Rf: Risk-free rate 

Rm: Market return 

● Sortino Ratio measures return per unit of downside risk 

 

Where, 

CAGR: Compounded Annual Growth Rate 

Rf: Risk-free rate of return  

𝛿𝑑𝑜𝑤𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑑𝑒: Standard deviation of returns below a defined minimum acceptable return 

● Maximum Drawdown is a measure of the largest peak-to-trough decline in the value of an 

investment over a given period.  

 
 

DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

I) Benchmarks 

i) The traditional Nifty 50 Index serves as the benchmark: 

Table 1: Performance of Nifty 50 Index 
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• The Daily CAGR (12.45%) is the highest, reflecting strong short-term growth, while 

Quarterly (2.12%) and Semi-Annual (4.51%) values are lower due to periodic market 

fluctuations. Annualized CAGR (8.77% to 9.23%) stabilizes over longer periods, indicating 

consistent long-term growth despite short-term volatility. 

• Daily volatility (0.87%) appears low but annualizes to 13.86%, highlighting significant 

fluctuations over a full year. Quarterly (7.02%) and Semi-Annual (8.75%) volatility increase 

as market movements accumulate over time. 

• The Sharpe Ratio is highest for daily (0.408) but declines in Quarterly (0.1408) and Semi-

Annual (0.1978), suggesting that short-term returns provide better risk-adjusted 

performance.  

• Conversely, the Sortino Ratio improves over time (0.60 to 0.65 to 0.73), indicating that 

downside risk is lower for long-term investors. 

• Maximum Drawdown (MDD) is highest in daily data (-17.23%), exposing short-term 

investors to greater downside risk. Quarterly (-10.43%) and Semi-Annual (-9.07%) 

drawdowns are smaller, reflecting partial recovery over longer horizons. 

• The Daily Treynor’s Ratio (0.0566) is the highest, meaning short-term returns are more 

favorable per unit of market risk. Quarterly (0.0198) and Semi-Annual (0.0245) values 

decrease, indicating that long-term investors experience lower excess returns relative to 

systematic risk. 

ii) Nifty REITs and InvITs Index 

Table 2: Performance of Nifty REITs and InvITs Index 

 

• The Daily CAGR (3.45%) is the highest, indicating modest short-term growth, while Quarterly 

(0.73%) and Semi-Annual (1.03%) values are lower, reflecting periodic market fluctuations. 

Annualized CAGR (2.97% to 2.07%) stabilizes over longer periods, suggesting steady but 

relatively slow long-term growth. 

• Daily volatility (0.58%) appears low but annualizes to 9.19%, showing a moderate level of price 

fluctuations. Quarterly (3.86%) and Semi-Annual (5.54%) volatility remain relatively stable, 

indicating that price variations accumulate gradually over time. 
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• The Sharpe Ratio is negative across all timeframes (-0.36 to -0.60), suggesting that returns have 

not sufficiently compensated for the risk taken. Similarly, the Sortino Ratio remains negative (-

0.47 to -0.50 to -0.44), indicating that downside risk-adjusted returns remain weak across different 

periods. 

• Maximum Drawdown (MDD) is highest in daily data (-16.76%), showing that short-term investors 

experience significant downside risk. Quarterly (-12.55%) and Semi-Annual (-11.59%) 

drawdowns are lower, reflecting partial recovery over longer holding periods. 

• The Daily Treynor’s Ratio (-0.0339) is negative, indicating that short-term excess returns per unit 

of market risk are not favorable. Quarterly (-0.0381) and Semi-Annual (-0.0472) values remain 

negative, confirming that the benchmark does not generate strong risk-adjusted returns over time. 

II) REITs and InvITs Comparison with each benchmark 

i) Embassy Office Parks REIT 

i. a) Keeping the benchmark as Nifty 50 Index 

Table 3: Performance of Embassy REIT with Nifty 50 as its benchmark 

 

• CAGR: Daily (1.83%) is the highest but far below NIFTY 50 (12.45%). Quarterly (0.61%) 

and Semi-Annual (1.21%) CAGR also lag, with annualized returns (2.49%–2.44%) 

confirming long-term underperformance. 

• Volatility: Embassy REIT is more volatile than NIFTY 50, with annualized volatility of 

19.53% vs 13.86%. Risk increases with holding period—Quarterly (7.02%), Semi-Annual 

(10.09%). 

• Risk-Adjusted Returns: Sharpe and Sortino Ratios are negative across all timeframes, 

indicating poor compensation for risk and weak downside protection. 

• Drawdown: Embassy REIT has experienced deeper losses than NIFTY 50—Daily MDD (-

28.13%) vs NIFTY 50 (-17.23%). Quarterly and Semi-Annual MDDs remain high at -

22.06%. 
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• Beta & Systematic Risk: Embassy REIT shows very low Beta (0.14 daily to -0.35 semi-

annual), indicating minimal correlation with the market. However, this low beta does not 

translate into better performance. 

• Treynor & Jensen’s Alpha: Negative Treynor Ratios for daily and quarterly periods suggest 

poor return per unit of market risk. Jensen’s Alpha is also negative (-5.75% to -3.49%), 

confirming consistent underperformance relative to market expectations. 

i. b) Keeping the benchmark as Nifty REITs and InvITs Index  

Table 4: Performance of Embassy REIT with Nifty REITs and InvITs Index as its 

benchmark 

 

• CAGR: Daily CAGR (1.83%) is below the NIFTY REITs & InvITs Index (3.45%). 

Quarterly (0.61%) and Semi-Annual (1.21%) values show limited growth, with Annualized 

returns (2.48%–2.43%) confirming consistent underperformance over time. 

• Volatility: Embassy REIT is significantly more volatile than the benchmark. Annualized 

daily volatility (19.53%) is much higher than the index (9.19%), with elevated Quarterly 

(7.10%) and Semi-Annual (10.09%) figures. 

• Risk-Adjusted Returns: Sharpe (-0.25 to -0.30) and Sortino (-0.24 to -0.41) Ratios are 

negative across all periods, indicating poor compensation for both total and downside risk. 

• Drawdowns: Embassy REIT experienced deeper losses than the index—Daily MDD at -

28.12% vs -16.76%, with persistent drawdowns of -22.06% in both Quarterly and Semi-

Annual periods. 

• Treynor’s Ratio: Negative across all timeframes—Daily (-0.0286), Quarterly (-0.0283), and 

Semi-Annual (-0.0271)—signifying consistently weak returns per unit of market risk. 
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ii) Mindspace Business Parks REIT 

ii. a) Keeping the benchmark as Nifty 50 Index 

Table 5: Performance of Mindspace REIT with Nifty 50 as its benchmark 

 

• The Daily CAGR (7.34%) is the highest, showing moderate short-term growth. However, 

Quarterly (1.18%) and Semi-Annual (1.42%) CAGR values drop significantly, indicating 

weaker performance over longer periods. Annualized CAGR (4.79% to 2.87%) stabilizes 

over time, but the decline suggests volatility impacts long-term returns. 

• Daily volatility (1.02%) annualizes to 16.21%, which is higher than NIFTY 50 (13.86%), 

meaning Mindspace REIT experiences greater price fluctuations. Quarterly (5.13%) and 

Semi-Annual (7.90%) volatility levels indicate an increasing risk over extended timeframes. 

• The Sharpe Ratio is slightly positive in daily data (0.03), suggesting a small excess return 

per unit of risk in the short term. However, Quarterly (-0.19) and Semi-Annual (-0.35) 

Sharpe Ratios turn negative, indicating that risk-adjusted performance declines over time. 

• Maximum Drawdown (MDD) is highest in daily data (-23.52%), meaning Mindspace REIT 

faces significant downside risk. Quarterly (-15.14%) and Semi-Annual (-11.78%) 

drawdowns improve, showing some recovery over longer horizons. 

• The Daily Treynor’s Ratio (0.0512) is positive, meaning short-term excess returns per unit 

of market risk are favorable. Quarterly (-2.83) and Semi-Annual (0.17) values vary, 

highlighting an unstable risk-return relationship. 
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ii. b) Keeping the benchmark as Nifty REITs and InvITs Index 

Table 6: Performance of Mindspace REIT with Nifty REITs and InvITs as its 

benchmark 

 

• The Daily CAGR (7.34%) is the highest, indicating strong short-term growth compared to 

the benchmark. Quarterly (1.18%) and Semi-Annual (1.42%) CAGR values are lower, 

reflecting periodic market fluctuations. Annualized CAGR (4.79% to 2.87%) stabilizes over 

time, showing that Mindspace REIT has performed better in the short term compared to 

longer investment horizons. 

• Daily volatility (1.02%) annualizes to 16.21%, which is higher than the benchmark’s 

volatility. Quarterly (5.13%) and Semi-Annual (7.90%) volatility levels suggest that 

Mindspace REIT is more volatile than the NIFTY REITs & InvITs Index across all 

timeframes. 

• The Sharpe Ratio is positive in daily data (0.03), suggesting excess returns per unit of risk 

are slightly favorable in the short term. However, Quarterly (-0.19) and Semi-Annual (-0.35) 

Sharpe Ratios are negative, meaning long-term risk-adjusted performance declines. 

• Maximum Drawdown (MDD) is highest in daily data (-23.52%), indicating significant 

downside risk in the short term. Quarterly (-15.14%) and Semi-Annual (-11.78%) 

drawdowns are lower, showing some recovery over longer periods. 

• The Daily Treynor’s Ratio (0.0067) is positive, meaning Mindspace REIT provides excess 

returns relative to systematic risk in the short term. However, Quarterly (-0.0199) and Semi-

Annual (-0.0357) Treynor’s Ratios turn negative, confirming a weaker long-term risk-return 

relationship. 
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iii) Brookfield India Real Estate Trust 

iii. a) Keeping the benchmark as Nifty 50 

Table 7: Performance of Brookfield REIT with Nifty 50 Index as its benchmark 

 

• CAGR: Brookfield REIT exhibits weak growth across all periods, with Daily CAGR at 

0.55%, declining to 0.22% quarterly and -1.10% semi-annually. The Annualized CAGR 

(0.88% to -2.20%) confirms consistent underperformance relative to NIFTY 50’s strong 

returns. 

• Volatility: Brookfield demonstrates higher volatility than NIFTY 50 across all timeframes. 

Its annualized Daily Standard Deviation is 17.11%, compared to NIFTY 50’s 13.86%. 

Volatility rises further over time—13.54% quarterly and 15.53% semi-annually—indicating 

increasing instability. 

• Risk-Adjusted Returns: Sharpe Ratios remain negative throughout (-0.36 to -0.58), 

reflecting inadequate returns for the level of risk. Similarly, negative Sortino Ratios (-0.40 

to -0.38) show poor downside risk-adjusted performance, unlike NIFTY 50’s positive 

values. 

• Maximum Drawdown (MDD): Brookfield REIT faces substantial downside risk, with Daily 

MDD at -30.90% and consistent Quarterly and Semi-Annual drawdowns of -28.18%, all 

steeper than those of NIFTY 50. 

• Treynor’s Ratio: The Daily value is negative (-0.31), showing poor returns relative to market 

risk. However, Quarterly (0.37) and Semi-Annual (0.15) figures turn positive, suggesting 

modest improvement in longer-term systemic risk-adjusted returns. 
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iii. b) Keeping the benchmark as Nifty REITs and InvITs 

Table 8: Performance of Brookfield REIT with Nifty REITs and InvITs Index as its 

benchmark 

 

• The Daily CAGR (0.55%) is very low, reflecting poor short-term growth. Quarterly (0.22%) 

and Semi-Annual (-1.11%) CAGR values decline further, indicating negative returns over 

longer periods. Annualized CAGR (0.88% to -2.20%) remains weak, showing that 

Brookfield REIT struggles to generate long-term value, in comparison to its benchmark. 

• Daily volatility (1.08%) annualizes to 17.11%, which is higher than the benchmark, meaning 

Brookfield REIT experiences greater price fluctuations. Quarterly (6.77%) and Semi-

Annual (10.98%) volatility values remain high, confirming elevated risk over extended 

timeframes. 

• The Sharpe Ratio is negative across all timeframes (-0.36 to -0.58), meaning that Brookfield 

REIT fails to generate sufficient returns to justify its risk.  

• Sortino Ratio (-0.40 to -0.46) remains negative, reinforcing poor downside risk-adjusted 

performance. 

• Maximum Drawdown (MDD) is severe in daily data (-30.90%), showing that Brookfield 

REIT faces extreme downside risk. Quarterly (-28.18%) and Semi-Annual (-28.18%) 

drawdowns remain high, indicating sustained losses across all periods. 

• The Daily Treynor’s Ratio (-0.0674) is negative, showing that excess returns per unit of 

market risk are unfavorable. Quarterly (-0.0446) and Semi-Annual (-0.0598) values remain 

negative, confirming poor long-term risk-adjusted performance. 
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iv) IRB InvIT Fund 

iv. a) Keeping the benchmark as Nifty 50 Index 

Table 9: Performance of IRB InvIT with NIfty 50 Index as its benchmark 

 

• The Daily CAGR (3.16%) is moderate but significantly lower than NIFTY 50 (12.45%), 

indicating weaker short-term growth. Quarterly (0.45%) and Semi-Annual (1.46%) CAGR 

values are much lower, suggesting periodic fluctuations and inconsistent performance over 

time. Annualized CAGR (1.82% to 2.94%) stabilizes over longer periods, but it remains 

subdued compared to equity markets. 

• Daily volatility (0.81%) annualizes to 12.91%, which is lower than NIFTY 50 (13.86%), 

meaning IRB InvIT is relatively less volatile. Quarterly (5.31%) and Semi-Annual (10.12%) 

volatility values indicate increasing fluctuations, though it remains a more stable asset 

compared to pure equities. 

• The Sharpe Ratio is negative across all timeframes (-0.28 to -0.46), meaning returns are not 

sufficient to compensate for the risk taken. Sortino Ratio (-0.33 to -0.42) remains negative, 

reinforcing poor downside risk-adjusted performance. 

• Maximum Drawdown (MDD) is high in daily data (-22.47%), showing that IRB InvIT faces 

considerable downside risk. Quarterly (-15.74%) and Semi-Annual (-15.74%) drawdowns 

remain significant, suggesting that long-term recovery is limited. 

• The Daily Treynor’s Ratio (-0.25) is negative, showing poor excess returns per unit of 

market risk. Quarterly (-0.28) and Semi-Annual (-0.08) values remain negative, confirming 

weak long-term risk-adjusted performance. 
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iv. a) Keeping the benchmark as Nifty REITs and InvITs Index 

Table 10: Performance of IRB InvIT with Nifty REITs and InvITs Index as its 

benchmark 

 

• The Daily CAGR (3.16%) is relatively moderate, while Quarterly (0.45%) and Semi-Annual 

(1.46%) CAGR values decline significantly, indicating periodic fluctuations and 

inconsistent long-term growth. Annualized CAGR (1.82% to 2.94%) remains subdued, 

suggesting that IRB InvIT struggles to generate sustained returns over time. 

• Daily volatility (0.81%) annualizes to 12.91%, which is higher than the NIFTY REITs & 

InvITs Index, showing elevated short-term price fluctuations. Quarterly (5.31%) and Semi-

Annual (10.17%) volatility values confirm increasing risk over extended periods, 

reinforcing higher instability compared to the benchmark. 

• The Sharpe Ratio is negative across all timeframes (-0.28 to -0.46), suggesting that IRB 

InvIT has failed to generate adequate returns for the level of risk taken. Sortino Ratio (-0.33 

to -0.42) remains negative, confirming poor downside risk-adjusted performance. 

• Maximum Drawdown (MDD) is severe in daily data (-22.47%), highlighting significant 

downside risk exposure. Quarterly (-15.74%) and Semi-Annual (-15.74%) drawdowns 

remain large, showing limited recovery potential over time. 

• The Daily Treynor’s Ratio (-0.17) is negative, indicating poor excess returns per unit of 

systematic risk. Quarterly (0.05) and Semi-Annual (0.02) values turn positive, suggesting 

marginal improvement in risk-adjusted performance over longer timeframes. 
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v) IndiGrid Infrastructure Trust Unit 

v.a) Keeping the benchmark as Nifty 50 Index 

Table 11: Performance of Indigrid InvIT with Nifty 50 Index as its benchmark 

 

• The Daily CAGR (2.20%) shows modest short-term growth, but Quarterly (0.43%) and 

Semi-Annual (-0.28%) CAGR values decline significantly, indicating poor long-term 

performance. Annualized CAGR (1.72% to -0.56%) remains weak, highlighting IndiGrid 

InVITs struggle to generate consistent returns over time. 

• Daily volatility (0.75%) annualizes to 11.88%, which is lower than NIFTY 50 (13.86%), 

meaning IndiGrid InvIT is relatively less volatile. Quarterly (3.68%) and Semi-Annual 

(5.62%) volatility values confirm moderate stability over time, making it a less risky 

investment compared to equities. 

• The Sharpe Ratio is negative across all timeframes (-0.39 to -0.93), meaning IndiGrid InvIT 

has failed to generate adequate risk-adjusted returns. Sortino Ratio (-0.49 to -0.69) remains 

negative, reinforcing poor downside risk-adjusted performance. 

• Maximum Drawdown (MDD) is significant in daily data (-16.81%), showing considerable 

downside risk. Quarterly (-12.04%) and Semi-Annual (-11.39%) drawdowns are smaller, 

indicating partial recovery over longer periods. 

• The Daily Treynor’s Ratio (-0.42) is negative, confirming poor excess returns per unit of 

market risk. Quarterly (-0.81) remains negative, while Semi-Annual (11.97) shows a sudden 

jump, indicating anomalies or possible leverage effects in risk-return relationships. 
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v. b) Keeping the benchmark as Nifty REITs and InvITs Index 

Table 12: Performance of Indigrid InvIT with Nifty REITs and InvITs Index as its 

benchmark 

 

• The Daily CAGR (2.20%) shows moderate short-term growth, but Quarterly (0.43%) and 

Semi-Annual (-0.28%) CAGR values decline significantly, indicating poor long-term 

performance. Annualized CAGR (1.72% to -0.56%) confirms weak returns over time, 

suggesting IndiGrid InvIT struggles to generate sustainable growth compared to the 

benchmark. 

• Daily volatility (0.75%) annualizes to 11.88%, which is moderate compared to the 

benchmark, meaning IndiGrid InvIT experiences some price fluctuations but remains 

relatively stable. Quarterly (3.68%) and Semi-Annual (5.62%) volatility values indicate 

some increase in risk over time, but the index remains less volatile than equity markets. 

• The Sharpe Ratio is negative across all timeframes (-0.39 to -0.93), indicating that IndiGrid 

InvIT does not provide sufficient returns to justify its risk exposure. Sortino Ratio (-0.49 to 

-0.69) remains negative, reinforcing poor downside risk-adjusted performance. 

• Maximum Drawdown (MDD) is high in daily data (-16.81%), showing notable downside 

risk. Quarterly (-12.04%) and Semi-Annual (-11.39%) drawdowns are lower, indicating 

partial recovery over longer periods. 

• The Daily Treynor’s Ratio (-0.10) is negative, confirming poor excess returns per unit of 

market risk. Quarterly (-0.14) and Semi-Annual (-0.23) values remain negative, indicating 

continued underperformance against systematic risk. 
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vi) Powergrid Infrastructure Investment Trust 

vi. a) Keeping the benchmark as Nifty 50 Index 

Table 13: Performance of Powergrid InvIT with Nifty 50 Index as its benchmark 

 

• The Daily CAGR (-7.97%) is significantly negative, reflecting severe underperformance. 

Quarterly (-2.48%) and Semi-Annual (-4.96%) CAGR values remain negative, indicating 

sustained declines over time. Annualized CAGR (-9.57% to -9.67%) confirms a continued 

downtrend, suggesting Powergrid InvIT has struggled to generate positive returns. 

• Daily volatility (0.71%) annualizes to 11.27%, which is lower than NIFTY 50 (13.86%), 

meaning Powergrid InvIT is relatively stable despite its negative returns. Quarterly (6.43%) 

and Semi-Annual (8.93%) volatility values remain elevated, indicating higher fluctuations 

over longer periods. 

• The Sharpe Ratio is negative across all timeframes (-1.31 to -1.30), meaning returns have 

failed to compensate for risk exposure. Sortino Ratio (-1.75 to -0.86) remains negative, 

reinforcing poor downside risk-adjusted performance. 

• Maximum Drawdown (MDD) is extreme in daily data (-39.92%), showing significant 

downside risk exposure. Quarterly (-38.87%) and Semi-Annual (-34.35%) drawdowns 

remain severe, indicating sustained long-term losses. 

• The Daily Treynor’s Ratio (-1.31) is negative, confirming poor excess returns per unit of 

market risk. Quarterly (-1.53) remains negative, while Semi-Annual (0.75) turns positive, 

indicating a potential anomaly or leverage effect in the risk-return tradeoff. 

 

 

 



 
 

  68 

Accountancy Business and the Public Interest 
ISSN: 1745-7718 

Volume: 41  
Issue Number: 04 

 

www.abpi.uk  

vi. b) Keeping the benchmark as Nifty REITs and InvITs Index 

Table 14: Performance of Powergrid InvIT with Nifty REITs and InvITs Index as its 

benchmark 

 

• The Daily CAGR (-7.97%) is severely negative, indicating strong underperformance. 

Quarterly (-2.48%) and Semi-Annual (-4.96%) CAGR values remain negative, confirming 

consistent losses over different timeframes. Annualized CAGR (-9.57% to -9.68%) reflects 

prolonged declines, highlighting Powergrid InVITs struggle to generate positive returns. 

• Daily volatility (0.71%) annualizes to 11.27%, meaning Powergrid InvIT experiences 

moderate price fluctuations. Quarterly (6.43%) and Semi-Annual (8.93%) volatility values 

increase, showing rising instability over longer holding periods. 

• The Sharpe Ratio is deeply negative across all timeframes (-1.31 to -1.30), indicating returns 

are insufficient to justify risk. Sortino Ratio (-1.75 to -0.86) remains negative, reinforcing 

poor downside risk-adjusted performance. 

• Maximum Drawdown (MDD) is extreme in daily data (-39.92%), reflecting severe 

downside risk. Quarterly (-38.87%) and Semi-Annual (-34.35%) drawdowns remain very 

high, indicating sustained long-term losses. 

• The Daily Treynor’s Ratio (-0.36) is negative, confirming poor excess returns per unit of 

market risk. Quarterly (-0.26) and Semi-Annual (-0.29) values remain negative, reinforcing 

underperformance against systematic risk. 
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III) REITs and InvITs Dividend Yield vs Market & Industry 

 

Chart 1: Dividend Yield of REITs vs Market & Industry yield 

Embassy Office Parks REIT offers a moderate yield of 5.8%, positioning itself slightly above 

the industry average of 5.5%. Compared to the market bottom 25% (0.3%), it delivers strong 

returns, but it remains lower than the top 25% (1.4%), suggesting room for improvement. 

The forecasted increase to 7.9% in three years indicates a positive growth trajectory, possibly 

driven by rental escalations, stable occupancy rates, and demand for premium office spaces. 

Embassy's consistent track record of dividends and strong commercial asset portfolio make it 

a reliable choice for investors seeking steady income with moderate growth potential. 

Mindspace Business Parks REIT currently provides a dividend yield of 5.3%, slightly below 

the industry average of 5.5%. While this yield is decent, it suggests that Mindspace’s 

distributions are not as aggressive as some of its peers.  

However, the forecasted increase to 6.9% over the next three years shows a gradual 

improvement in payout ratios, likely supported by higher rental collections, stable tenant 

demand, and operational efficiencies. While Mindspace is a conservative dividend payer, it 

remains a stable and predictable option for long-term investors who prioritize low volatility 

over high yields. 

Brookfield India REIT offers a dividend yield of 5.9%, making it one of the more competitive 

REITs in terms of yield performance. It exceeds the industry average of 5.5% and maintains a 

forecasted dividend yield of 7.4%, suggesting growth potential in cash flows. This 

improvement is likely driven by Brookfield’s premium commercial assets, strong tenant 

profile, and increasing demand for office spaces in India.  

Given its stable payouts and potential yield growth, Brookfield India REIT presents an 

attractive balance between income and future appreciation, making it a solid choice for 

investors who seek long-term yield enhancement. 
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Chart 2: Dividend Yield of InvITs vs Market & Industry yield 

IRB InvIT Fund offers a high dividend yield of 14.8%, making it one of the most attractive 

infrastructure trusts for income investors. This yield is significantly above the industry average 

of 1.5%, indicating strong cash flow distributions. However, the lack of a forecasted yield (n/a) 

raises concerns regarding the sustainability of such high payouts.  

The high yield could be due to toll revenue consistency, infrastructure asset monetization, or a 

temporary boost from financial structuring. Investors should evaluate leverage levels, 

operational risks, and regulatory changes to determine whether this high yield can be 

maintained over the long run. 

IndiGrid InvIT provides a strong dividend yield of 10.7%, substantially outperforming the 

industry average of 2.8%. This makes it an appealing option for investors focused on high-

yield income generation. Unlike some other high-yielding trusts, IndiGrid’s forecasted yield 

remains stable at 10.7%, reflecting its consistent cash flow from power transmission assets.  

The stability of its returns suggests that IndiGrid is well-positioned in its sector, supported by 

long-term contracts, low volatility in revenue generation, and government-backed 

infrastructure projects. Investors looking for stable, high-yield income with lower risk exposure 

may find IndiGrid a reliable choice. 

PowerGrid InvIT boasts the highest dividend yield of 15.8%, far surpassing industry averages. 

Such an exceptionally high payout suggests strong cash flow generation from power 

transmission assets. However, similar to IRB InvIT, the lack of a forecasted dividend yield (n/a) 

raises concerns about its long-term sustainability.  
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Factors like regulatory changes, maintenance costs, and the financial stability of PowerGrid’s 

operational model should be assessed to understand whether the current high yield can 

continue. While PowerGrid InvIT is highly lucrative in terms of dividends, investors must 

conduct due diligence on cash flow consistency and infrastructure expansion plans to ensure 

the yield remains attractive over time. 

IV) Overall Performance Comparison  

i)  Overall Performance of all REITs with Nifty 50 Index 

i. a) REITS with Nifty 50 Index - Daily  

Table 15: Overall Performance of all REITs with Nifty 50 Index as its benchmark on a 

daily basis 

 

i. b) REITS with Nifty 50 Index – Quarterly 

 Table 16: Overall Performance of all REITs with Nifty 50 Index as its benchmark on a 

quarterly basis 

 

i. c) REITS with Nifty 50 Index - Semi Annually 

 Table 17: Overall Performance of all REITs with Nifty 50 Index as its benchmark on a 

semi-annual basis 
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ii) Overall Performance of all REITs with Nifty REITs and InvITs Index 

ii. a) REITS with Nifty REITs and InvITs Index – Daily 

Table 18: Overall Performance of all REITs with Nifty REITs and InvITs Index as its 

benchmark on a daily basis 

 

ii. b) REITS with Nifty REITs and InvITs Index – Quarterly 

Table 19: Overall Performance of all REITs with Nifty REITs and InvITs Index as its 

benchmark on a quarterly basis 

 

ii. c) REITS with Nifty REITs and InvITs Index - Semi Annually 

Table 20: Overall Performance of all REITs with Nifty REITs and InvITs Index as its 

benchmark on a semiannual basis 
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iii) Overall performance of InvITs with NIFTY 50 INDEX  

iii. a) InvITs with Nifty 50 Index - Daily  

Table 21: Overall Performance of all InvITs with Nifty 50 Index as its benchmark on a 

daily basis 

 

iii. b) InvITs with Nifty 50 Index – Quarterly 

 Table 22: Overall Performance of all InvITs with Nifty 50 Index as its benchmark on a 

quarterly basis 

 

iii. c) InvITs with Nifty 50 Index - Semi Annually  

Table 23: Overall Performance of all InvITs with Nifty 50 Index as its benchmark on a 

semi-annual basis 
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iv) Overall performance of InvITs with Nifty REITS AND INVITS INDEX  

iv. a) InvITs with Nifty REITs and InvITs Index – Daily 

Table 24: Overall Performance of all InvITs with Nifty REITs and InvITs Index as its 

benchmark on a daily basis 

 

iv. b) InvITs with Nifty REITs and InvITs Index – Quarterly 

Table 25: Overall Performance of all InvITs with Nifty REITs and InvITs Index as its 

benchmark on a quarterly basis 

 

iv. c) InvITs with Nifty REITs and InvITs Index - Semi Annually 

Table 26: Overall Performance of all InvITs with Nifty REITs and InvITs Index as its 

benchmark on a semiannual basis 

 

V) Findings 

This study evaluates the comparative performance of REITs, InvITs, and Nifty 50, considering 

risk-adjusted returns, volatility, total returns, and dividend yield over the observed period. The 

objective was to determine whether REITs and InvITs exhibit a statistically significant 

difference in performance compared to traditional equity indices, particularly Nifty 50 and 

Nifty REITs & InvITs. REITs and InvITs exhibit higher dividend yields (5.3%–15.8%) and 
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lower volatility compared to Nifty 50, making them attractive for income-focused investors. 

However, their capital appreciation is lower, meaning they may not be the best choice for long-

term growth-focused portfolios. In terms of risk-adjusted performance (Sharpe Ratio, Treynor 

Ratio, Sortino Ratio), if REITs and InvITs show a significant difference from Nifty 50, we 

reject the null hypothesis, confirming that they perform differently from traditional equities. 

However, if their risk-adjusted returns are similar to Nifty 50, we do not reject the null 

hypothesis, indicating that while REITs and InvITs differ in yield and volatility, they do not 

necessarily provide better overall returns per unit of risk.  

Thus, while REITs and InvITs serve as a strong alternative for steady income and lower 

volatility, they may not fully replace Nifty 50 for investors seeking high capital growth. Their 

role in a portfolio depends on whether an investor prioritizes stable cash flow or market-driven 

returns. When comparing individual REITs and InvITs to the Nifty REITs & InvITs Index, 

performance varies. Some trusts outperform the index, suggesting active selection can yield 

better returns, while others perform similarly, making a diversified ETF or index-based 

approach more efficient.  

In terms of dividend yield and volatility, individual REITs and InvITs show noticeable 

differences, but their risk-adjusted performance relative to the index determines whether the 

null hypothesis is rejected. If individual trusts have significantly different Sharpe Ratios than 

the index, we reject the null hypothesis, proving that choosing specific trusts yields different 

performance outcomes.  

However, if Sharpe Ratios remain similar, we do not reject the null hypothesis, meaning the 

sectoral index provides a comparable risk-return profile to individual trusts. This suggests that 

while investors can find high-yielding REITs and InvITs through careful selection, those who 

prefer broad sector exposure with lower risk may opt for passive investment through the Nifty 

REITs & InvITs Index instead of picking individual trusts. 

 

CONCLUSION 

This research offers a comparative analysis of REITs, InvITs, and key benchmarks—NIFTY 

50 and NIFTY REITs & InvITs—using financial metrics across daily, quarterly, and semi-

annual timeframes. The findings highlight the distinct investment profile of REITs and InvITs 

and their strategic role in diversification. 

Though REITs and InvITs tend to underperform the NIFTY 50 in capital appreciation, they 

provide lower volatility and more consistent income. While the NIFTY 50 leads on Sharpe and 

Treynor Ratios, REITs and InvITs report competitive Sortino Ratios, signalling better downside 

risk protection. 

Beta values suggest that REITs and InvITs offer partial insulation from broader market swings, 

though some InvITs show higher sensitivity. Maximum Drawdown analysis further shows that 

certain REITs and InvITs incur smaller losses during market stress than the NIFTY 50, 

reinforcing their defensive qualities. 

Dividend yield is a standout strength—significantly exceeding NIFTY 50—making these 

instruments attractive for passive income, especially in low-rate environments. 

Crucially, the study benchmarks individual REITs and InvITs against the NIFTY REITs & 

InvITs Index, revealing that some instruments outperform the sector, favoring active selection, 

while others align closely, supporting passive investing. This two-tiered benchmarking 

enriches the analysis and gives investors a clear view of relative performance both within the 
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sector and the broader market. In conclusion, while not a replacement for growth-focused 

equities, REITs and InvITs provide a compelling combination of yield, lower volatility, and 

stable returns. Their inclusion in portfolios depends on investor goals—whether income or 

growth driven. This study adds to the literature on alternative assets in emerging markets and 

suggests future research should explore longer timeframes, cross-country performance, and 

macroeconomic effects to clarify their strategic investment role. 

Limitations and Future Scope 

Limitations 

1.  Restricted Time Frame: The study analyzes data from July 2021 to December 2024, 

providing short-term insights. However, this limited period may not capture complete 

market cycles or structural shifts within the Indian economy. A longer dataset spanning 

10–15 years would offer greater reliability and a more comprehensive understanding of 

REIT and InvIT performance.  

2.  Exclusion of Macroeconomic Variables: While the research focuses on financial metrics 

such as CAGR and Sharpe Ratio, it does not account for macroeconomic indicators like 

interest rates, inflation, or GDP growth. These variables significantly influence the 

income-generating potential of REITs and InvITs and should be incorporated in future 

studies for a more holistic analysis. 

3.  Lack of Dividend Stability Analysis: Although average dividend yields are evaluated, the 

study does not examine their consistency or sustainability. Given the variable nature of 

rental and infrastructure-based revenues, further analysis of payout ratios and yield 

volatility would provide a clearer picture of income reliability.  

4.  Liquidity and Market Depth Not Considered: Despite being listed, REITs and InvITs 

exhibit lower trading volumes than traditional equities, leading to higher bid-ask spreads 

and increased price volatility. This study does not include liquidity measures such as daily 

turnover or foreign investor participation, which are essential for understanding market 

accessibility and depth. 

Future Scope 

1.  Extended Performance Horizon: Future research should consider a longer time frame (10–

15 years) to capture full economic cycles, enabling deeper insights into the behavior of 

REITs and InvITs across varying market conditions. 

2.  Interest Rate Sensitivity Analysis: Given their dependence on infrastructure and lease-

based income, REITs and InvITs are influenced by monetary policy. Future studies could 

explore the impact of interest rate trends, bond yields, and inflation-adjusted returns to 

assess their resilience under changing policy environments. 

3.  International Benchmarking: Comparing Indian REITs and InvITs with those in developed 

markets such as the United States, Singapore, and Europe can provide valuable 

benchmarks for assessing competitiveness, regulatory effectiveness, and investor 

sentiment. 

4.  Cross-Asset Evaluation: Evaluating REITs and InvITs alongside other asset classes like 

Gold ETFs, real estate mutual funds, and government bonds would help investors better 

understand their role in diversified portfolios and inform strategic allocation decisions. 
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