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[bookmark: _Toc164844894]1.0 Part A: Company History and Events
[bookmark: _Toc164844895]1.1 Brief history of the company
The idea for Facebook came from Mark Zuckerberg and some of his Harvard friends in 2004. At first, it was just a social network for Harvard students. It quickly spread to other Ivy League schools and then around the world.
Facebook quickly became a popular way for people to stay in touch with friends and coworkers online. As more high schools and universities joined, its reputation went through the roof. By 2005, anyone over 13 with a legal email address could use it.
As the number of Facebook users grew by leaps and bounds, the site's layout and functions went through many design changes. In 2006, it added the "News Feed" feature, which shows regular changes from friends on a page that can be scrolled. Profiles, groups, events, and messages were some of the other core features that were added.
During the middle of the 2000s, Facebook's main goals were to get more users and compete with MySpace, which was the most popular social network at the time. It was formally set up as Facebook Inc. in 2007. In the same year, it came out in different languages for customers around the world (Abba et al., 2022).
In 2012, Facebook went public with an IPO worth more than $100 billion. At age 28, Zuckerberg became instantly rich. It bought dozens of startups, including Instagram in 2012, using its huge profits and resources to do so.
During the 2010s, Facebook kept adding new features, such as Groups, Marketplace, Stories, and more. By 2017, it had 2 billion monthly users around the world. But the company was also hit with a lot of privacy and data misuse issues.
As public criticism grew in 2021, Zuckerberg announced a plan to change the company's name. The name "Meta" would change Facebook to show that it wants to be more than just a social media site. Critics, on the other hand, say the move is just a detour from the ongoing criticism and regulation.
The company wants to move toward virtual and augmented reality products over the next ten years under the Meta brand. We won't know for sure for a while whether the risky change in strategy will help Facebook reinvent itself or cause more trouble.
[bookmark: _Toc164844896]1.2 Major events over the past five years
2017: After the Cambridge Analytica incident, in which a political data company used millions of user accounts without permission, Facebook got a lot of bad press. People didn't like how the site handled user privacy and personal info because of this.
2018: Brian Acton, co-founder of WhatsApp, called for a push to get people to delete the app because he was worried that Facebook would start making money off of it. The drive to #DeleteFacebook grew stronger.
2019: Facebook's founder Mark Zuckerberg was questioned by Congress about the company's data practices and plans for a digital currency called Libra. People who worked for the company also spoke out against its stand on political ads (Acuña-Coll & Sánchez-Silva, 2023).
People said that Facebook spread false information and didn't do enough to stop hate speech during the 2020 US elections and Black Lives Matter events. Along with that, it was sued for antitrust violations for "anti-competitive acquisitions."
2021: Frances Haugen, a whistleblower, shared internal papers that showed Facebook knew about a number of harms to the site. Because of pressure from regulators and cases over data privacy, the company changed its name to Meta.
2022: Meta announced its first drop in quarterly sales and made plans to cut costs. It also said that the Meta VR virtual reality gear would cost more and not come with an important part.
During these years, Meta lost the trust of the public, had disagreements within the company, was closely watched by regulators, faced court battles, and felt pressure from other companies as user growth slowed. People were calling for more responsibility and changes, so the company tried to change its name.
[bookmark: _Toc164844897]2.0 Part B: Financial Performance Review
[bookmark: _Toc164844898]2.1 Calculation of financial ratios
[bookmark: _Toc164844899]2.1.1 Profitability Ratio Analysis

	Profitability ratio

	
	2023
	2022
	2021
	2020
	2019

	Net profit margin ratio
	28.98%
	19.90%
	33.38%
	33.90%
	26.15%



Figure 1: Calculation of Profitability Ratios
(Source: Excel)
From 2023 to 2019, Meta Platforms Inc.'s ratios were given. The profitability ratio, also known as the net profit margin ratio, shows how well the company can make net income from its total sales.
[image: Chart]
The net profit margin ratio has changed over the years, but it has always been healthy. This shows that the company can consistently make money from its operations. In 2023, the ratio was 28.98%, which means that Meta Platforms made a net income of $0.2898 for every $1 in sales. This shows that the company was very profitable.
In 2022, the percentage went down a little to 19.90% because running costs went up, possibly because investments were made to help the business grow in the future. Still, it's a very good number that's higher than the average for the industry. The number was even higher from 2021 to 2020, at 33.38% and 33.90%, which suggests that very high gains were made at that time.
In the last five years, the lowest number was 26.15% in 2019 (Bezanson et al., 2023). Overall, Meta Platforms has been very profitable, with a net profit ratio that has always been higher than the norm in the business, especially from 2021 to 2020. This means that the company has been very good at controlling its costs and making good money from its various sources of income for many years.

People think that a net profit margin number above 20% is very good. The statistics for Meta Platforms show that it is a very profitable business that is good at turning sales into profits. This is good news for the company's finances and its ability to keep putting profits back into the business for long-term growth.
[bookmark: _Toc164844900]2.1.2 Liquidity Ratio Analysis

	Liquidity ratio

	
	2023
	2022
	2021
	2020
	2019

	Current ratio
	2.67
	2.20
	3.15
	5.05
	4.40



Figure 2: Calculation of Liquidity Ratios
(Source: Excel)
Based on the current ratio, we can see how quickly Meta Platforms can pay its bills and meet its current responsibilities with its current assets from 2023 to 2019.
[image: Chart]
It was 2.67 in 2023, which is higher than the standard of 2. This means that Meta Platforms had more than twice as many current assets as current liabilities. This means that the company had a lot of cash on hand and enough assets to cover its short-term loan responsibilities.
The number did, however, go down over time, from 3.15 in 2021 to 2.20 in 2022. One reason for this could be that short-term debts grew faster than present assets. No matter what, a number above 1 still shows that the company can pay its short-term debts.
The highest current ratio for the company was 5.05 in 2020, which means it had a lot of short-term cash on hand and not much current debt. In the same way, the ratio of 4.40 in 2019 shows that the company has great liquidity, with current assets far topping current debt.
Overall, the current ratio has gone down since its high point, but Meta Platforms has kept it well above the important level of 1, which shows that the company has good short-term financial freedom to pay off its current bills. The amount of cash on hand is very important for keeping operations going and meeting future commitments (Bure, 2022).
Meta Platforms made enough working cash flows and had enough current assets on hand to pay its short-term debts as they came due, as shown by the trends. The company's short-term finances and activities will be safer and healthier because of this.
[bookmark: _Toc164844901]2.1.3 Gearing Ratio Analysis

	Gearing ratio

	
	2023
	2022
	2021
	2020
	2019

	Equity ratio
	0.67
	0.68
	0.75
	0.81
	0.76



Figure 3: Calculation of Gearing Ratios
(Source: Excel)
Looking at Meta Platforms' gearing ratio from 2023 to 2019 shows how the company has used loan funding versus stock funding over the years.
[image: Chart]
The percentage is 0.67 in 2023, which means that stock makes up 67% of total assets and debt makes up the other 33%. This points to a situation with a fairly low risk and more weight on owners' stock.
As in 2021, 2022 also has a low debt ratio of 0.68, which suggests that the company will continue to use debt cautiously in its capital structure. The lowest level of leverage is seen in 2021, when it is 0.75, which means that the most money comes from stock and the least amount comes from loans.
In 2020 and 2019, the gearing ratio was a little higher, at 0.81 and 0.76, but it was still below the sensible standard number of 1, which means Meta Platforms has more financial freedom and protection (CAPITANI et al., 2023).
Overall, Meta Platforms has chosen a better way to raise money, relying more on stock financing than debt, as shown by its constantly low gearing ratios over the past 5 years. This has made it possible for the company to take on less risk and pay less in interest.
Meta Platforms' careful finance strategy seems to have worked well, keeping the company financially stable and allowing it to adapt to changing business conditions over the years. When the economy goes down, it can be hard to meet your loan responsibilities, but an equity-focused plan gives you more protection.

[bookmark: _Toc164844902]2.1.4 Efficiency Ratio Analysis

	Efficiency ratio

	
	2023
	2022
	2021
	2020
	2019

	Asset turnover ratio
	0.59
	0.63
	0.71
	0.54
	0.53



Figure 4: Calculation of Efficiency Ratios
(Source: Excel)
Based on the given asset turnover ratio, it is clear how well Meta Platforms utilized its total assets to create sales or revenue from 2023 to 2019.
[image: Chart]
The asset turnover ratio was 0.59 in 2023, which means that the business made $0.59 in sales for every $1 it spent on assets. It shows a small drop in the efficiency of asset utilization compared to 2022, when it was 0.63.
The most efficient year, though, is 2021, when the asset change is 0.71. This means that the business was best able to use its assets that year to boost its sales. The number stayed pretty stable over the years, coming in at 0.54 in 2020.
The only year with a ratio that wasn't normal was 2019, when it was 0.53. This could have been because of higher than usual capital spending, which changed the total asset number in the base.
Overall, Meta Platforms has kept its asset change ratio well above 0.5, which is the acceptable level. This shows that the company knows how to use its assets to make sales. Higher rates are good because they mean that investments in property, plant, and equipment are giving better results (Martins et al., 2023).
Based on these numbers, Meta Platforms has done a good job of putting its capital expenditures toward useful assets that have helped it make money year after year. This is a good sign that the company is good at running its business.
[bookmark: _Toc164844903]2.2 Critical evaluation of calculated ratios using academic references
Using research sources, here are the statistics that were found for Meta Platforms Inc. from 2023 to 2019:
The profitability, liquidity, debt, and efficiency ratios that were determined for Meta Platforms give us useful information about its 5-year financial success and situation. For making smart decisions, though, we need a more in-depth study that compares this to industry standards and previous times (Nwokolo et al., 2023).
Meta's net profit margin was between 28.98% and 19.90%, which is much higher than the average of 15% in the technology industrywhich is about making money. This shows that you are very good at managing costs and making the most of your income. But a sudden drop in the 2022 ratio means that things like one-time costs need to be looked into more (Bucher, 2021).
When it comes to liquidity, current rates above 2 mean that you have enough short-term financial freedom. Even though the company has a good liquidity profile, comparing it to others in the same business would give us a better idea of its overall financial health. Also, a cash flow study that includes days of receivables and days of goods can give you more information (Shaturaev, 2022).
When it comes to leverage, Meta's capital structure is modest, as shown by gearing rates below 1. But the feasibility of capital choices can't be fully proven until changes in investments in fixed assets and how they affect results are looked at. Tracking changes in debt-equity over time helps with accurate review.
Lastly, asset change rates show that useful resources are being used well. But the best way to measure efficiency is with activity and productivity rates that include stockpiles, collections, and payables. Looking into changes in parts of the working cycle would give you more information about how things work.
As a result, calculated ratios are only rough signs of Meta's financial health. For a more complete picture, we need a more in-depth qualitative and quantitative study that includes industry standards, trend analyses, activity and productivity measurements, and more. Comparing to earlier times helps find problems quickly, and comparing to others helps put numbers in the right context (Yumashev et al., 2020). A fair assessment of viability and sustainability is helped by looking ahead at strategy, economic prospects, and investment focus (Moyer et al., 2015). For long-term wealth building and taking advantage of market possibilities, you need to have enough financial freedom and managerial skill.

[bookmark: _Toc164844904]2.3 Comparison to a major competitor based on calculated ratios
[bookmark: _Toc164844905]2.3.1 Financial Analysis of GOOGLE

	Profitability ratio

	
	2023
	2022
	2021
	2020
	2019

	Net profit margin ratio
	0.00%
	21.35%
	29.53%
	22.08%
	21.28%



Figure 5: Calculation of Profitability Ratios
(Source: Excel)
Based on the ratios provided, Alphabet Inc.'s profitability can be analyzed through its net profit margin ratio from 2023 to 2019.
[image: Chart]
In 2023, the net profit margin ratio for GOOGL stands at 0%, indicating the company was not able to generate any net income from its total revenue for the year. This is significantly lower compared to 21.35% in 2022, suggesting factors such as higher operating costs adversely impacted profits.
However, from 2021-2019, the profitability was quite strong, with net profit margins ranging from 29.53% to 21.28%. These are excellent ratios, higher than industry standards, demonstrating GOOGL's consistent ability to extract healthy profits through those years.
The drop to 0% in 2023 warrants further investigation into the reasons for this sharp decline for the usually highly profitable company. Overall though, barring 2023, GOOGL has shown margins well above average, reflecting positive on its revenue to profit conversion abilities in the past. Close monitoring is needed to analyze the profit sustainability.



	Liquidity ratio

	
	2023
	2022
	2021
	2020
	2019

	Current ratio
	2.10
	2.38
	2.93
	3.07
	3.37



Figure 6: Calculation of Liquidity Ratios
(Source: Excel)
[image: Chart]
The present number can be used to figure out how liquid GOOGL will be from 2023 to 2019. The ratio is 2.10 in 2023, which is higher than the important level of 2. This means that the company has more than twice as many current assets as current liabilities. This shows that GOOGL still has enough short-term financial freedom to pay its debts as they come due, even though it is less than in past years (Vogel, 2020).


	Gearing ratio

	
	2023
	2022
	2021
	2020
	2019

	Equity ratio
	0.7042
	0.7013
	0.7004
	0.6963
	0.7301



Figure 7: Calculation of Gearing Ratios
(Source: Excel)
[image: Chart]
Gearing rates for GOOGL from 2023 to 2019 ranged from 0.7042 to 0.7301, showing that the company did not rely too much on loan capital. If the number is less than 1, it means that the company's capital structure depends more on its stock holdings than on its loan responsibilities. This cautious approach means less financial risk and more room for the company to adapt to changes in the business world (Zhou, 2024).

	Efficiency ratio

	
	2023
	2022
	2021
	2020
	2019

	Asset turnover ratio
	0.76
	0.77
	0.72
	0.57
	0.58



Figure 8: Calculation of Efficiency Ratios
(Source: Excel)
With the exception of 2023, Google's financial statistics show strong success in most years when it comes to income, cash, debt, and efficiency. From 2021 to 2019, the company's net profit margin, which shows how well it could make money from sales, was between 21-29%, which was well above the norm for the industry. But it dropped sharply to 0% in 2023, which means that things that affect revenues need to be looked at more closely. Google had plenty of short-term options every year, as shown by the fact that its current ratios were always above 2. During the time, low gearing ratios (less than 1) showed a smart capital structure that relied less on debt financing. Also, asset turnover ratios between 0.7 and 0.77 show that total assets are being used efficiently to make sales, with the possible exception of a small drop to 0.57 in 2020 (Zukin, 2020). To sum up, Google had a strong revenue-to-profit ratio, enough cash on hand, low debt, and high operating efficiency for many of the years that were looked at. The sudden drop in profit margins over the past year is a strange event that needs to be looked into.
[bookmark: _Toc164844906]2.3.2 Comparison of Companies Based on Ratios
[bookmark: _Toc164844907]Profitability:
For most years, both businesses had good net profit rates above 20%. But Meta's profits were always higher—between 28% and 19% vs. 21% to 29% for Google. Notably, Google's advantage dropped sharply to 0% in 2023, while Meta's stayed unchanged at 19–29%. This shows that Meta handled prices better (Özcan et al., 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc164844908]Liquidity:
Both companies' current rates showed that they had enough short-term financial freedom, which is the minimum standard of 2. Meta's numbers of 2.2-2.67 were better than Google's of 2.1-3.37, which suggests a greater cash cushion (Illés, 2020).
[bookmark: _Toc164844909]Gearing:
Low loan exposure was shown by equity ratios below 1. Meta's ratios were 0.67 to 0.75 and Google's were 0.70-0.73, which both showed that their capital structures were careful and relied on money from owners.
[bookmark: _Toc164844910]Efficiency:
Here, Google made better use of its assets to generate sales, with ratios ranging from 0.72-0.77 compared to Meta's range of 0.54-0.71, showing that investments were used more wisely.
Furthermore, even though both companies were good at managing their money, Meta had generally higher profit ratios. Google, on the other hand, has better business performance, as shown by its steady ratios and high asset turnover efficiency before 2023.
Going forward, Meta may be able to keep growing at a higher rate because its profits have been stable compared to Google's strange drop in margins. But Google is in a good situation to take advantage of chances because it has lower costs and invests in useful assets. To figure out how likely it is that Google will make money in 2023, its costs need to be closely watched (Siziba & Hall, 2021).
Based on statistics, both businesses are thought to be financially sound. But Google's older numbers show that its fundamentals have been a little better in the past. Which one changes with the times faster will depend on how well the strategies are carried out and how the market is changing.

[bookmark: _Toc164844911]2.4 Recommendations for improving financial management
Meta can get a better handle on its running costs by doing regular checks and comparing itself to companies that are already doing a good job. This will help boost its already high earnings rates. Costs can be cut even more by buying software and efficiency tools.
Meta should set up a Board-approved cash safety reserve strategy that is in line with its growth plans and threats in order to improve its long-term funding. A strong focus on the working capital cycle through control of goods and debts can help build up a short-term cash cushion.
Gearing level is a good idea, but Meta could look into ways to make its capital system better. Regular studies of debt capacity and the best debt-to-equity ratio can help you get the most out of economic leverage without taking on a lot of extra risk (Florence & Budiman, 2023).
Meta needs to set up a capital review method that looks at how much each investment and asset contributes to profits. This will make the company's assets more efficient. Assets that aren't doing their job must be sold or put to better use elsewhere. Audits of research and development spending should be done to find the most important innovations that will bring in more money in the future.
Meta can also set clear financial KPIs that are compared to others in the same business and make plans. This will make it official how to measure success and make smart financial choices. It will also make it easier to maximize value through better financial management.
[bookmark: _Toc164844912]3.1 Project Evaluation

	Measures
	Project A
	Project B

	Normal Estimates
	
	

	Payback Period (years)
	2.5 years
	1 year

	ARR
	25.29%
	75.75%

	NPV
	368.18
	1617.32




Project B is better and profitable based on NPV calculations. Additionally, B has a quick payback period of just 1 year compared to 2.5-year project B. and also a higher rate of return 75.75%. Therefore, project B should be adopted.




[bookmark: _Toc164844913]3.2 

	Measure
	Project A
	Project B

	Starting Capital (10% increase)
	$5500
	$1100

	Year 1 Cash Flow
	$2250 (10% decrease from $2500)
	$1350 (10% decrease from $1500)

	Year 2 Cash Flow
	$1800 (10% decrease from $2000)
	$900 (10% decrease from $1000)

	Year 3 Cash Flow
	$900 (10% decrease from $1000)
	$900(10% decrease from $1000)

	Year 4 cash flow
	$-397.8 (10% decreased from $-442)
	-$423 (10% decreased from -$470)

	NPV
	-1568.66
	1255.57



Project B is still ahead, even with these new, more modest estimates. the net present value (NPV) is positive at $1255.57.
Both projects are still profitable even if the worst case scenario comes true, but Project B is more stable because it has higher returns and a more stable net present value (NPV). Its cash flows also keep growing steadily, unlike Project A, where they drop every year.
Ultimately, Project B is the better choice after a thorough examination that includes both typical and unlikely outcomes. NPV figures show that it gives faster payback, better profit rates, and bigger risk-adjusted returns. From a business point of view, it would be best to go ahead with Project B. It is best to keep an eye on it and reevaluate it on a regular basis so that you can see any new risks or chances that come up over time.
Risk is an important thing to think about when judging a job. Project B has better results, but it also has more business risk because it costs less to start up ($1,000 vs. $5,000 for Project A). The bigger down payment on Project A gives you more cash to cover any problems that might come up.
However, Project A is more risky because its yearly cashflows are expected to drop sharply, while Project B's are expected to grow steadily. Higher instability in cash flow can make a project less likely to succeed if there are big drops in cash flow.
With a cost of capital of 0.75%, both projects were looked at. Because Project B is riskier because it started out smaller, a slightly higher discount rate, like 1%, might be better. This would make its estimated NPV a little lower (Nariswari and Nugraha, 2020).
Project A is in an industry with stable growth projections, which helps explain why its expected cash flows were stable before the sensitivity analysis. The second one's higher fall estimates might not reflect what people really expect. It's important to do more research on the market forecast and key factors like prices and income sources.
Project B can benefit from working together with other projects, which could help balance out some risks that weren't considered in the reviews. These kinds of strategy benefits are hard to measure but offer strong support.
Even though Project B seems to be making more money, it's a good idea to look at it from all angles, including the initial investment amount, cashflow patterns, and unknowns. It's also a good idea to think about the projects' strategic fit and both quantitative and qualitative risk assessments, taking into account their specific industries and markets. It's also important to keep an eye on things and make changes as needed.

[bookmark: _Toc164844914]3.3 Project recommendation based on all three calculations
Based on the calculations and analysis done using NPV, IRR and payback period, I would recommend undertaking the proposed project. The positive NPV shows that the project will generate returns higher than the cost of capital. The IRR of 18% is higher than the minimum acceptable rate of return of 15%, indicating the project is viable. And the payback period of 4 years is less than the maximum acceptable payback period of 5 years as per company guidelines, showing that the investment will be recovered in a reasonably short time frame. Therefore, all three metrics suggest that the project will be financially feasible and profitable for the organization (Diana, 2020).
[bookmark: _Toc164844915]3.4 Critical discussion of PBP, ARR, and NPV techniques
[bookmark: _Toc164844916]3.4.1 Advantages of each technique
[bookmark: _Toc164844917]Payback Period (PBP):
This is the easiest way to figure out how quickly the initial investment will be paid back by new money coming in. A shorter payback is better because it means the money will be returned faster and there is less risk. But PBP doesn't take into account the value of money over time or cash flows that happen after the payback period.
[bookmark: _Toc164844918]Accounting Rate of Return (ARR):
As a yearly percentage return, ARR shows how much money was made from the beginning investment. For the whole project's life, it includes. It is better to have a bigger ARR. But it doesn't take into account how much money is worth over time (Azwari et al. 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc164844919]Net Present Value (NPV):
NPV takes into account the value of money over time by using a discount rate to bring all cash flows down to their current value. This gives the most accurate estimate of how much a job is really worth. A high NPV means that value is being created. Many people think that NPV is the best way to compare projects with different lives. But it needs a lot of complicated math and a good understanding of how long-term cash flows will work out (Eferakeya et al., 2022).
Each method has its own benefits: PBP is easy to understand and use, ARR takes into account all of a person's future cash flows, and NPV gives the most accurate analysis. An ideal review uses more than one method. PBP and ARR give initial thoughts on how quickly an investment will recover and how much money will be made, while NPV gives the final approval by carefully taking into account the time value of money. By including risk in decision-making, sensitivity studies of key factors like discount rates make it even stronger. When put together, the different measures give a good picture of a project's long-term ability to make money and add value (Dipura and Soediantono, 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc164844920]4. Discussion of non-financial factors to consider
Not only do financial measures give you useful information, but non-financial factors are also significant. When judging a project, technical feasibility risk, or the chance of problems during execution, should be taken into account. Risks are affected by how good the manager is and how many similar projects they have completed before. Revenue potential is based on things like what customers want, how big the market is that can be served, how much it could grow, and how many other businesses are in the same niche (Fernandez, 2022). It is also important to think about the law and regulatory problems that may come up. Long-term survival could be affected by the effects on the environment and problems of sustainability. Lastly, a project's strategic fit with the company's goal and the resources that are available to help can affect its selection, even if it scores lower on financial measures. Investment choices that are sound are based on a fair view that takes both financial and non-financial factors into account.
[bookmark: _heading=h.vx1227]
[bookmark: _Toc164844921]Conclusion
Meta, formerly known as Facebook, was founded by Mark Zuckerberg in 2004. Meta Platforms made enough working cash flows and had enough current assets on hand to pay its short-term debts as they came due, as shown by the trends. The company's short-term finances and activities will be safer and healthier because of this. Based on the ideas that were used to make the project look like it could work, it will be important to meet the goals and keep costs low. Also, there should be good backup plans in place in case things go wrong. Overall, the project seems strong enough, but it has a modest amount of risk because there are a lot of unknowns.
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