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[bookmark: _2jutvq349uhx]Introduction
Ryman Hospitality Properties, Inc. (RHP) is a self-managed real estate investment trust (REIT) with a focus on destination hotels that cater to groups and complementary entertainment properties. Its main base portfolio is five high-end meetings-driven Gaylord resorts, but in its Entertainment division, it has properties like the Grand Ole Opry and Ryman Auditorium. The 2024 performance of RHP is characterized by resilience and a new financial strain, as consolidated revenue was over 2.3 billion, and the operating income was 490.8 million, but the net income was lower, which is why it is necessary to separate the operational growth of the company and the overall financial quality. This report thus assesses the financial position of RHP in the eyes of a CFO who analyses the financial trends over five years, profitability, liquidity, efficiency, gearing, investment performance and cash-flow performance (Weygandt, Kimmel and Mitchell, 2025). It also evaluates the cash operating cycle, working-capital reforms, financing options and strategic restructuring options and then evaluates three competing investment projects by using PBP, ARR, NPV, PI and IRR. The analysis is a combination of financial facts, industry comparison, risk factoring and ethical implications to identify whether the growth strategy of RHP is sustainable or not. Finally, the report forms the recommendations aimed at strengthening liquidity and decreasing financing risk and enhancing capital allocation and supporting long-term shareholder value. The strategy will keep the recommendations evidence-based, strategically consistent and responsive to the financial situation of RHP.
[image: About Us - Ryman Hospitality Properties, Inc.]
[bookmark: _k9fa1lqkzhy5]Figure 1: Ryman Hospitality Properties, Inc.
Source: (Ryman Hospitality Properties, Inc., 2024)
[bookmark: _23uxdegxtzug]Task
[bookmark: _eq0vyxdg1738]1. Financial Health Check
The financial recovery of Ryman Hospitality Properties, Inc. (RHP) was quite remarkable in the period between 2020 and 2024, but the five-year trend shows an ambivalent view when profitability, liquidity, efficiency, leverage, shareholder returns and cash generation are viewed as one. The revenue grew by the year 2024 to 2.339 billion compared to the year 2020 when it stood at 524.5 million, and the operating performance changed to 490.8 million in 2024 as compared to the year 2020, which was at -303.8 million. The 2024 revenue was up by 8.4 percent and the operating income was up by 8.2 percent, indicating that the company is on the path of growth in its operations despite the interference caused by large scale property investments (RHP reports, 2024). However, the quality of such a recovery is critical to consider since the increased interest expenses, high leverage, and continued capital spending are still straining financial flexibility. Since RHP is a real estate investment trust (REIT), the traditional ratios like ROE and debt-to-equity should be interpreted with care as well due to its distribution requirements and low book equity which can skew such ratios.
[bookmark: _kimt362c43ac]Table 1: Financial ratios
	Financial ratios for Ryman hospitality properties, inc.

	Profitability ratio
	2024
	2023
	2022
	2021
	2020

	Operating profit margin (%)
	20.98%
	21.02%
	18.11%
	-6.25%
	-57.93%

	Net profit margin (%)
	11.98%
	15.84%
	7.47%
	-20.74%
	-87.86%

	Return on equity (%)
	49.48%
	54.68%
	134.51%
	790.27%
	-203.31%

	Liquidity ratios
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Current ratio
	1.35
	1.55
	1.45
	1.01
	0.87

	Quick ratio
	1.28
	1.50
	1.39
	0.93
	0.79

	Efficiency ratios
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Asset turnover ratio
	0.45
	0.47
	0.47
	0.26
	0.14

	Receivable turnover ratio
	22.91
	19.03
	18.85
	19.81
	11.54

	Gearing ratios
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Debt to equity ratio
	6.15
	5.93
	29.85
	-131.15
	12.95

	Interest coverage ratio
	2.18
	2.15
	2.20
	-0.47
	-2.62

	Investment ratio
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Earnings per share
	4.54
	5.39
	2.34
	-3.21
	-7.59

	Price earnings ratio
	20.85
	19.36
	47.05
	-25.44
	-12.11

	Cash flows
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Operating Cash Flow Ratio
	0.86
	0.84
	0.80
	0.27
	-0.52


Source: Appendix


1.1 Profitability
RHP has a definite post-pandemic reversal in its profitability ratios. The operating profit margin improved from -57.93% in 2020 to -6.25% in 2021, before becoming positive at 18.11% in 2022 and reaching 21.02% in 2023. It then went down slightly to 20.98% in 2024. Net profit margin followed a similar, but more volatile, pattern, recovering from -87.86% in 2020 and -20.74% in 2021 to 7.47% in 2022 and 15.84% in 2023, before falling to 11.98% in 2024. This implies that RHP has been able to revive the core operations but, the lower net margin of 2024 shows that expansion of revenue has not occurred proportionately into the bottom line (Fadillah et al., 2024).
This is explained in the annual report. The 2024 interest expense has risen to 225.4 million, 6.6 percent higher than the 2023 amount, and the weighted-average borrowing rate is 6.7 percent. Moreover, 2023 had enjoyed a big tax break after excluding a 112.5 million valuation allowance, that is why the 2023 net-profit figure is unusually good. RHP is significantly under the industry standards of 34.38% operating margin and 29.88% net margin. So, the bottom-line issue of profitability is no longer whether RHP will be able to produce operating profit, but whether it will be able to translate revenue growth into greater bottom-line returns after financing and tax impacts.
In 2024, ROE stood at 49.48% which is well above the benchmark of 9.37 provided. This result, however, is not to be accepted without question (Supriono, 2022). The large values of 134.51% in 2022 and 790.27% in 2021 are in part due to the small or negative equity denominator of RHP. Therefore, ROE exaggerates economic results and should be used in conjunction with cash flow and those supporting REITs specifically instead of as indicators of extraordinary shareholder profitability.
1.2 Liquidity and Industry Benchmarking
There was an improvement in liquidity in the five years. The current ratio rose from 0.87 in 2020 to 1.01 in 2021, 1.45 in 2022 and 1.55 in 2023, before declining to 1.35 in 2024. The quick ratio showed a similar trend, as it rose to 1.50 in 2023, then dropping to 1.28 in 2024. The trend thus shows a significant improvement in the short-term solvency as the pandemic, although the decline in 2024 is worth monitoring.
The comparison of the liquidity benchmarks makes a subtle conclusion. The current ratio of 1.35 is lower than the industry value provided of 1.46 which means that RHP has a bit of poorer coverage of current obligations by the total current assets (Duffin and Gunawan, 2023). Nonetheless, its quick ratio of 1.28 is higher than the industry standard of 1.17, which indicates a stronger liquidity in the short run without considering inventory. It applies especially to a hospitality REIT as inventory does not have a financial impact as it has in inventory-intensive sectors. Hence, the current ratio of RHP that is below benchmark cannot necessarily be taken to mean that it is financially weak.
This opinion is supported in the annual report. As of year-end 2024, RHP had 477.7 million unrestricted cash and 754.7 million of available revolver borrowing capacity, and no reported covenant defaults. However, the management anticipates around 400-500 million of capital expenditure by 2025, and dividend commitments. Therefore, liquidity is not a major problem at the moment, though financial headroom should be preserved as intensive growth may lead to a greater dependency on debt.
1.3 Efficiency
One of the strong areas of RHP is the efficiency ratios. Asset turnover increased from 0.14 in 2020 to 0.26 in 2021 and 0.47 in both 2022 and 2023, before declining slightly to 0.45 in 2024. This is significantly higher than the reported benchmark of 0.16, meaning that RHP is making relatively high revenue on its asset base (Yusup and Hariani, 2023). It is a strong strength since hotels and real estate are capital-intensive. However, the slight decrease in the year 2024 ought to be tracked since the capital expenditure will be creating no value unless there is a corresponding increase in growing assets, which will yield commensurate revenues and cash flows.
The turnover regarding receivables also rose significantly, with the turnover going up to 22.91 in 2024 compared to 11.54 in 2020, significantly higher than the benchmark provided, i.e., 8.49 (Yahoo Finance, 2026). This implies that the collection will be faster and that working capital will not be tied up in receivables. Management also noted that reduced accounts receivable also helped in favourable working-capital in 2024. Thus, operating efficiency can be considered an obvious financial asset and the argument that revenue recovery of RHP is not being attained by worsening collection discipline is justified.
1.4 Gearing and Solvency
The biggest financial threat to RHP is gearing. Debt-to-equity was 12.95 in 2020, -131.15 in 2021, 29.85 in 2022, 5.93 in 2023 and 6.15 in 2024, compared with the supplied benchmark of 1.22. The negative 2021 ratio is due to negative equity and thus has no real meaning. However, the normalised 2024 ratio still is significantly higher than the benchmark, which shows excessive reliance on debt financing (Blessing and Sakouvogui, 2023).
The interest coverage gives a more dependable indicator of the debt-servicing ability. It improved from -2.62 times in 2020 and -0.47 in 2021 to 2.20 in 2022, then remained stable at 2.15 in 2023 and 2.18 in 2024. This indicates that RHP is able to cover interest using operating profits which is currently operating but the level of safety is moderate.
The management has done a few things to enhance debt structure and these include issuing 6.50% senior notes of 1billion, repaying the 800 million Gaylord Rockies term loan and cutting down on other term borrowings. Nonetheless, the annual report recognizes that additional modification in interest rates may have significant impacts on financial performance and cash flows. Leverage, therefore, helps to grow but also exposes an organization to refinancing and interest-rate risk.

1.5 Investment and Cash-Flow Performance
The investment ratios indicate that shareholder earnings have been restored. EPS improved from -$7.59 in 2020 and -$3.21 in 2021 to $2.34 in 2022, $5.39 in 2023 and $4.54 in 2024. The 2024 outcome has outpaced the provided industry standard of $2.17, yet the drop in 2023 is similar to the deteriorating net profitability. The normalised P/E ratio values of 20.85 in 2024 are lower than the benchmark of 39.73, nevertheless this does not show undervaluation since market risk and growth expectations also play a role in the valuation (Yahoo Finance, 2026).
The performance of cash-flows gives more robust indication of financial strength. The operating cash-flow ratio was steadily increasing in the range of -0.52 in 2020 up to 0.86 in 2024. Cash flow operating increased to $576.5 million in 2024, with a favourable working-capital movements of about $26.2 million. However, RHP had the same amount of capital expenditure and cash distributions of $407.9 million and $266.1million respectively posing significant competing claims on internally generated funds (Seretidou, Billios and Stavropoulos, 2025).
1.6 Overall Financial Diagnosis
All in all, RHP has no longer been in a pandemic-related financial distress but is now in a significantly stronger financial position. Its key strengths are recovered profitability, good asset utilisation, good receivables management, sufficient liquidity, recovering shareholder earnings as well as strong operating cash generation. Nevertheless, there still exist major threats especially below- bench profit margins, excessive leverage, increasing interest expenses and heavy capital commitments. Thus, CFO is encouraged to focus on margin enhancement, liquidity maintenance and disciplined debt control and make sure that capital investment in the future could yield returns that would be enough to cover financing risk. The key financial problem facing RHP is not anymore restoring the revenue, but making the further growth to be converted into sustainable cash flows and long-term shareholder value.
[bookmark: _dnp2hvxxzi7a]2. Working Capital Management Analysis
The management of working capital is significant to Ryman Hospitality Properties, Inc. (RHP) since the liquidity is to sustain operations and finance interest payments, dividends to shareholders and capital expenditure. In 2024, RHP will produce operating cash flow of $576.5 million, of which 26.2 million will be favourable working-capital movements, of higher advance room deposits and decreased accounts receivable. This implies that working-capital efficiency helps maintain liquidity but its sustainability is based on the management of inventory, receivables and payables.

2.1 Assessment of the Cash Operating Cycle
CCC formula=Inventory Days+ Receivable Days- Payable Days
[bookmark: _ew81gdcdnt36]Table 2: Cash conversion cycle
	Cash conversion cycle (CCC)

	Component (in days)
	2024
	2023
	2022

	Inventory days
	119
	109
	94

	Receivable days
	16
	19
	19

	Payable days
	457
	401
	324

	Cash conversion cycle (in days)
	-321
	-273
	-210


The cash conversion cycle (CCC) is computed as the inventory days and receivable days less the payable days. RHP’s CCC became progressively more negative, moving from -210 days in 2022 to -273 days in 2023 and -321 days in 2024. This analysis is limited to these three years since 2020 and 2021 did not have cost-of-goods-sold information to calculate inventory and payable days (Kiymaz, Haque and Choudhury, 2024). The unsupported values would be estimated which would undermine the validity of the analysis.
The negative CCC is a growing negative value, which implies a liquidity strength since RHP is getting customer cash at a much earlier date than it is paying suppliers. In 2022 and 2023, the receivable days stood at 19 days and 2024 at 16 days, which indicate that the company is converting sales into cash quicker. This aligns with the revelation by the management that lower accounts receivable and increased advance room deposits had a positive impact on the working capital. In the case of a hospitality business, advance deposits are valuable as they will finance the business even prior to the provision of the underlying service.
However, the trend is not entirely favourable. The increase in the number of inventory days was 94 in 2022 and 109 and 119 in 2023 and 2024, respectively, which means that the cash was tied up in inventory longer. More significantly, the payable days went up to 324, 401 and finally 457 days and supplier financing became the key contributor to the progressively negative CCC. These abnormally high values are to be treated with caution since the amount of cost of goods sold reported may not be a complete picture of the broader hospitality cost base of RHP. Therefore, a downward momentum might be hiding supplier-payment pressure and, over time, undermine the bargaining power, service continuity or supplier relationships. Thus, the management must aim at achieving a sustainable negative CCC, as opposed to just bringing the headline figure down.
2.2 Working Capital Reforms
RHP needs to enhance rolling cash-flow forecasting in its Hospitality and Entertainment business. A 13-week forecast that would include advance bookings, receivable settlements, supplier payments, debt interest, dividends and planned capital expenditure would allow the management to spot liquidity gaps sooner. This is especially relevant given that the management projected that there would be around $400-500 million capital expenditure in 2025, which would pose a huge competing pressure on cash funds.
RHP needs to maintain a high level of receivables turnover by automated invoicing system, enhanced credit control and systematic invoice settlement schemes with corporate and group clients (ElIdrissi, 2026). However, the current 16-day collection period is already efficient and excessively restrictive credit terms could undermine important customer relationships. The goal should instead be to keep collection discipline as opposed to being aggressive in reducing receivable days.
The property-level demand forecasting, centralised procurement, and stricter stock controls should be employed to address the rising inventory days. Renegotiation of supplier terms instead of simply extending them without committing an undue amount of financing resources to suppliers should also be considered.
2.3 Short-Term versus Long-Term Financing
Temporary working-capital fluctuations should be financed on a short-term basis since revolving facilities can be borrowed when the industry experiences shortages in seasons and repaid as operating cash increases. RHP had $754.7 million of aggregate revolving borrowing availability at year-end 2024, providing liquidity headroom. But overuse of short-term finance would expose the company to refinancing risk and variable interest rate risk.
On the other hand, acquisitions and significant hotel projects should be financed in the long term since the repayment can be paced with the economic life of the assets underlying the project. RHP took advantage of reducing other borrowings and repaying the $800 million Gaylord Rockies term loan in 2024, issuing 1 billion in 6.50% senior notes. However, long-term debts come with financing expenses and the interest expense incurred by RHP amounted to 225.4 million in 2024.
The best strategy in line with this is therefore maturity matching where revolving facilities should fund temporary working-capital volatility, and long-term debt should fund long-lived assets (Francis, 2024). This, along with disciplined cash forecasting, inventory management, an effective receivables collection and commercially viable supplier conditions, would enhance liquidity without further increasing the already high leverage of RHP.

[bookmark: _h02qzhr8xhai]3. Strategic Financial Restructuring Plan
Ryman Hospitality Properties, Inc. (RHP) does not need fundamental corporate restructuring but needs specific financial restructuring (Garfinkle, 2025). The above financial analysis revealed a good operating recovery and liquidity, yet high leverage, low interest coverage and increasing financing costs. Even RHP itself admits that high leverage can impair further borrowing, constrain funding of property growth and decrease refinancing options. Therefore, restructuring must not lead to the compromising of high-return hospitality and entertainment investments but rather decrease the financial risk.
3.1 Evaluation of Restructuring Alternatives
Selective deleveraging and opportunistic refinancing are the best alternative. RHP already had been actively managing its liabilities in 2024, with the issuance of $1 billion of 6.50 percent senior notes that repaid the $800 million Gaylord Rockies term loan and decreased Term Loan B by $203.5 million. The additional repayment of costly or floating-rate debt would decrease interest risk, enhance debt-servicing skill and maintain borrowing headroom in the future (Paterson and Walters, 2022). Aggressive deleveraging, though, could kill value in case it pushed out investments in a way that generate returns higher than the cost of financing RHP. This is significant since there is over 1 billion worth of high-returning investment opportunities in the portfolio as identified by the management. This means that debt reduction should focus on more expensive and interest sensitive debt and not just cut down borrowing in a random manner.
The second alternative is termed as strategic asset divestiture. RHP might sell non-core or underperforming assets, and reinvest the proceeds into debt reduction or more profitable ventures. This would enhance liquidity and leverage without diluting existing stockholders, and may lead to better overall asset productivity. The practice of divestiture has however, an opportunity cost since the disposed properties will yield cash flows in the future. RHP also cautions that the challenges of refinancing would cause the sale of assets at unfavorable prices, which would hurt the shareholders. Therefore, the only time an asset should be divested is when its expected risk-adjusted yield can be proved to be lower than other capital applications.
Equity injection can be considered as a third option. The issuance of 4.4 million common shares valued at an amount of about 395.4 million in 2023 indicates that RHP has access to equity markets. Further equity may decrease leverage and enhance the flexibility of the operations but this will dilute the current ownership and can lead to a drop in earnings per share. Considering the unrestricted cash balance of RHP of $477.7 million and the available revolving capacity of $754.7 million at the end of 2024, the issue of large-scale equity is not as appealing at this moment. A merger is also not advisable as integration expenses; uncertainty of valuation and possible new borrowing would rather exacerbate than solve the financial strain.
3.2 Recommended Restructuring and Financial Impact
The most desirable solution is hence a hybrid restructuring process that involves selective deleveraging, refinancing and disciplined asset recycling, although retaining equity issuance remains as a back-up. This would minimize financing risk, enhance interest coverage and retain borrowing capacity and flexibility in investments.
In the eyes of a shareholder, a lower leverage would decrease the risk of financial distress and facilitate more sustainable distributions (Ogudo, Adejumo and Omotosho, 2023). The five-year cumulative shareholder returns of RHP stood at 134.83 on a 100-base, compared to the FTSE Nareit Equity REIT index at 123.25, but lower than the S&P 500 at 197.02. Thus, the process of restructuring must build a stronger resilience without disturbing a model that is already in operation and has already generated comparative REIT value.
3.3 International, Tax and Ethical Considerations
This is important as taxation makes RHP pay at least 90 percent of annual taxable income to remain in compliance with REIT status. The REIT qualified income is usually not taxed at the corporate level, but the taxable REIT subsidiaries and the Entertainment business are taxed in accordance with the existing federal and state tax laws. The restructuring should not therefore aim at achieving tax benefits in the short term at the expense of long-term shareholder payments.
Currently, currency risk is not as significant as interest-rate risk since RHP recognizes interest rates as its key market risk. Nevertheless, currency hedging should be implemented in future internationalization in instances where significant foreign-currency cash flows are expected. Inflation, too, increases construction, labour and operating costs, which bolsters the argument of selective investment and restricting debt management.
On the ethical front, restructuring must not enhance financial outcomes in the short term by disadvantaging employees, suppliers, customers or environmental obligations (Jerab and Mabrouk, 2023). Asset sales, procurement reforms and cost cuts must then be evaluated with regard to the ESG and stakeholder impacts. In general, selective deleveraging and recycling assets provide the best balance of shareholder value, resilience in debt, and flexibility in operations and responsible long-term growth.

[bookmark: _5rkw6njbkh7p]4. Investment Appraisal and Capital Budgeting
Ryman Hospitality Properties, Inc. (RHP) needs investment appraisal since the company needs to spend capital on balancing a large leverage, large interest payments and on-going capital expenditure. Projects A, B and C will have an initial investment of 50 million pounds and will be evaluated based on Payback Period (PBP), Accounting rate of return (ARR), Net Present Value (NPV), Profitability Index (PI) and Internal rate of return (IRR) with a required return of 8% and straight line depreciation (Singh and Chatterjee, 2025). There are also the decision rules such as PBP should fall under the target period, ARR should not fall short of the target return, NPV should be positive, PI should be more than one and IRR should be equal or above the required return. More importantly, NPV and IRR take into consideration the time value of money (TVM), but PBP and ARR do not. As such, NPV should get a higher weight in decision making.
[bookmark: _6ttsvdk5nlic]Table 3: Investment appraisal
	Appraisal Method
	Project A
	Project B
	Project C
	Preferred

	Payback Period
	4.50 years
	4.55 years
	3.60 years
	C

	ARR
	1.60%
	2.00%
	6.00%
	C

	NPV @ 8%
	-£6.54m
	-£6.08m
	£0.86m
	C

	Profitability Index
	0.869
	0.878
	1.017
	C

	IRR
	2.74%
	3.28%
	8.60%
	C


4.1 Payback Period
The PBP is used to determine the recovery time of the initial investment based on undiscounted cash inflows. Project C pays back the quickest at 3.60 years, as opposed to 4.50 years in Project A and 4.55 years in Project B. As such, Project C will recover its money the quickest and RHP will be subjected to project-specific risk the least amount of time.
This is critical since RHP needs to strike a balance between investment and preservation of liquidity. In the year 2024, the operating cash flow stood at 576.5 million and at the same time, the company experienced huge capital expenditure and distributions. A shorter payback thus helps in the management of liquidity. PBP however does not consider TVM and any cash flows beyond the recovery point. As a result, it is applicable in the assessment of liquidity but it cannot be used as a basis by itself in making a decision on shareholder-value.

4.2 Accounting Rate of Return
ARR is the ratio of average accounting profit to the initial investment. The annual depreciation is £10m with straight-line depreciation of the £50m investment in five years. According to the calculations provided, Project A yields an ARR 1.60%, Project B 2.00% and Project C 6.00% and Project C is the best of all options (Khaliq, 2025).
However, when the target is set at 8% required returns, then all the three projects fail to meet the target under ARR. This shows a significant weakness that a project can be ranked first without meeting the decision threshold. Moreover, ARR is founded on accounting profit and not cash flow and fails to acknowledge TVM. It is therefore not supposed to make the final decision on investment but to give additional evidence.

4.3 Net Present Value
The NPV is the most theoretically sound appraisal technique since it discounts all anticipated cash flows with the necessary return and TVM and opportunity cost of capital. Project A has present-value inflows of about £43.46 million which form an NPV of -£6.54 million. Project B has a generation of 43.92 million resulting in an NPV of -6.08 million. Both are not suitable since the discounted value of their benefits is not enough to cover the £50 million investment.
Project C would have a positive NPV of 0.86 million with present-value inflows of about 50.86 million. Project C is hence the only acceptable investment according to the decision rule of the lecturer of NPV > 0.
The NPV should get the highest weight as it is a direct estimation of incremental shareholder wealth. NPV should take precedence where there is conflict between NPV and IRR and as there is no such conflict in this case, this supports the superiority of NPV in the final decision.

4.4 Profitability Index
PI compares discounted value created on every unit of investment:
Present Value of Future Cash Flows / Initial Investment
The PI of Project A is 0.869 and Project B is 0.878. Both are less than the acceptance value of 1 and thus are rejected. Contrarily, Project C yields PI of 1.017, i.e., each pound invested would yield about 1.017 of discounted value (Bharti, Hossain and Islam, 2022).
PI thus validates the NPV outcome and is particularly handy in capital rationing as it quantifies value creation with regard to scarce investment capital. The C however, is just above the threshold, which implies a low degree of protection against negative forecasting errors.

4.5 Internal Rate of Return
IRR is the discount rate at which the NPV is zero. Project A with a calculated IRR of 2.74% and Project B with a calculated IRR of 3.28% is significantly lower than the required IRR of 8%. It should be rejected. Project C has a calculated IRR of 8.60%, which is below the required IRR of 8%. Project C is slightly above the necessary rate and is economically viable.
IRR assists in ranking NPV, but Project C only surpasses the hurdle rate by 0.60%. This small range matters since an IRR below 8% could be achieved due to minor fluctuations in the anticipated cash flows, expenses or timing. As such, sensitivity testing must be done before final commitment.

4.6 Recommended Project and RHP-Specific Risk
Project C is to be chosen as it has the shortest payback, the highest ARR, the only positive NPV, the only PI greater than one with IRR greater than the required return. More to the point, the discounted cash-flow techniques NPV, PI and IRR always show C as the sole value-generating alternative.
The recommendation suits the financial position of RHP too. The previous analysis has noted that the company has strong operating recovery and sufficient liquidity but a high leverage and weak interest coverage. RHP accepts that indebtedness may limit further investment in acquiring and developing property. The comparatively fast payback of project C will thus offer liquidity benefits and its positive NPV will give some chances of shareholder-value creation (Anderson, 2025).
However, C cannot be considered to be risk-free. Its NPV of 0.86 million pounds is only 1.72% of its £50 million investment and hence there is no room of error in forecasting. Inflation may raise construction, labour and operating costs; a change in regulation or politics may postpone implementation; a decrease in anticipated cash inflows may occur due to less demand in the hospitality or event sector. Customer loyalty and strategic fit are also vital since an investment that contradicts the group-focused approach to hospitality and entertainment positioning of RHP may not work as well as projected initially. Final due diligence should also include ESG factors such as the environmental implications and community or employee implications.

4.7 Capital Rationing under the £100 Million Limit
RHP is able to invest up to £100 million, which will enable two projects of £50 million. But capital rationing involves maximising economic value within the constraint as opposed to spending the whole budget on a basis of full utilisation (Anjali , 2021).
[bookmark: _y7xsei7fy3n4]Table 4: Capital rationing
	Portfolio
	Capital Required
	Combined NPV
	Decision

	A + B
	£100m
	-£12.62m
	Reject

	A + C
	£100m
	-£5.68m
	Reject

	B + C
	£100m
	-£5.22m
	Reject

	C only
	£50m
	£0.86m
	Accept



The two-project portfolio of B+C has the highest strength, but when the NPV is added, it is negative with a value of -5.22 million. Using it solely on the basis of spending the available £100 million would thus lower the shareholder wealth. The same issue is the case of A+C and A+B.
As a result, the best capital-rationing policy is to invest the entire amount of money of 50 million in Project C alone and leave the other amount of 50 million in place. The unused capital may enhance liquidity, pay back costly borrowing or be used in a positive-NPV project in the future. This would be especially suitable in the case of RHP since engaging in a negative-NPV second project with a significant leverage would be unnecessary to undermine financial resiliency.
In general, Project C is the best investment since it prevails in all the five methods and the only project that meets the critical NPV > 0, PI > 1 and IRR ≥ 8 decision criteria. PBP and ARR support the ranking but must have less weight since they do not take into consideration TVM. As such, the choice of Project C alone offers the best balance between shareholder-value creation, liquidity preservation, investment risk and disciplined capital allocation.



[bookmark: _a3np7lh7fy5h]5. Critical Reflection on AI Usage
The development of this report used Generative Artificial Intelligence (AI) in a controlled and transparent way, in line with the activities that are allowed under the assessment guidance. In particular, AI-assisted research, financial data analysis and proofreading. It helped to investigate pertinent financial problems, verify the rationale of the chosen interpretations, and find possible inconsistencies that need additional research. Grammatical and syntactical weaknesses were also found with the help of AI once the content was developed independently. Nevertheless, AI was not applied to decide the report structure, generate final submission text or to generate or verify programming code. The type and scope of allowed AI support were also captured with the necessary AI Use Acknowledgement, which promotes transparency and academic integrity.
Critical attitude was taken towards the AI-generated outputs since the apparent confidence does not assure financial accuracy. The company specific data was compared with the annual report of Ryman Hospitality Properties and ratio calculation and investment-appraisal outcomes were compared with the underlying financial data independently. This check found scenarios in which the technically correct numbers might give false interpretations. To illustrate, the unusually high return on equity at RHP could at first indicate excellent performance by the shareholders. But the analysis of the financial statements revealed that the outcome was considerably affected by a comparatively limited, and hitherto negative, shareholders equity base. Likewise, the negative debt-to-equity ratio in 2021 was neither indicative of low indebtedness but owing to negative equity. These instances supported the value of professional scepticism and proved the reason why AI interpretations could never be trusted without verification in the context.
The input of AI was supportive and not determinative. AI aided in research discovery, prompts and proofreading of financial data, but the substantive intellectual effort was developed separately. This involved the choice of appropriate evidence, analysis of five-year financial trends, profitability, liquidity and leverage, the implication of RHP in the form of a REIT, restructuring options and investment risks. The conclusions of the strategies were therefore made by independent analysis of the evidence, as opposed to blindly implementing AI-generated recommendations. This is because financial analysis requires judgement and an appreciation of risk that cannot be quantified using numerical figures.
The ethical and professional issues involved in the application of artificial intelligence in the finance sector were highlighted during this process. Transparency is very crucial because not being open on the use of AI will affect accountability. The privacy of data is also important since financial professionals might be dealing with sensitive corporate, customer and investor data that would not be shared with external AI systems without proper protection. Moreover, AI can fabricate figures, reference or explanations that seem believable, which can have material implications when they are applied in executive decisions without verification.
In general, this experience helped me to better realize that AI must be used as a decision-support tool and not as a replacement of professional judgement. Even though AI will help to enhance research productivity and help check the analyses, human responsibility is needed when making executive financial decisions. To continue in the financial practice, I would hence ensure proper disclosure, safeguard confidential information, and personally verify material outputs and retain professional scepticism prior to trusting AI-validated proofs.

[bookmark: _668im68khiyr]Conclusion
Ryman Hospitality Properties, Inc. has experienced a tremendous financial regain post-pandemic, aided by higher revenues, recovered profitability, effective receivables management and high operating cash generation. However, heavy debt, escalating interest rates, profit margins below benchmark and huge commitments of capital are still restricting financial flexibility. Analysis of working-capital shows that there is a favourable negative cash conversion cycle, but it is necessary to pay attention to the growing inventories days and extremely long payable days. To this end, the best restructuring model to employ is selective deleveraging, opportunistic refinancing and disciplined asset recycling, which does not reduce operational capacity and shareholder value. Project C has been determined as the only viable project and can be financed based on its financial analysis with a positive NPV, PI greater than one and IRR greater than the required return within the capital constraint of less than 100 million, Project C is the sole project that should be chosen. Therefore, the liquidity preservation, disciplined capital allocation and responsible growth should be a priority of RHP in order to ensure that the future growth will create sustainable risk-adjusted returns and solid long-term shareholder value in the long run.
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[bookmark: _jan9d3d322wu]Financial ratio calculations
	Financial ratios for Ryman hospitality properties, inc.

	Ratio
	Formula
	Workings ($000)
	Results

	 
	 
	2024
	2023
	2022
	2021
	2020
	2024
	2023
	2022
	2021
	2020

	Profitability ratio
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Operating profit margin (%)
	Operating profit
	490,834
	453,684
	327,150
	-58,675
	-303,831
	20.98%
	21.02%
	18.11%
	-6.25%
	-57.93%

	 
	Sales revenues
	2,339,226
	2,158,136
	1,805,969
	939,373
	524,475
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Net profit margin (%)
	Net income
	280,190
	341,800
	134,948
	-194,801
	-460,821
	11.98%
	15.84%
	7.47%
	-20.74%
	-87.86%

	 
	Sales revenues
	2,339,226
	2,158,136
	1,805,969
	939,373
	524,475
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Return on equity (%)
	Net income to stockholders
	271,638
	311,217
	128,993
	-176,966
	-417,391
	49.48%
	54.68%
	134.51%
	790.27%
	-203.31%

	 
	Shareholders equity
	548,980
	569,153
	95,901
	-22,393
	205,301
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Liquidity ratios
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Current ratio
	Current assets
	           906,304 
	        1,027,040 
	         762,964 
	         421,877 
	         272,277 
	1.35
	1.55
	1.45
	1.01
	0.87

	 
	Current liability
	673132
	661774
	525039
	418875
	311533
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Quick ratio
	Quick assets
	           863,298 
	           990,575 
	         731,546 
	         389,149 
	         245,673 
	1.28
	1.50
	1.39
	0.93
	0.79

	 
	Current liability
	673132
	661774
	525039
	418875
	311533
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Efficiency ratios
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Asset turnover ratio
	Sales revenues
	2,339,226
	2,158,136
	1,805,969
	939,373
	524,475
	0.45
	0.47
	0.47
	0.26
	0.14

	 
	Average assets
	5203055
	4614580
	3810574
	3568510
	3822482
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Receivable turnover ratio
	Sales revenues
	2,339,226
	2,158,136
	1,805,969
	939,373
	524,475
	22.91
	19.03
	18.85
	19.81
	11.54

	 
	Average Accounts receivables
	102107
	113433
	95791
	47426
	45437
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Gearing ratios
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Debt to equity ratio
	Debt and finance lease obligations
	3,378,396
	3,377,028
	2,862,592
	2,936,819
	2,658,008
	6.15
	5.93
	29.85
	-131.15
	12.95

	 
	Stockholders’ deficit
	548,980
	569,153
	95,901
	-22,393
	205,301
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Interest coverage ratio
	Operating profit
	490,834
	453,684
	327,150
	-58,675
	-303,831
	2.18
	2.15
	2.20
	-0.47
	-2.62

	 
	Interest expense
	225,395
	211,370
	148,406
	125,347
	115,783
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Investment ratio
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Earning per share
	Net income to stockholders
	271,638
	311,217
	128,993
	-176,966
	-417,391
	4.54
	5.39
	2.34
	-3.21
	-7.59

	 
	Weighted average shares outstanding - basic
	59,859
	57750
	55140
	55047
	54962
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Price earnings ratio
	Stock price
	94.62
	104.34
	110.06
	81.78
	91.96
	20.85
	19.36
	47.05
	-25.44
	-12.11

	 
	Earnings per share
	4.54
	5.39
	2.34
	-3.21
	-7.59
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Cash flows
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Operating Cash Flow Ratio
	Cash flow from operations
	576,506
	557,056
	419,931
	111,253
	-161,524
	0.86
	0.84
	0.80
	0.27
	-0.52

	 
	Current liabilities
	673132
	661774
	525039
	418875
	311533
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Data Source: (RHP reports, 2024)
Working notes
	Current assets

	Current Assets
	2024
	2023
	2022
	2021
	2020

	Cash and cash equivalents – unrestricted
	           477,694 
	           591,833 
	         334,194 
	         140,688 
	           56,697 

	Cash and cash equivalents – restricted
	              98,534 
	           108,608 
	         110,136 
	           22,312 
	           23,057 

	Notes receivable, net
	              57,801 
	              61,760 
	           67,628 
	           71,228 
	           71,923 

	Trade receivables, net
	              94,184 
	           110,029 
	         116,836 
	           74,745 
	           20,106 

	Prepaid expenses and other assets
	           178,091 
	           154,810 
	         134,170 
	         112,904 
	         100,494 

	Total current assets
	           906,304 
	        1,027,040 
	         762,964 
	         421,877 
	         272,277 



	Current liabilities

	Current liabilities
	2024
	2023
	2022
	2021
	2020

	Accounts payable and accrued liabilities
	466571
	464720
	385,159
	304,719
	203,121

	Distributions payable
	71444
	67,932
	14,121
	386
	843

	Operating lease liabilities*
	135117
	129122
	125759
	113,770
	107,569

	Total current liabilities
	673132
	661774
	525039
	418875
	311533



	Quick assets

	Quick assets
	2024
	2023
	2022
	2021
	2020

	Current assets
	           906,304 
	        1,027,040 
	         762,964 
	         421,877 
	         272,277 

	(-) Prepaid expense
	26872
	22458
	19377
	24359
	19447

	(-) Inventories
	16134
	14007
	12041
	8369
	7157

	Total Quick assets
	           863,298 
	           990,575 
	         731,546 
	         389,149 
	         245,673 



	Calculation of average assets

	 
	2024
	2023
	2022
	2021
	2020

	Opening assets
	5,188,537
	4,040,623
	3,580,525
	3,556,495
	4,088,468

	Closing assets
	5,217,573
	5,188,537
	4,040,623
	3,580,525
	3,556,495

	Average assets ((opening+closing)/2)
	5203055
	4614580
	3810574
	3568510
	3822482



	Calculation of average accounts receivables

	 
	2024
	2023
	2022
	2021
	2020

	Opening receivables
	           110,029 
	           116,836 
	           74,745 
	           20,106 
	70,768

	Closing receivables
	              94,184 
	           110,029 
	         116,836 
	           74,745 
	           20,106 

	Average receivables ((opening+closing)/2)
	102107
	113433
	95791
	47426
	45437



	Calculation of average accounts payables

	 
	2024
	2023
	2022
	2021
	2020

	Opening payables
	57,030
	38,628
	31,725
	23,125
	40238

	Closing payables
	58,366
	57,030
	38,628
	31,725
	23,125

	Average payables ((opening+closing)/2)
	57698
	47829
	35177
	27425
	31682



	Calculation of average inventory

	 
	2024
	2023
	2022
	2021
	2020

	Opening inventory
	14,007
	12,041
	8,369
	7,157
	10329

	Closing inventory
	16,134
	14,007
	12,041
	8,369
	7,157

	Average inventory ((opening+closing)/2)
	15071
	13024
	10205
	7763
	8743



[bookmark: _cq7800xcf8bj]Ratio benchmarks
	 
	Benchmarks

	Profitability ratio
	 

	Operating profit margin (%)
	34.38%

	Net profit margin (%)
	29.88%

	Return on equity (%)
	9.37%

	Liquidity ratios
	 

	Current ratio
	1.46

	Quick ratio
	1.17

	Efficiency ratios
	 

	Asset turnover ratio
	0.16

	Receivable turnover ratio
	8.49

	Gearing ratios
	 

	Debt to equity ratio
	1.22

	Investment ratio
	 

	Earning per share
	2.17

	Price earnings ratio
	39.73


Source: (Investing, 2026)
[bookmark: _pagngdea8jk4]Working capital management
	Working capital management (Cash conversion cycle) calculations

	Ratio
	Formula
	Workings ($000)
	Results

	 
	 
	2024
	2023
	2022
	2021
	2020
	2024
	2023
	2022
	2021
	2020

	Inventory days
	Average inventory*365
	15070.5*365
	13024*365
	10205*365
	7763*365
	8743*365
	119
	109
	94
	NA
	NA

	 
	Cost of goods sold
	46112
	43544
	39653
	NA
	NA
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Days sales outstanding
	Average receivables*365
	102106.5*365
	113432.5*365
	95790.5*365
	47425.5*365
	45437*365
	16
	19
	19
	18
	32

	 
	Sales
	2339226
	2158136
	1805969
	939373
	524475
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Days payable outstanding
	Average payables*365
	57698*365
	47829*365
	35176.5*365
	27425*365
	31681.5*365
	457
	401
	324
	NA
	NA

	 
	Cost of goods sold
	46112
	43544
	39653
	NA
	NA
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 




[bookmark: _psqsoxafdwb1]Investment appraisal
1. Payback period
Project A
	Project A

	Year 
	Cash flow
	Cumulative cash flows

	Year 0
	-50
	-50

	Year 1
	10
	-40

	Year 2
	12
	-28

	Year 3
	14
	-14

	Year 4
	10
	-4

	Year 5
	8
	4



	Payback period
	Year before recovery +
	Unrecovered cash flows

	
	
	Cash flow for the recovery period

	Payback period
	4 years +
	4

	 
	 
	8

	Payback period
	4 years +
	0.5

	Payback period (A)
	4.5 years



Project B
	Project B

	Year 
	Cash flow
	Cumulative cash flows

	Year 0
	-50
	-50

	Year 1
	11
	-39

	Year 2
	11
	-28

	Year 3
	11
	-17

	Year 4
	11
	-6

	Year 5
	11
	5



	Payback period
	4 years +
	6

	 
	 
	11

	Payback period
	4 years +
	0.55

	Payback period (B)
	4.55 years



Project C
	Project C

	Year 
	Cash flow
	Cumulative cash flows

	Year 0
	-50
	-50

	Year 1
	5
	-45

	Year 2
	10
	-35

	Year 3
	20
	-15

	Year 4
	25
	10

	Year 5
	5
	15



	Payback period
	3 years +
	15

	 
	 
	25

	Payback period
	3 years +
	0.60

	Payback period (C)
	3.60 years



2. Accounting rate of return
Step 1: Calculation of depreciation
	Depreciation 
	(Initial costs-scrap value)/Life in years

	Project A
	(50-0)/5 = 10m

	Project B
	(50-0)/5 = 10m

	Project C
	(50-0)/5 = 10m



Step 2: Calculation of average annual profits
	Project A

	Year
	Cash flows
	Depreciation
	Annual profits

	Year 1
	10
	10
	0

	Year 2
	12
	10
	2

	Year 3
	14
	10
	4

	Year 4
	10
	10
	0

	Year 5
	8
	10
	-2

	 
	 
	Total
	4

	 
	 
	Average profits 
	0.8



	Project B

	Year
	Cash flows
	Depreciation
	Annual profits

	Year 1
	11
	10
	1

	Year 2
	11
	10
	1

	Year 3
	11
	10
	1

	Year 4
	11
	10
	1

	Year 5
	11
	10
	1

	 
	 
	Total
	5

	 
	 
	Average profits 
	1



	Project C

	Year
	Cash flows
	Depreciation
	Annual profits

	Year 1
	5
	10
	-5

	Year 2
	10
	10
	0

	Year 3
	20
	10
	10

	Year 4
	25
	10
	15

	Year 5
	5
	10
	-5

	 
	 
	Total
	15

	 
	 
	Average profits 
	3



Step 3: Computing ARR
	Formula
	Average profit*100

	 
	Initial investment

	Project A
	0.8*100
	1.60%

	 
	50
	 

	 
	 
	 

	Project B
	1*100
	2.00%

	 
	50
	 

	 
	 
	 

	Project C
	3*100
	6.00%

	 
	50
	 


4. Net present value method
NPV = Present value of cash flow - Initial investment
	Project A

	Year 
	Cash flow
	Discounting factor (8%)
	Present value

	Year 1
	10
	0.926
	9.26

	Year 2
	12
	0.857
	10.29

	Year 3
	14
	0.794
	11.11

	Year 4
	10
	0.735
	7.35

	Year 5
	8
	0.681
	5.44

	 
	 
	Present value of Cash flows
	43.46



NPV of project A = 43.46-50 = -6.54

	Project B

	Year 
	Cash flow
	Discounting factor (8%)
	Present value

	Year 1
	11
	0.926
	10.19

	Year 2
	11
	0.857
	9.43

	Year 3
	11
	0.794
	8.73

	Year 4
	11
	0.735
	8.09

	Year 5
	11
	0.681
	7.49

	 
	 
	Present value of Cash flows
	43.92



NPV of Project B= 43.92-50 = -6.08

	Project C

	Year 
	Cash flow
	Discounting factor (8%)
	Present value

	Year 1
	5
	0.926
	4.63

	Year 2
	10
	0.857
	8.57

	Year 3
	20
	0.794
	15.88

	Year 4
	25
	0.735
	18.38

	Year 5
	5
	0.681
	3.40

	 
	 
	Present value of Cash flows
	50.86



NPV of Project C = 50.86-50 = 0.86

5. Profitability index (PI)
	Profitability index
	Present Value of Future Cash Flows / Initial Investment

	Project A
	(43.46/50) = 0.869

	Project B
	(43.92/50) = 0.878

	Project C
	(50.86/50) = 1.017



6. Internal rate of return
Assumption for LDR and HDR for each project
Project A 
LDR = 2%, HDR = 4%
Project B
LDR = 2%, HDR = 4%
Project C
LDR = 7%, HDR = 9%

Calculation of NPV on LDR and HDR for each project:
Project A
	Project A (NPV at LDR)

	Year 
	Cash flow
	Discounting factor (2%)
	Present value

	Year 0
	-50
	1
	-50

	Year 1
	10
	0.980
	9.80

	Year 2
	12
	0.961
	11.53

	Year 3
	14
	0.942
	13.19

	Year 4
	10
	0.924
	9.24

	Year 5
	8
	0.906
	7.25

	 
	 
	Present value of Cash flows
	1.01



	Project A  (NPV at HDR)

	Year 
	Cash flow
	Discounting factor (4%)
	Present value

	Year 0
	-50
	1
	-50

	Year 1
	10
	0.962
	9.62

	Year 2
	12
	0.925
	11.09

	Year 3
	14
	0.889
	12.45

	Year 4
	10
	0.855
	8.55

	Year 5
	8
	0.822
	6.58

	 
	 
	Present value of Cash flows
	-1.72



Project B
	Project B (NPV at LDR)

	Year 
	Cash flow
	Discounting factor (2%)
	Present value

	Year 0
	-50
	1
	-50

	Year 1
	11
	0.980
	10.78

	Year 2
	11
	0.961
	10.57

	Year 3
	11
	0.942
	10.37

	Year 4
	11
	0.924
	10.16

	Year 5
	11
	0.906
	9.96

	 
	 
	Present value of Cash flows
	1.85



	Project B (NPV at HDR)

	Year 
	Cash flow
	Discounting factor (4%)
	Present value

	Year 0
	-50
	1
	-50

	Year 1
	11
	0.962
	10.58

	Year 2
	11
	0.925
	10.17

	Year 3
	11
	0.889
	9.78

	Year 4
	11
	0.855
	9.40

	Year 5
	11
	0.822
	9.04

	 
	 
	Present value of Cash flows
	-1.03



Project C
	Project C (NPV at LDR)

	Year 
	Cash flow
	Discounting factor (7%)
	Present value

	Year 0
	-50
	1
	-50

	Year 1
	5
	0.935
	4.67

	Year 2
	10
	0.873
	8.73

	Year 3
	20
	0.816
	16.33

	Year 4
	25
	0.763
	19.07

	Year 5
	5
	0.713
	3.56

	 
	 
	Present value of Cash flows
	2.37



	Project C (NPV at HDR)

	Year 
	Cash flow
	Discounting factor (9%)
	Present value

	Year 0
	-50
	1
	-50

	Year 1
	5
	0.917
	4.59

	Year 2
	10
	0.842
	8.42

	Year 3
	20
	0.772
	15.44

	Year 4
	25
	0.708
	17.71

	Year 5
	5
	0.650
	3.25

	 
	 
	Present value of Cash flows
	-0.59



Calculation of IRR using LDR and HDR calculations:
Formula:
	IRR=
	LDR+
	NPV at LDR
	* (HDR-LDR)

	 
	 
	NPV at LDR- NPV at HDR
	 


Project A
	IRR=
	2+
	1.01
	* (4-2)

	 
	 
	2.74
	 

	IRR=
	2+
	0.370987757
	*2

	IRR=
	2+
	0.741975514
	 

	IRR (Project A) =
	2.74%



Project B
	IRR=
	LDR+
	NPV at LDR
	* (HDR-LDR)

	 
	 
	NPV at LDR- NPV at HDR
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	IRR=
	2+
	1.85
	* (4-2)

	 
	 
	2.88
	 

	IRR=
	2+
	0.64212955
	*2

	IRR=
	2+
	1.2842591
	 

	IRR (Project B) =
	3.28%





Project C
	IRR=
	LDR+
	NPV at LDR
	* (HDR-LDR)

	 
	 
	NPV at LDR- NPV at HDR
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	IRR=
	7+
	2.37
	* (9-7)

	 
	 
	2.96
	 

	IRR=
	7+
	0.800148789
	*2

	IRR=
	7+
	1.600297577
	 

	IRR (Project C) =
	8.60%
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