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[bookmark: _Toc71388427]Introduction
A certain company has been chosen in this study, being SHELL, based on which various financial and related operational aspects have been discussed. The company chosen is based on the global public sector and is involved in dealing with shares within a certain stock exchange market, being the London Stock Exchange. Prior to such discussion, a thorough analysis of the company’s background has been carried out, based on the business model being followed. Additionally, discussion has also been made regarding the market position and major competitors of the company within such markets. This is followed by a critical analysis of the financial performance of the company, including various calculations done with data taken from annual financial reports. A definite investment appraisal has also been done along with relevant calculations, based on two project examples provided.
[bookmark: _Toc71388428]Part a) History of Shell
[bookmark: _Toc71388429]1. Business Model
SHELL’s business strategy is based on providing various clean energy solutions and facilities while facilitating a significant level of progress within the global community. In that respect, the company aims to considerably improve upon the current market position within the global oil industry (Shell, 2019). To that end, the company looks to achieve the title of top energy company through providing various clean energy systems, including oils, gas and energy products producing significantly lower carbon emission compared to conventional energy sources. In addition to such aims, the company looks forward to building upon safety and social responsibility aspects with regards to every business operation. Furthermore, the company aims to achieve such goals via indulging in effective collaborations with other similar businesses, investors, stakeholders and even respective governments. Hence, in that respect, the particular business model of shell can be essentially defined to be based upon franchising and customer loyalty. SHELL provides a wide range of franchise opportunities to several retailers through various locally established service stations. In terms of customer loyalty, the company actually has a definite loyalty program for customers, named the Fuel Rewards, wherein such customers could earn 5 cents per gallon for every 25 dollars spent within specific service stations (van Beurden, 2017).
[bookmark: _Toc71388430]2. Market Place
SHELL can be determined to have a relatively strong hold over the current global energy industry, being the second largest oil company in the industry. Moreover, various collaborations done with respective governments within each foreign market serves as an effective means to gain considerable support within such markets. Effective franchise programs also attract a lot of potential retailers within such respective markets, with the best suitable candidates chosen for such franchise being based upon the overall financial performance of respective retailers. Hence, choosing the most appropriate retailers helps the company to significantly increase overall revenues gained and consecutive profitability earned, thus serving to further increase hold within respective markets. Furthermore, the company has been successful in maintaining a loyal customer base as well through aforementioned customer programs, with such loyalty and trust aspects being a major driving factor for substantially increasing the market position within both global and regional scales (Kalam, 2021).
[bookmark: _Toc71388431]3. Major Competitor
The major competitors of the company differ widely on the basis of various energy sectors that the company is dealing with. As has been mentioned above, the company deals in a wide range of energy solutions including oils, gases and other forms of clean energy (Andersson, 2020). Hence, in terms of the oil sector, the major competitors of the company can be primarily determined to be every Integrated Oil Companies (IOCs) operating on a global scale and National Oil Companies (NOCs) within respective countries, including Petronas in Malaysia and Petronas in China. On the other hand, in the case of the gas sector, various global competitors faced include BG Group Plc and Rosneft. Moreover, on an overall global perspective with respect to energy production and distribution, the company faces multiple rivals including Petrobras, Chevron and Exxon Mobil.
[bookmark: _Toc71388432]Part b) Critical review of Company’s Financial Performance 
[bookmark: _Toc71388433]1. Calculation of Financial Ratios 
	Profitability Ratios
	2020
	2019
	2018
	2017
	2016

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Return on Investment (ROI)
	£101.26
	£95.69
	£94.59
	£72.23
	£65.89

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Return on Equity (ROE)
	0.47%
	1.03%
	1.03%
	0.79%
	1.21%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Earnings Per Share
	£4.88
	£9.57
	£10.92
	£8.38
	£5.72

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Liquidity Ratios
	2020
	2019
	2018
	2017
	2016

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Absolute Liquidity Ratio
	10.8942
	10.9075
	11.5213
	11.398
	11.9339

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Cash Ratios
	3.33%
	8.20%
	6.05%
	7.42%
	8.43%

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gearing Ratios
	2020
	2019
	2018
	2017
	2016

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Debt to Equity Ratio
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Interest Coverage Ratio
	4.96
	2.82
	3.04
	3.86
	6.76

	 
	2020
	2019
	2018
	2017
	2016

	Efficiency Ratio
	147.49
	27.85
	43.15
	29.33
	23.65

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Cash Conversion Cycle (CCC)
	30
	10
	14
	8
	3


Table 1: Output of Shell’s Financial Position
(Source: MS Excel)
[bookmark: _Toc71388434]2. Critical Evaluation of the Ratios Calculated
[bookmark: _Toc71388435]Profitability Ratios
Shell as a fragment of Oil and Gas industry has been operating successfully in the UK market with an escalation of its revenue margin from 2016 to 2020. In the perspective of Campbell et al. (2019), elevation in the revenue margin indicates that a company is processing effective financial decisions that are escalating its operational leverage in the market. In the above table, it is noticeable that the ROI value of this company has substantially increased from 2016 to 2020. However, it is observable that a nominal escalation of this value from 2018 to 2019 has been attended by this company (Shell, 2021). In this scenario, it can be determined that due to the market crisis in the UK the company has failed to generate optimum profit within this year [Refer to Appendix 1]. Therefore, it can be indicated that this company is liable to external forces of the business environment.
ROE has attained a critical appreciation from 2016 to 2020 based on the financial outputs of Shell. In the opinion of Sledgianowski et al. (217), decreasing value of equity returns indicates that the company is having lower assets than its liabilities. This aspect has emerged due to the degrading economy of the UK environment. In this scenario, it can be determined that the company is having a critical issue of managing its finances that has substantially escalated its liability range. On the contrary, this value seems to be stable from the 2018 to 2019 range of initial outcome while declining in 2020 rapidly. In the words of Kocsis (2019), rapid declination of financial output based on crisis events indicates that the capability of an organisation to manage unforeseen risk is substantially low. Hence, it can be highlighted that the company's financial decisions are based on anticipated risks rather than unforeseen market crises.
The above-explained scenario has also reduced the earning per share margin of Shell from 2016 to 2020. In the perspective of Carrera (2017), obtaining a low hardening margin outcome indicates that a company is facing high profitability issues due to ineffective strategies of operations. In other words, the company has a low range of cash flow to repay its market debts in the UK. In this scenario, it can be determined that the company is facing high levels of market depth that has reduced its earning range. However, the profit range of this company has viability escalated within these five years. This aspect denotes that the company has been delivering a low percentage of dividends to its shareholders resulting in the lack of funds (Wells, 2018). Therefore, it can be denoted that this company has a low level of dividend provision policies that has declared its market value due to low profit outcome that has been calculated above.
[bookmark: _Toc71388436]Liquidity Ratios
Absolute liquidity range of this company has been reducing since 2016 to 2020. In the views of Rebele and Pierre (2019), depreciation of an organisation’s asset values results in the escalation of its liquidity levels that depreciates its market potential. In this scenario, it can be determined that Shell is processing an ineffective range of Management decisions that has decreased its organisational value in the current market. On the contrary, it is noticeable that the liquidity range of the company has been nominally decreasing from 2018 to 2019. This aspect indicates that the company has been developing effective changes in its financial decisions to improve customer retention potential in the UK. The company has been investing in digital marketing campaigns in Formula 1 racetracks and other forms of sporting events live football and cricket (Shell, 2021). This strategy has provided a nominal advantage of limiting the liquidity range crash of this company. Hence, it can be indicated that this company has been trying to mitigate its financial crisis through effective marketing strategies that have become unsuccessful.
Casa ratios of Shell have critically declined from 2016 to 2018 as visible in the table above. In the perception of Lobo (2017), substantial range of cash flow is necessary for improving cash ratios of a company to escalate its asset value. However, it can be indicated that the company has been enforcing ineffective strategies of operational leverage escalation that has resulted in the elevation of its cash ratio from 2018-2019. The strategy that has been discussed above provided nominal benefits then the anticipated range of the management leaders. In the views of Chiu et al. (2019), Ineffective management decisions indicate that a company is operated by associates with nominal resource management skills. Therefore, it can be stated that this company is facing loss of liquidity outcomes due to the incapability of its management leaders.
[bookmark: _Toc71388437]Gearing Ratios
Debt to equity level of Shell has escalated with the minimum value of 0.01% from 2019 to 2020. In the words of Merigó and Yang (2017), escalating debt to equity value of a company highlights its effective financial coverage capabilities. In other words, it can be indicated that the company has high market demand to mitigate its debt through external cash flow. However, this value seems to be stagnant for this company from 2016 to 2019. This aspect denotes that the company has been processing an equal amount of capital acquisition every year for mitigating its financial issues. In the perception of Apostolou et al. (2018), acquiring funds from investors to resolve financial crises indicates a low amount of financial leverage obtained by an organisation. Hence, it can be noticed that this company has high financial reliability resulting in nominal escalation of a gearing output.
Interest coverage value of this company has escalated from 2019 to 2020. In the views of Campbell et al. (2019), Elevation of interest coverage indicates that the provision of optimum cash flow is possible for a company within the future. On the contrary, it is noticeable that the coverage ratio has actually declined from 2016 to 2020. Critical declination is observable from 2016 to 2017 that can be blamed on the economic crisis of the UK. Brexit has cause substantial declination of profit margin in the oil and gas industry (Ambrose, 2021). Nonetheless, ineffective crisis management is also responsible for the decline of Shell's interest coverage. It has been indicated earlier that the management leaders are operating on ineffective organisational decisions. Therefore, it can be highlighted that this company must improve its crisis management strategy to deliver competition in the market by gaining optimum gearing output.
[bookmark: _Toc71388438]Efficiency Ratio
Efficiency ratio of Shell has substantially escalated from 2016 to 2020. In the perception of Sledgianowski et al. (2017), escalating range of efficiency indicates that an effective inventory management system has been adopted by an organisation. On the contrary, a declination of efficiency is observed from 2018 to 2019 for this company. In this scenario, it can be highlighted that the similar marketing decision that has depreciated the profitability range of this company has resulted in the decline of its efficiency range. In the views of Kocsis (2019), ineffective market decisions lead to the depreciation of customer acquisition potential for an organisation that operates as a fragment of the Oil and Gas industry. Hence, it can be indicated that this company must change its marketing strategy to improve its efficiency range in the UK.
CCC output of Shell has escalated from 2016 to 2020 with a nominal declination in 2018 to 2019. In the opinion of Sampson (2017), CCC indicates the capability of an organisation to liquidate its current asset for paying its debts. However, higher the CCC value of an organisation lower is its market potential in a region. In this scenario, it can be indicated that the company has low market potential in the UK. In the perception of Alsaba et al. (2020), depreciation of CCC value degrades market share-acquisition potential of an organisation operating as a fragment of oil and gas industry. this aspect can be stated as to be brand value depreciating issue for this company that questions its sustainability range in the region. Therefore, it can be highlighted that this company is in a financial crisis with the low efficiency profitability and liquidity range.
[bookmark: _Toc71388439]3. Comparison with Major Competitors
	Profitability Ratios
	2020
	2019
	2018
	2017
	2016

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	ROI
	£7.08
	£6.03
	£11.72
	£3.98
	£0.07

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	ROE
	3.67%
	4.45%
	1.98%
	8.13%
	48.41%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Earnings Per Share
	£3.93
	£4.62
	£5.24
	£11.48
	£2.13

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Liquidity Ratios
	2020
	2019
	2018
	2017
	2016

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Absolute Liquidity Ratio
	6.23538
	25.4103
	36.0859
	16.4978
	5.10766

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Cash Ratios
	0.81%
	1.29%
	0.87%
	0.90%
	0.47%

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gearing Ratios
	2020
	2019
	2018
	2017
	2016

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Debt to Equity Ratio
	0.16
	0.09
	0.38
	0.19
	0.15

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Interest Coverage Ratio
	9.23
	7.88
	15.56
	5.40
	0.10

	 
	2020
	2019
	2018
	2017
	2016

	Efficiency Ratio
	13.42
	60.91
	65.25
	78.05
	45.35

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	CCC
	1
	8
	4
	14
	439


Table 2: Output of BP’s Financial Position
(Source: MS Excel)
Financial analysis of BP as the key competitor of Shell has been executed in the above table based on the similar key performance indicators for conducting market position analysis. As denoted by Ambrose (2021), processing high margin of profit after economic crisis BP and Shell have emerged to be the key competitors with 65% and 50% of escalation in their revenue margin respectively. BP has acquired a feasible amount of ROI due to its high revenue output within the UK market. However, depreciation of this value has also occurred in this organisation from 2018 to 2019 due to the economic crisis of this country. As explained earlier this crisis has been mismanaged by this company resulting in the depreciation of its ROE value from 2016 to 2017. In the opinion of Choi et al. (2017), mismanagement of a financial crisis indicates that a company is operating with ineffective management leaders. In this scenario which can be denoted that both the competitors have been facing critical issues to manage monetary values within this external environmental crisis. These aspects can be determined as valid due to the declining earnings margin of the company that has been attained from 2015 to 2020 [Refer to Appendix 2]. Hence, it can be depicted that BP has been unable to obtain competitive advantage over Shell in this country.
Liquidity range of this company has also declined substantially from 2019 to 2020. In the opinion of Steblyanskaya et al. (2019), attaining an escalated range of equity is the target of management leaders to develop the asset value of an organisation. On the contrary, escalation of liquidity range did occur in BP from 2016 to 2019 that declined circumstantially in 2020. The situation of pandemic is the prime reason for the decline of this liquidity range for the company. In this scenario, it can be detected that this company is facing critical issues in its resource management techniques due to external environmental crises (Lu et al. 2019). Therefore, it can be indicated that this company has failed to gain a competitive advantage over Shell due to the market crises that have been faced by both organisations of the oil and gas industry in the UK.
Gearing ratios for this company have attained a substantial decline from 2017 to 2020 based on its equity value. In the perception of Starkova (2017), declining equity value indicates critical downfall of a company's market value. This aspect highlights that BP is incapable of processing optimum financial management decisions. However, in comparison with Shell equity range of this organisation is substantially high for the last five years. In this scenario, it can be detected that BP has been processing effective financial leverage in comparison with its competitor of the UK market. In the opinion of Christopher et al. (2021), gaining high quality levels attracts investors to provide funds in a company that escalates its profit margin effectively. This aspect generates a competitive benefit for the company to sustain in the market more reliably than that of the Shell. Interest coverage ratio of this company has also escalated substantially more than that of its competitor in this region (British Petroleum, 2020). Hence, it can be determined that BP has acquired an effective range of gearing outcome than its competitor.
Shell has acquired a higher range of efficiency in 2020 in comparison to BP has assimilated and efficiency range depreciation from 2019 to 2020. In the perception of Alsaba et al. (2020), depreciation of efficiency due to marketplaces indicates that a company has a lack of qualified workers to generate feasible decisions for managing resources. On the contrary, it can be noticed that BP has been able to achieve a lower value of CCC than that of Shell. As indicated earlier a lower value of CCC indicates an effective range of cash flow to be attained by an organisation operating as a fragment of Oil and Gas industry (Ngobe, 2020). This aspect highlights that Shell has failed to attain optimum range of efficiency in the market in comparison with its key competitor of the UK. Therefore, it can be highlighted that Shell has failed to obtain a competitive benefit in the UK market to sustain for a longer period.
[bookmark: _Toc71388440]4. Recommendations
As per the data that has been provided along with respective calculations, the company has been found to perform exceptionally in terms of both profitability and efficiency of various operations. However, a significant decrease and such profitability and overall revenues has been shown in 2020 due to the financial impact presented by the pandemic, thereby signifying weak financial management capability of the company. Hence, in order to mitigate such issues, an appropriate risk management strategy is required to be developed to deal with unprecedented factors. Factors like cash flow fluctuation and debt review should be performed on a quarterly and half yearly basis. Moreover, owing to inconsistencies presented by such financial ratio-based calculations, more accurate methods should be obtained that consider such unprecedented factors within respective calculations. 

[bookmark: _Toc71388441]Part c) Investment Appraisal techniques 
[bookmark: _Toc71388442]1. Calculation and recommendation for the investment appraisal project
	Payback Period (PBP) 
	Balance A
	Balance B

	0
	-80
	-75

	1
	-55
	-25

	2
	-30
	-5

	3
	-10
	15

	4
	35
	25

	PBP (years)
	3.5
	2.25


Table 3: PBP Outcomes
(Source: MS Excel)
As has been provided in the study, two definite projects have been assumed to be undertaken by the company, with such being presented in the form of predicted cash flows that would be generated by each respective project in the course of 5 years. Hence, in order to evaluate the most effective project among these two, certain calculations have been done based on the given data, including Payback Period, Accounting Rate of Return and Net Present Value (Babatunde, 2016). Each such calculation serves to provide a definite outlook on certain financial aspects, using which the most suitable project is to be determined based on overall financial sustainability such project brings for the company. For instance, the calculations based on payback period provides with a certain insight regarding the amount of time required to recover the initial investment costs, thereby indicating a lower payback period to be a suitable business option. Such calculation based on payback period, although presenting certain implications based on the overall viability with respect to financial standing of a business, is used widely due to the high levels of simplicity such presents within relevant financial assumptions (Zhang et al. 2021). 
	 
	 
	A
	B

	Total Cash Flow 
	 
	35
	25

	Average Cash Flow
	 
	7
	5

	Depreciation
	 
	5
	5

	Accounting Rate of Return (ARR) 
	 
	1.95%
	1.95%


Table 4: ARR Outcomes
(Source: MS Excel) 
Accounting Rate of Return (ARR), on the other hand, is a formula used for determining a certain amount of assumed return that a particular investment will bring to the company. Such return is calculated based on a defined percentage rate while being calculated in comparison to the initial cost of respective investments. In this regard, the formula involves dividing the total revenue brought in by the investments or assets of the company by the value of said initial investment (Christodoulou et al. 2016). Therefore, this essentially presents an estimated value of return to receive over the courses of an entire project or assets. ARR is primarily used to determine the metrics based on capital budgeting of a certain company and presenting a quick insight regarding the overall profitability that a certain investment operation is expected to bring. Hence, this calculation method is mostly used by businesses to evaluate and compare various projects and essentially determine the project that is likely to bring the highest levels of profitability for the company, as has been done in this case (Easton and Monahan, 2016).
	Discount Rate
	 
	5%
	 

	 
	 
	A
	B

	Net Present Value (NPV) 
	 
	$19.79 
	$15.49 


Table 5: NPV Outcomes
(Source: MS Excel) 
In a similar aspect, calculations based on the Net Present Value serves to provide a definite outlook regarding the profitability that a certain investment is expected to bring over a certain period. However, unlike ARR, calculations done by NPV entirely depend upon evaluating the cash flow aspects of the company. In that respect, NPV provides an assumption based on the current value of a certain payment with respect to similar future payments over a definite course of time (Gaspars-Wieloch, 2019). Hence, unlike the other two calculation methods, time value of money is heavily considered within NPV, while using a certain discount rate to base such calculations upon. Therefore, the effectiveness of a certain investment is determined by the difference between current value of cash flow and initial investment cost, with a higher positive value determining a higher investment return and consecutive profitability. Conversely, an investment project is likely to bring losses if NPV is calculated to be negative over the course of the given period (Shaffie and Jaaman, 2016).

Figure 1: Payback Period
(Source: MS Excel)

Figure 2: Accounting Rate of Return
(Source: MS Excel)

As per the given data in this study, it has been determined that the payback period for project A is somewhat higher as compared to that of the other project, being 3.5 and 2.25 years respectively. Hence, at this point, project B might seem to be more suitable since initial investment costs are quickly recovered, thereby allowing the total capital budget of the company to be utilized in other aspects for project development. However, in the case of NPV, a significant difference can be observed, being 19.79 dollars calculated for project A as compared to 15.49 dollars for project B. This presents the fact that the company would possibly gain much higher profits while having to wait for only 1 extra year to recover the entire initial investment costs. Additionally, the ARR for both projects have been determined to be the same, therefore the overall investment effectiveness being entirely determined via respective NPVs. Therefore, it can be inferred that project A is going to be a better option to invest in, in terms of higher chances of gaining higher levels of profitability.

Figure 3: Net Present Value
(Source: MS Excel)

[bookmark: _Toc71388443]2. Critical discussion of the investment appraisal projects
Financial calculations done with the help of these presented elements, although serving to provide a definite insight regarding the financial aspects of various investments, comes with several different flaws with respect to each element. This results in inaccurate assumptions based on various future financial prospects of a given project, while also presenting the issue of overestimating the long-term value of a certain investment based on profitability aspects. However, as has been mentioned above, businesses still utilize such calculation methods due to the huge level of simplicity such provides with regards to related financial calculations. In case of Payback Period, businesses primarily enjoy the relative ease of usage facilitated by such simplicity, as compared to that of more accurate calculations (Zis et al. 2016). Such simplicity is presented due to the fact that while calculating the payback period of a particular investment, few inputs are required in terms of both data and parameters, thereby easing assessment of capital budgets. Furthermore, PBP allows respective managerial departments to make fairly quick decisions with regards to various financial operations of the business. Additionally, this method also allows a quick evaluation of certain implicative situations presented by various uncertainty factors, primarily including rapid changes within the current market. 
However, the primary disadvantage with using such a method is disregarding the time aspect with regards to related cash flows. Time value of money refers to the fact that the cash that is invested earlier has a higher value than if such is invested at a later point of time. This is primarily due to fact the money that is being invested earlier is likely to bring higher amounts of return as compared to investments that are made later. As PBP eliminates consideration of this factor, the true value of cash is essentially ignored and therefore, leading businesses companies to lose out on more profitable opportunities. Similar benefits and drawbacks are presented with respect to ARR as well, with the primary benefits being the same based on simplicity and ease of use aspects. Additionally, this method involves using one of the primary aspects required for investment appraisal, being net income. Moreover, since this method involves calculating an expected return on respective investments, stakeholder satisfaction also becomes an important factor that gets influenced. This is because a higher expectation of such returns means a higher stakeholder satisfaction and thereby, gaining support from such stakeholders within respective investment operations (Koenig et al. 2016). 
In regards to disadvantages, however, it is presented in huge similarities with calculations done through ROI, since this financial ratio makes use of similar parameters to calculate the return on investments. Such issues are primarily presented while comparing two specific companies based on various financial parameters, including such profitability aspects as the main basis. On a similar basis to that of PBP, calculations done via the ARR method also tend to disregard the time value of money, thereby implicating assessments based on future and current values of investments and related cash flows. In the case of NPV, however, compared to the above two parameters, a considerable degree of advantages is available for respective businesses. As NPV gives prime consideration to the time value of money, a definite calculation can be done based on the value creation of a certain investment while applying a given discount rate (Knoke et al. 2020). Moreover, NPV also gives primary consideration to the size of investment being made, including marginal investments and even several billion-dollar projects. Similar advantages are provided in terms of simplicity and ease of calculation as well, with such calculations being done upon cash flow rather than net income. Furthermore, NPV also provides a suitable calculation method even for multiple projects having a considerable amount of excess capital, thereby allowing addition of all such projects to have an idea regarding the total value creation of all investments.
However, certain drawbacks are also presented in case of NPV as well, including a definite discount rate required to be predetermined before performing related calculations. Additionally, such a discount rate is considered to be constant throughout the course of the project upon which the investment is being made (André et al. 2016). Therefore, any changes within such rates, including interest rates, are completely ignored. Such changes also include capitalization rates and changes in benchmark and opportunity costs with respect to various investors. Hence, disregarding such changes brings considerable inaccuracies in value determination of respective investments. However, besides such inconsistencies presented within such calculations, every such method gives zero consideration to various other factors besides financial factors. In that respect, such non-financial factors primarily include meeting industry standards and respective market trends, effective employee management, maintaining good business practice and appropriate risk management strategies. Hence, such environmental factors with respect to both internal and external aspects place a heavy influence in the investment decisions being made (Hashmi et al. 2017). For instance, considering investing in certain business operational areas may complicate safety standards for the workers within the particular business area. Therefore, this would cause high levels of employee dissatisfaction and even unprecedented accidents, leading to lowering of workforce morale and performance. Consecutively, such low performance would ultimately cause the productivity and profitability of the company to plummet, thereby considerably failing to bring in the expected returns with respect to the investments made.

[bookmark: _Toc71388444]Conclusion
Being one of the most prominent corporations within the global oil and gas industry, SHELL’s financial aspects that have been considered in this study serves to confirm such global market position. A considerable effectiveness has been displayed in terms of such financial aspects, as has been presented via the key financial ratios for the past 5 years. In regards to the critical evaluation done on the basis of such presented data; various related financial calculations further serve to confirm such high financial performance. In addition, upon comparison with major competitors of the company, it has been found that SHELL manages to maintain a considerable competitive edge and consecutive market position on a global perspective. Furthermore, the investment appraisal techniques serve to provide an insight regarding the benefits and drawbacks of utilizing such techniques within such appraisal, while presenting certain non-financial aspects that are required to be considered in investment appraisals.
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PBP (years)	
Balance A	Balance B	3.5	2.25	


Accounting Rate of Return (ARR) 	A	B	1.95E-2	1.95E-2	



Net Present Value (NPV) 	
A	B	19.79392772118025	15.488965625482814	
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