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[bookmark: _Toc227513724]Executive Summary
This report analyses two separate but related finance issues. Part 1 analyses the recent financial performance of Unilever PLC using ratio analysis in profitability, liquidity, gearing, efficiency and investor dimensions. Part 2 analyses three investment options for Beard Plc using net present value (NPV), internal rate of return (IRR), capital rationing and financing analysis.
The ratio analysis indicates a mixed yet generally resilient picture of Unilever. Operating margin increased by 16.8 in the year 2024 to 17.9 in the year 2025, net profit margin on continuing operations also increased, inventory days declined significantly and interest cover was very high. These movements indicate that there is better control of cost, improved working-capital discipline in stock management and ability to service debt. The balance sheet however was weaker in some areas. Both current and quick ratios were less than 1 during both years, net debt remained high in absolute value and the net debt-to-equity ratio rose drastically as shareholders equity decreased following the Ice Cream demerger. Investor indicators were positive but headline EPS was affected by discontinued-operation effects and therefore cannot be interpreted as a pure measure of underlying trading strength (Unilever PLC, 2026a).
The comparison of the benchmark can be used to make a balanced judgement. The operating performance of Unilever improved, however, its margin position is still lower than that of certain premium consumer peers like P&G and Diageo and its liquidity profile is also tighter than what a cautious board would prefer ideally. It is suggested that demerger related working-capital balances should be converted into cash as soon as possible; free cash flow should be leveraged gradually; and margin gains should not be underinvested in brands and innovation.
All the three projects were evaluated at a 5% cost of capital and after tax and after capital allowance relief in the case of Beard Plc. Option A has a small negative NPV and thus should be rejected. Option B yields a positive NPV of about 73,952. The highest NPV is produced by option C which is approximately 91,226 and thus it ought to be preferred on shareholder wealth grounds. Its IRR is estimated to be 8.57 which is well above the 5 percent cost of capital. With a capital constraint of 1.5 million and divisible projects, the best policy would be to take all of Project C and the balance of the budget in Project B and this will give an overall NPV of around 132,311. The best financing strategy would be balanced: retained earnings where possible, complemented with medium-term debt, instead of depending on a single source.
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[bookmark: _Toc227513726]Introduction
The financial managers are not only expected to do the calculation of figures but also to interpret them in context, identify the constraints of financial techniques and make decisions that facilitate value creation over the long term. This report thus incorporates financial statement analysis and capital investment appraisal. Part 1 discusses the recent financial performance of Unilever PLC based on two years of financial data. Part 2 analyses three investment proposals of Beard Plc with discounted cash flow methods, then takes into consideration broader decision factors and potential sources of finance. The logic of business reporting at the postgraduate level is followed as it proceeds by calculation, interpretation, judgement, and finally recommendation. The mainstream financial management literature informs the analysis since accounting ratios are viewed as useful diagnostic indicators instead of comprehensive explanations of business performance (Atrill, 2019; Fraser and Ormiston, 2016; Palepu, Healy and Peek, 2022) and investment appraisal literature, which puts NPV in the middle of the value-based decision making (Brealey, Myers and Allen, 2020; Pike and Neale, 2009; Watson and Head, 2019).
[bookmark: _Toc227513727]Main Findings
[bookmark: _Toc227513728]Task 1
[bookmark: _Toc227513729]1.1 Company context and basis of analysis
Unilever is an international company that deals with consumer goods. It has a global presence and in 2025, it will have demerged its Ice Cream business. The continuing-operation ratios of the 2024 and 2023 were presented in the Annual Report for 2025 as well as in the 2025 Annual Report. In this case, the analysis of the ratio is made on the basis of the numbers that are provided in the 2025 Annual Report and Accounts which were audited. This is important since the performance indicators changed positively following the demerger and also there was a change in the assets, liabilities and equity balance so that it would not be prudent to compare year over year without taking into consideration the new figures. Turnover decreased by 52.479 billion (2024) to 50.503 billion (2025) in terms of turnover in the operations, but the operating profit rose to 8.829 billion (2024) to 9.037 billion (2025), and the operating margin went up to 16.8% to 17.9%. Unilever PLC recorded an increase in sales volume of 3.5 per cent, a rise in gross margin of 46.9 percent and a growth rate of 1.5 percent of volume in 2025 (Unilever PLC, 2026a; Unilever PLC, 2026b).
The approach to the analysis is quite conservative. Ratio analysis has its uses since it transforms the large financial statements into a manageable set of ratios and the ratio only makes sense in relation to the strategy, accounting policy, business environment and one-off factors (Gibson, 2012; Weetman, 2019). The separation of Ice Cream in the case of Unilever is critical due to the fact that the quality of trend analysis will be affected. This does not mean that all the movements are being interpreted as an improvement or a deterioration in the operation itself. It separates between working-capital effects on timing and presentation of operating performance and financing structure.
[bookmark: _Toc227513730]1.2 Ratio table
Table 1. Unilever ratio analysis (2025 vs 2024)
	Ratio
	Formula used
	2025
	2024

	Operating margin
	Operating profit / turnover
	17.9%
	16.8%

	Net profit margin
	Net profit from continuing operations / turnover
	12.3%
	11.5%

	Return on equity
	Profit attributable to shareholders equity from continuing operations / shareholders equity
	36.6%
	27.2%

	Current ratio
	Current assets / current liabilities
	0.79x
	0.76x

	Gearing ratio 1
	Long-term financial liabilities / total assets less current liabilities
	52.6%
	46.0%

	Gearing ratio 2
	Long-term financial liabilities / total equity
	146.1%
	111.1%

	Quick ratio
	(Current assets - inventories) / current liabilities
	0.60x
	0.56x

	Interest cover
	Operating profit / net finance costs
	18.0x
	17.0x

	Inventory days
	Inventories / cost of sales  365
	55.1 days
	67.5 days

	Receivable days
	Trade receivables / turnover  365
	35.1 days
	29.4 days

	Payable days
	Trade payables / cost of sales  365
	149.8 days
	133.8 days

	Asset turnover
	Turnover / total assets less current liabilities
	1.03x
	0.96x

	Basic EPS
	Reported total basic EPS
	4.33
	2.59

	Dividend per share
	Annual dividend per share
	2.04
	1.95

	Dividend cover
	Basic EPS / DPS
	2.12x
	1.33x



The ratios were based on the numbers reported in Unilever 2025 Annual Report, and re-presented 2024 comparatives. The main balance-sheet figures are as follows: current assets of 17.066 billion in 2025 and 2024, respectively, current liabilities of 21.662 billion and 25.234 billion, shareholders equity of 15.529 billion and 19.990 billion, total equity of 17.587 billion and 22.555 billion, non-current financial liabilities of 25.696 billion and 25.066 billion, inventories of 4.043 billion and 5.177 billion, trade receivables of 4.852 billion and 4.227 billion, trade payables of 10.994 billion and 10.258 billion, and cash and cash equivalents of 3.941 billion and 6.136 billion (Unilever PLC, 2026a).
[bookmark: _Toc227513731]1.3 Profitability analysis
In 2025, the company reported a better turnover in its operations and thus Unilever had a higher profit. The most apparent indication is that operating margin has increased by 16.8 to 17.9 percent. That is of concern as it means that in a year with less turnover, the price discipline will be better, mix will be better, cost control will be enhanced or some combination of these three factors. It is confirmed by the annual report and the recent statement on results: gross margin increased up to 46.9, underlying operating margin was at 20.0, and this was attributed to productivity, volume leverage and positive mix (Unilever PLC, 2026a; Unilever PLC, 2026b). In real life, this means that the performance of Unilever did not depend solely on the price but also on the efficiency of conversion of sales to the operating profit.
Net profit margin of the continuing operations also increased to 12.3 as compared to 11.5. It is a less ambitious movement than the increase in operating margin would imply that the flow of operating gains into the bottom line was not yet restricted by the below-operating-profit elements. The net finance cost had been recorded at 503 million in 2025 and 520 million in 2024 hence, the financing costs were not necessarily deteriorated but they remained a significant expense. Nevertheless, the interest cover has improved to 18.0 times compared to 17.0 times, which implies that there was enough earnings to pay the debt. In terms of a director, this will be encouraging because the leverage of the group can be high, but the short term pressure on servicing the debts is not the key issue (Koller, Goedhart and Wessels, 2020; Ross et al., 2022).
Equity was returned at a rate of 36.6%. On the surface, it appears to be quite impressive but this has to be understood with caution. The increase in ROE may result due to increased profit and reduced equity or both. In this situation, the decline of the shareholders equity by 19.990 billion to 15.529 billion is rather large, which is the general balance-sheet effect of the demerger. That implies that the ratio also improved because the denominator was shrinking. It is an excellent illustration as to why the ratio analysis should not be done mechanically. An executive who had only considered ROE would have determined that the returns on the shareholder were very high; a more critical interpretation would be that the operating performance had improved but the rise in ROE was partially attributable to the effects of the capital structure following the demerger (Atrill, 2019; Penman, 2013; Nissim and Penman, 2001).
[bookmark: _Toc227513732]1.4 Liquidity and working capital analysis
The liquidity was the most vulnerable of the ratios. The ratio of current has been only slightly improved with a value of 0.76 to 0.79 and the quick ratio of 0.56 to 0.60. They are both below 1.0. In the case of a big multinational having powerful brands, extensive supplier networks and stable cash flow in operations, the low ratios will not necessarily be seen as a distress signal. Nevertheless, they show that the company depends on the fast turnover of stock, controlled collection and the presence of financial markets and the trust of suppliers. To put it simply, it is a manageable situation of liquidity.
The situation of the working-capital is more complicated. The days in inventory were 67.5 to 55.1 which was a very good sign that there was discipline in the operation. In case of consumer goods group, the lesser number of inventory days can indicate improved forecasting and replenishment rates, higher levels of SKU management or less overstocking. There are studies on working capital literature indicating that cash conversion control may enhance profitability, provided it does not affect the relationships between suppliers and availability of products (Deloof, 2003; Shin and Soenen, 1998; Lazaridis and Tryfonidis, 2006). It is relevant to Unilever as well since the presence of the brand and the quality of service of the retailers is an issue of strategic significance. Only when the inventory ratio is lower and indicates better planning of operations then it is positive, but otherwise, it would be risky to reduce the buffer stock.
The receivable days rose by 29.4 to 35.1 days. It is a part of the annual report that can be explained as follows: in 2025, the trade and other current receivables were in the amount of 2.1 billion, which had been owed to TMICC under transitional arrangements associated with the separation of Ice Cream. The fact that the days of receivables are deteriorating does not necessarily imply that the credit control on the customers has deteriorated in the conventional sense. To some extent it is an ad hoc structural shift (Unilever PLC, 2026a). This is practical because management needs to watch the quality of the receivables after the division since the ratio will be distorted due to transitional balances that could mask the trend in the collection of retail customers.
Payable days increased to 149.8 days. Once again, this may be viewed in two different ways. On the one hand, the more payable days are supportive of liquidity since the business has cash at its disposal for longer periods. Conversely, an over-stretched creditor profile can mask pressure in short-term funding. The annual report reveals that there is a 1.6 billion liability to TMICC in trade payables and other current liabilities and also reveals supplier financing arrangements with regard to 2.665 billion of trade payables in 2025. That implies that the higher payable days value should not be taken as a direct indication of greater bargaining power. It is partially determined by transitional balances and financing structures. This is why ratio analysis needs to be read together with the notes instead of just on the face of the statements (Fraser and Ormiston, 2016; Atrill, 2019; Unilever PLC, 2026a).
[bookmark: _Toc227513733]1.5 Gearing and investor analysis
The most evident issue in the ratios of Unilever in 2025 is not its capacity to pay interest, but the high debt and low equity. Net debt was slightly reduced to 23.076 billion compared to 24.519 billion which is positive in absolute terms. The report explains that decrease primarily by free cash flow and a payment of TMICC of 2.7 billion before the demerger. Nevertheless, due to the fact that the shareholders equity declined more significantly, the net debt-to-equity ratio rose to 148.6 per cent. This implies that the capital structure was more highly geared than the cushion of equity that could be used to absorb shocks. A company as large as Unilever can afford this, particularly since it produces cash, but it leaves less balance-sheet flexibility in case of weakening trading or acquisition opportunities arise (Myers, 1984; Harris and Raviv, 1991; Fama and French, 2002).
The situation of the investors was better, but again it depends on how we interpret. The total basic EPS went up to 2.59 and the dividend cover increased to 4.33 times in comparison with the previous one. Dividend per share also increased a little as well in terms of derivation. These numbers would have indicated that the shareholder earnings position is much more than normal. Nevertheless, the report for the year reveals that discontinued operations contributed heavily to the overall basic EPS in the year 2025, whereas the continuing-operations basic EPS only amounted to 2.60 in 2025 compared to 2.45 in 2024. Thus, the headline EPS increase is an overstatement of the improvement in the continuation business. This means that the investors and directors must pay greater attention to the continuing EPS, conversion of cash and operating margin rather than the change in the total EPS (Unilever PLC, 2026a; Penman, 2013).
The situation of Unilever in the capital-structure context can be described as a typical trade-off in the finance industry. The tax benefit may result in the discipline of the management and reduced weighted average cost of capital but, on the other hand, it leads to higher risk of financial nature and less flexibility of strategy (Modigliani and Miller, 1958; Modigliani and Miller, 1963; Jensen, 1986). In the case of Unilever, there is no threat of insolvency in the short term, and interest cover is not a problem. A more relevant issue at board level is that whether the company has the financial resources to invest in brand development, online operations and bolt-on acquisitions, or even maintain its dividends and credit rating?
[bookmark: _Toc227513734]1.6 Industry and competitor benchmark
Benchmarking enhances the analysis as ratios of Unilever should not be viewed in isolation. The nearest comparison is not ideal, since competitors are reporting in various currencies and with varying portfolio mixes, yet the comparison can assist directors to determine whether the performance of Unilever seems strong compared to consumer goods peers. In 2025, Unilever had turnover of 50.5 billion euros and operating profit of 9.0 billion euros which was equivalent to an operating margin of approximately 17.9 percent on continuing operations (Unilever PLC, 2026a). Nestle indicated sales of CHF 89.49 billion and a fundamental trading operating profit margin of 16.1, indicating cost pressure in coffee and cocoa and investment behind growth (Nestle, 2026a; Nestle, 2026b). This indicates that the reported margin by Unilever was generally competitive with another global food and consumer brand portfolio despite both businesses experiencing input cost and portfolio reshaping pressures.
The contrast with Diageo and P&G is more complicated but it can be helpful. The net sales of the company in fiscal 2025 were 20.245 billion, and the operating profit was 4.335 billion, which means that the reported operating margin of the company in this year amounted to 21.4 percent despite the fact that the year had been affected by some extraordinary and demand factors (Diageo plc, 2025a; Diageo plc, 2025b). In 2025, Procter and Gamble also experienced a net sale of $84.3 billion and an organic growth of sales in terms of cash flow of 17.8 billion and a cash-generating power of the concentrated global brand portfolio (Procter & Gamble, 2025a; Procter & Gamble, 2025b). A similar benchmark in the UK market is provided by the results of Reckitt in 2025: the net revenue in the Core Reckitt like-for-like business increased by 5.2 and the group adjusted operating profit increased by 5.3 due to the performance of emerging markets and cost savings (Reckitt Benckiser Group plc, 2026a; Reckitt Benckiser Group plc, 2026b).
The benchmark evidence is not a reversal of the initial conclusion. It only narrows it down. The performance of Unilever is not weak and its margin improvement in 2025 will be quite comparable to the industry environment that is challenging. But, P&G and Diageo have demonstrated that with a focus on a category and high pricing power, there can be a better performance in terms of margins and cash flow. Reckitt has made a good example of cost programmes and new market implementation. Thus, the board of directors at Unilever must not regard the 2025 as an end game. The strategic dilemma is whether this would be possible to achieve with the simpler portfolio after demerger, but not to under invest in the brand, innovation, and route-to-market (Porter, 1985; Kaplan and Norton, 1996; Koller, Goedhart and Wessels, 2020).
[bookmark: _Toc227513735]1.7 Limitations of ratio analysis
Despite the fact that ratio analysis is necessary, it cannot be self-reliant. To begin with, ratios are very sensitive to classification of accounts. The Ice Cream demerger in Unilever altered the way continuing and discontinued operations were presented which made it less comparable to previously published figures. Second, one-off events can be indicated by movements in ratios as opposed to sustainable operating trends. The 2025 balance sheet includes transitional receivables and payables associated with TMICC, and equity was also restructured because of the demerger. Third, ratios condense several realities into a single figure. A higher ROE could indicate better operations or more leverage or even lower equity base; a lower current ratio could indicate distress or merely an efficient cash cycle (Beaver, 1966; Altman, 1968).
Fourth, the effects of translation in currencies, effects of acquisition and shifts in portfolio limits are all the factors that undermine the comparison between the years. Fifth, ratios do not provide any information on strategy, brand power, competitive advantage or management performance unless they are put together with a narrative analysis (Penman, 2013; Brealey, Myers and Allen, 2020). The last constraint is the fact that benchmarking comparisons can be misleading. Diageo, P&G, Reckitt and Nestle are both close to Unilever in terms of their overall consumer market but the product mix, currency used in reporting, channel exposure and classification of accounting are varied. That is why it is important to consider the process of benchmarking as an exercise of reasonableness instead of mechanical ranking (Palepu, Healy and Peek, 2022; CFA Institute, 2023).
[bookmark: _Toc227513736]1.8 Recommendations for Unilever
The first suggestion is that the normalisation of working-capital should be a priority after the demerger. The management will also ensure that transitional TMICC balances are transformed into cash as soon as possible, and not to let them settle in the new model after separation. This would enhance the quick ratio and the quality of receivables which were reported. This needs to be tracked by the board on a limited number of practical measures: the age of the receivables excluding TMICC, exposure to supplier-finance, stock availability and conversion to free cash flow. It would prevent the case where there was an apparent current ratio stability but a low-quality of cash.
The second recommendation is the measure of deleveraging. The cash flow of Unilever is healthy and the net debt to equity is in a bad shape as the amount of equity has reduced. In case of having more free cash flows, the use of which would be used to reduce the debt, as opposed to overbuying or expansionary investment, it would make it more resilient and leave space to invest further. This suggestion can be explained by the pecking order logic that companies tend to favor the internal sources but they must have the capacity to borrow funds when they are able to find an opportunity (Myers and Majluf, 1984; Fazzari, Hubbard and Petersen, 1988).
The third suggestion is to safeguard the quality of profitability improvement. Expansion of margins is good, but directors must not attain it by underinvestment in brands, innovation or route-to-market capability. Apparent short-term efficiency in consumer goods can harm long-term pricing power when brand equity is eroded. The better model is selective cost discipline and further investment behind the strongest categories and brands. All in all, the financial evidence indicates that Unilever 2025 operating performance improved, and now the board should focus on converting that operational progress into stronger liquidity quality and more balance-sheet flexibility.
[bookmark: _Toc227513737]Task 2
[bookmark: _Toc227513738]2.1 Project data, method and calculation outcome
Beard Plc has four-year expansion plan and the directors have been able to identify three alternative options which are mutually exclusive, namely the expansion of the retail store to all items, the establishment of internet sales, and the production of purses and wallets. The information in the assignment brief has been used in preparation of the appraisal: Option A will cost 600,000 pounds at the beginning, option B 900,000 pounds at the end of each year, option C 1,000,000 pounds at the end of the first year; corporation tax rate is 25 percent; capital allowance of the initial investment will be 20 percent on a straight line basis; the cost of capital is 5 percent. It is cash-flow based approach of calculation. The accounting capital depreciation does not constitute a cash outflow however the tax saving that is realized through the allowance is accounted as it results in a real cash gain to the business. This can be explained by the core principle of investment evaluation that the investment decision must be made with reference to the incremental effect on the cash flow and not just the net profit (Atrill, 2019; Brealey, Myers and Allen, 2020).
The cash flow after tax is the following: cash inflow minus 25% of tax and capital allowance tax shield. The example, Option C has a capital allowance rate of 200,000 per annum which provides it with a tax shield of 50,000 in every year. It thus has Year 1 cash flow of 237,500 as follows: 250,000 x 75 + 50,000 = 237,500. This reasoning is used in all projects. Table 2 will give the final results of the NPV and the Appendix C will present the workings by years.
Table 2. Summary of investment appraisal results
	Option
	Initial investment
	PV of after-tax cash inflows
	NPV at 5%
	IRR
	Initial decision

	A - Retail outlet expansion
	600,000
	596,737
	-3,263
	4.79%
	Reject on financial grounds

	B - Internet sales
	900,000
	973,952
	73,952
	8.20%
	Accept if resources permit

	C - Purses and wallets
	1,000,000
	1,091,226
	91,226
	8.57%
	Preferred stand-alone option



Figure 1. NPV comparison of Beard Plc options
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The outcome is obvious yet it requires a close analysis. Option A gives out a slight negative NPV of about 3,263 and this implies that the option does not pay back the initial investment and 5% required return. It is not an awful project, but it fails to generate shareholder value on the base-case assumptions. Option B has a positive NPV of around 73,952. This indicates that the internet sales project will be able to recoup the investment, tax and necessary return and add value. The maximum NPV is generated by option C which stands at about 91,226 making it the best stand-alone project. The recommendation is not size-dependent. Option C is chosen since it creates the biggest surplus once the cost of capital has already been subtracted.
[bookmark: _Toc227513739]2.2 Preferred option and IRR interpretation
The best option of stand-alone is the Option C that is making purses and wallets. It has an estimated IRR rate of 8.57 as against the cost of capital at 5%. This makes it to be confirmed by the IRR in the NPV decision, which means that the project will have a higher rate of return than what Beard Plc requires. This assists the directors since it is a percentage based result, which can be easily compared with the interest rates on loans or the hurdle rates or returns on other projects. Put simply, the business would be able to raise money at approximately 5 percent, and the project that is likely to yield about 8.57% seems to be profitable.
Nevertheless, IRR is not supposed to be given the upper hand in the decision. A percentage return has a potential of giving a false impression of accuracy. It does not directly indicate the absolute value created and it can provide misleading rankings when projects are different in terms of size, timing or reinvestment assumptions (Pike and Neale, 2009; Watson and Head, 2019). The IRR outcome in this case favors Option C but the more convincing one is NPV of 91,226. Another strategic justification why Option C is plausible exists. Beard Plc has an existing handbag business which is closely related to purses and wallets. The company might be able to leverage on current leather knowledge, suppliers, design ability, brand positioning and quality-control information. This renders the project more operationally realistic than a totally unrelated diversification. It can also boost average customer spend by enabling customers to buy matching accessories. However, the board must not presume that similarity of products eliminates risk. Smaller leather goods can have varied price points, competitor sets, design cycles and stock-keeping needs. Thus, only after market testing, supplier-cost verification and sensitivity analysis should Option C be approved.
[bookmark: _Toc227513740]2.3 Why NPV is the strongest appraisal method
NPV is the best appraisal tool of this decision since it addresses the question that is most important to the directors: will the project add value to the business when considering risk and time value of money? Positive NPV indicates that a project is likely to pay back the initial investment, offset operating tax impact, compensate investors with the necessary return and leave some surplus. The first benefit of NPV is that it is cash flow based as opposed to accounting profits. This is significant since depreciation, accruals and policy decisions can influence accounting figures. The choice made by Beard Plc demands cash: the company has to make payments to suppliers, employees, website vendors, landlords, banks and tax authorities. An accounting profitable project might still generate cash pressure in case of late receipt of cash or underestimation of working-capital requirements. NPV puts emphasis on the timing and volume of cash generated.
The second benefit is that NPV takes account of the time value of money; 1 in year 1 is worth more than 1 in year 4 since cash received earlier can be reinvested, used to pay off debt, or retained as liquidity. The 5% discount rate applies this concept by converting future cash flows into present values. It is especially relevant for Beard Plc since both projects involve significant outlay at the outset; without discounting, the directors may place too high a value on cash flows received later, and approve a project which appears profitable only due to cash flows received in later years, which are more uncertain.
The third benefit is that the answer to NPV will be in pounds. The directors must understand not only the possibility of a project being profitable, but also the amount of value it can bring to the company. This makes the IRR of Option C more than 8.57% because its NPV stands at 91,226. The NPV is not ideal. It is based on the future cash flows and the assumptions made about the taxes and the discount rate. In case the demand is below the anticipated level, the cost of capital may go up or the cost of production increases, the NPV might decline. Nevertheless, this is not a weakness to discard NPV. It is an argument to augment the appraisal with sensitivity analysis, post completion audit as well as scenario testing. To put it differently, the rule of decision should be NPV, though not necessarily in a mechanical way.
[bookmark: _Toc227513741]2.4 Continued popularity of non-discounting methods
Despite the fact that NPV is theoretically more powerful, non-discounting approaches like payback and accounting rate of return are still in vogue. Their attractiveness is largely managerial as opposed to theoretical. Payback is simple to comprehend since it indicates the time taken to recover the initial investment. This applies where managers have issues with liquidity, uncertainty or the risk of getting locked into a project too long. The case of Beard Plc does not make payback the primary decision rule but gives an extra risk signal. Option C has the shortest payback period out of the three options which is around 3.35 years, then Option B which takes 3.39 years and finally Option A which takes 3.63 years.
Figure 2. Payback period comparison
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It is not surprising that the payback will remain popular. It is a very easy and fast to do, and can be used in cash planning. It also has a good communication to the non-financial managers, particularly when it comes to predictions of more than a few years. A project having an early cash recovery may have been easier to accept by a board since it is less vulnerable to the change in consumer demand, technology, competition or prices of suppliers. But there are grave drawbacks of payback. It does not take into consideration the time value of money unless it is discounted payback method which is applied, as well as it neglects the cash flows beyond the point of payback. The total amount of value created later could be much higher in case of a project with a little slower payback. In such a case, Beard Plc would only rely on payback, thus, the system would promote short-termism. It would not reveal Option A as one that destroys the NPV. Payback must not be considered as the primary rule of acceptance but rather as a liquidity and risk factor.
ARR is also well-known due to its foundation on the accounting profit and its ability to be related to reported performance, budgets and management targets. Managers can find it easier to understand than discounted cash flow as it is similar to familiar accounting measures like return on capital employed. ARR however is less strong since it relies on accounting depreciation and does not appropriately indicate cash timing. In case of Beard Plc, ARR might be applied as a supplementary communication tool, but never instead of NPV. The ultimate decision must still be value based and payback and ARR only used as secondary checks.
[bookmark: _Toc227513742]2.5 Capital rationing and the 1.5 million budget
The capital rationing issue alters the situation and makes it necessary to make a choice of the best project, but not to maximise the overall value with a given amount. In case there are only 1.5 million funds to be invested in the projects and these can be divided, Beard Plc will need to prioritize the projects according to the NPV per pound spent or profitability index. It means that the limited resources would be allocated in the most productive manner possible. The option A is to be ruled out as it has negative net present value. Option C has a high profitability index of around 1.091 which is higher than B at 1.082. Thus, the funding should go to the option C. Then the rest of the money, 500,000, should be put into the second option, i.e. the Option B, whose share in the project is 55.56%.
Figure 3. Profitability index under capital rationing
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Table 3. Optimal investment policy under capital rationing
	Capital allocation
	Amount invested
	NPV effect
	Reason

	Fund 100% of Option C
	1,000,000
	91,226
	Highest PI and highest stand-alone NPV

	Fund 55.56% of Option B
	500,000
	41,084
	Remaining budget invested in next best positive-NPV project

	Fund Option A
	0
	0
	Negative NPV, therefore excluded

	Total constrained programme
	1,500,000
	132,310
	Maximises value under the budget limit



The final total NPV will be around 132,310 which is more than Option C on its own. This is the best policy based on the assumptions provided in the question. But, the term divisible has to be put to the test in practice. Part of the online investment can be divisible like step by step marketing spend, phased website functionality or progressive capacity to deliver. Other sections might not be divisible, including a minimum site construction, payment system, customer service process or warehouse system. In case the project of online sales requires at least viable investment over 500,000, the board must not merely use the mathematical answer. It should either withdraw Option B correctly, wait until further finance is ready or restructure the size of the project.
[bookmark: _Toc227513743]2.6 Other factors before the investment decision
As the figures indicate, Option C is appealing, but it is not advisable to make an investment decision based on NPV. The first problem is forecast quality. The estimates of cash-flows should be tested against realistic sales volumes, selling prices, material costs, labour costs, wastage, marketing expenses and delivery arrangements. An insignificant shift in sales volume or gross margin may have a significant impact on the NPV since the project surplus is positive yet not very high. Pessimistic, base-case and optimistic scenarios must be subjected to sensitivity analysis.
The other important aspect is the market demand. Handbags are associated with purses and wallets but there may be a comparison of the target customer to another brand. Beard Plc must conduct tests on how much the customers are willing to spend, designs that they like, colour schemes, the quality of products, and the frequency of purchase. The board would also have to decide whether the introduction of new product line would support or undermine the current brand. In case cheaper handbags were sold at the expense of high priced handbags, the project might result in an invisible strategic cost which was not considered in the NPV calculation.
The question of feasibility is also important. The production of smaller items will be more complex, the cutting patterns and finishing operations, packaging, storage, and quality control are different. It might make a product look like an easy one but it could have more complexities in its production. The company must analyze whether the present employees can perform all the skills or there is need to train them as well as if the suppliers would supply the materials at the cost and quality that is required. In case of underestimation of complexity of operation by the business, cash flows can be lower than expected.
The risk and ethics and sustainability must also be taken into consideration by the board. The supply chains of leather have reputational issues in sourcing, animal welfare, environmental effects and labour conditions. Even a project that is financially successful can be a threat to the long term value of the company because it might lead to a failure of the suppliers or a bad reputation.
[bookmark: _Toc227513744]2.7 Financing recommendation and final control
The proposed investment programme could be funded from retained profits, debt, equity or a mixture of these. The most suitable course for Beard Plc is a balanced mix using retained profits where available supplemented with medium term debt. Equity finance should be kept as a reserve option rather than first choice, except where the company wishes to reduce financial gearing or cannot borrow on acceptable terms.
Retained profits are attractive since they do not give rise to mandatory interest payments and do not dilute existing shareholders. They also eliminate the arrangement costs and disclosure that accompanies external finance. In the case of Beard Plc, the use of internal funds would demonstrate financial prudence and lessen reliance on lenders. However, there is an opportunity cost associated with retained profits. Cash employed in Option C and part of Option B is no longer available for working capital, emergency liquidity, payment to suppliers or future opportunities. If the firm utilises too much internal cash, it could impair its capacity to fund stock purchases and early stage launch costs. Thus, retained profits should only be used up to the point at which the firm still retains a prudent level of cash buffer.
Debt finance can be applied in a case when the project is expected to have cash flow and the firm does not want to lose its control over the ownership. The financing period of the four-year project life would be appropriate in the form of a medium-term bank loan, asset finance or even leasing equipment. This will be beneficial as it reduces dilution of shareholders and can be less costly than equity which is usually paid through interest that can be deducted as tax. It also puts financial pressure on the company since it has to pay back the money periodically and this compels the management to check how much cash is being generated. Its drawback is the risk of finances. Even with sales falling below what is anticipated, interest and principal repayments are due. Excessive amount of debt may limit the future ability of borrowing funds and the business becomes more susceptible to bad trading times. In the case of Beard Plc, there is no need to borrow all the programme, but only moderate debt should be considered.
The least risky source in terms of cash flow is equity finance since dividends are not legally binding as loan repayments. It can be appropriate when Beard Plc intends to expand without raising the gearing. Nevertheless, it tends to cost more than debt due to the need to compensate shareholders on a greater risk. It can also weaken the power and future profits share of existing owners. The last suggestion is thus to accept Option C as the most favorable stand-alone project, disapprove Option A, and, where the 1.5 million funding limit exists with divisibility, take all of Option C and 55.56% of Option B. The mix of financing should be internal funds and medium-term debt, but there must be sufficient liquidity to cover stock, marketing and launch risk. Market testing, downside sensitivity analysis, minimum-investment checks of Option B and post-completion audit plan should be done before final approval by the board. This strategy provides Beard Plc with an economically viable choice and minimizes the probability that the project will be approved based on calculation only.


[bookmark: _Toc227513745]Conclusion
The current report has demonstrated that the financial methods are most effective when there is an integration of calculation and interpretation. The performance in operating activities of Unilever PLC will be enhanced as shown by the evidence that it will have a better margin, less inventory days and good interest cover in 2025. Nevertheless, the liquidity position in the short term is not very favorable and the leverage to equity is higher after the Ice Cream demerger. The benchmarking with Nestle, Diageo, Reckitt and P and G shows that the performance of Unilever is not yet the best one. The board ought to pay more attention to normalisation of working-capital, deleveraging prudence and maintenance of quality of improvement of the margins.
The appraisal is more straightforward in the case of Beard Plc. The investment with the highest NPV and IRR will be option C, which can be considered as the best choice in terms of standalone investment since it has the highest NPV and an IRR that is higher than the cost of capital. Option A must be denied. In a condition of divisibility and the limit of 1.5 million pounds to be spent on projects, the policy to follow is to have all Project C and some of Project B. Retained earnings and medium term borrowing are the most suitable way of financing. On the whole, the report supports the principle of finance discipline: the decisions should be made in accordance with the value creation but only when this value is tested on the basis of liquidity, risk and strategic fit.
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Appendix A: Extracts from Unilever financial statements
The financial statements and ratio calculations are needed in the appendix of the handbook. The screenshots below are screenshots of Unilever PLC Annual Report and Accounts 2025. They are part of the supporting evidence to the ratio analysis in Part 1. Audited pages include the consolidated income statement, consolidated balance sheet and consolidated cash flow statement. Bibliography has a source link of the annual report and the extracts below must be maintained in readable form in the final file that will be submitted.
[bookmark: _Toc227513749]Appendix A1. Unilever consolidated income statement, 2025 Annual Report
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[bookmark: _Toc227513750]Appendix A2. Unilever consolidated balance sheet, 2025 Annual Report
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[bookmark: _Toc227513751]Appendix A3. Unilever consolidated cash flow statement, 2025 Annual Report
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[bookmark: _Toc227513752]Appendix A4: Key financial statement figures used in ratio analysis
	Item (£m unless stated)
	2025
	2024
	Source note

	Turnover - continuing operations
	50,503
	52,479
	Consolidated income statement

	Operating profit - continuing operations
	9,037
	8,829
	Consolidated income statement

	Net profit from continuing operations
	6,213
	6,039
	Consolidated income statement

	Profit attributable to shareholders equity (continuing ops)
	5,682
	5,430
	Consolidated income statement

	Basic EPS from continuing operations
	2.60
	2.45
	Consolidated income statement

	Basic EPS
	4.33
	2.59
	Consolidated income statement

	Dividend per share (annual)
	2.04
	1.95
	Dividend history

	Current assets
	17,066
	19,194
	Consolidated balance sheet

	Current liabilities
	21,662
	25,234
	Consolidated balance sheet

	Inventories
	4,043
	5,177
	Consolidated balance sheet

	Total assets
	70,471
	79,750
	Consolidated balance sheet

	Cash and cash equivalents
	3,941
	6,136
	Consolidated balance sheet

	TALCL
	48,809
	54,516
	Derived from balance sheet

	Shareholders equity
	15,530
	19,990
	Consolidated balance sheet

	Total equity
	17,587
	22,555
	Consolidated balance sheet

	Long-term financial liabilities
	25,696
	25,066
	Balance sheet (non-current financial liabilities)

	Net cash flow from continuing operating activities
	8,052
	8,461
	Consolidated cash flow statement

	Net finance costs
	503
	520
	Consolidated income statement



[bookmark: _Toc227513753]Appendix B: Ratio calculation workings
	Ratio
	2025 calculation
	2025 result
	2024 calculation
	2024 result

	Operating margin
	9,037 / 50,503
	17.9%
	8,829 / 52,479
	16.8%

	Net profit margin
	6,213 / 50,503
	12.3%
	6,039 / 52,479
	11.5%

	Return on equity
	5,682 / 15,530
	36.6%
	5,430 / 19,990
	27.2%

	Current ratio
	17,066 / 21,662
	0.79x
	19,194 / 25,234
	0.76x

	Gearing ratio 1
	25,696 / (70,471 - 21,662)
	52.6%
	25,066 / (79,750 - 25,234)
	46.0%

	Gearing ratio 2
	25,696 / 17,587
	146.1%
	25,066 / 22,555
	111.1%

	Quick ratio
	(17,066 - 4,043) / 21,662
	0.60x
	(19,194 - 5,177) / 25,234
	0.56x

	Interest cover
	9,037 / 503
	18.0x
	8,829 / 520
	17.0x

	Inventory days
	4,043 / 26,780 x 365
	55.1 days
	5,177 / 27,995 x 365
	67.5 days

	Receivable days
	4,852 / 50,503 x 365
	35.1 days
	4,227 / 52,479 x 365
	29.4 days

	Asset turnover
	50,503 / (70,471 - 21,662)
	1.03x
	52,479 / (79,750 - 25,234)
	0.96x

	Basic EPS
	Annual report figure
	4.33
	Annual report figure
	2.59

	Payable days
	10,994 / 26,780 x 365
	149.8 days
	10,258 / 27,995 x 365
	133.8 days

	Dividend per share
	Dividend history figure
	2.04
	Dividend history figure
	1.95

	Dividend cover
	4.33 / 2.04
	2.12x
	2.59 / 1.95
	1.33x



*Note: ROE is determined based on profit attributable to shareholders equity of continuing operations whereas Gearing Ratio 1 is calculated using long-term financial liabilities divided by total assets minus current liabilities (TALCL) and Gearing Ratio 2 is computed as long-term financial liabilities divided by total equity.
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[bookmark: _Toc227513755]Appendix C1: Project data from the Beard Plc case
	Project
	Description
	Initial investment 
	Year 1 cash flow
	Year 2 cash flow
	Year 3 cash flow
	Year 4 cash flow

	A
	Expand retail outlet
	600
	100
	180
	210
	260

	B
	Develop internet sales
	900
	220
	270
	350
	400

	C
	Produce purses and wallets
	1,000
	250
	310
	400
	430



[bookmark: _Toc227513756]Appendix C2: Capital allowance and tax shield
	Project
	Initial investment 
	Capital allowance at 20% 
	Tax shield at 25% 

	A
	600
	120
	30

	B
	900
	180
	45

	C
	1,000
	200
	50



[bookmark: _Toc227513757]Appendix C3: Discount factors used
	Year
	Discount factor at 5%

	1
	0.9524

	2
	0.9070

	3
	0.8638

	4
	0.8227
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	Year
	Pre-tax cash flow
	Tax at 25%
	After-tax cash flow
	Tax shield
	Net cash flow
	DF at 5%
	PV

	0
	-
	-
	-
	-
	(600.0)
	1.0000
	(600.0)

	1
	100.0
	(25.0)
	75.0
	30.0
	105.0
	0.9524
	100.0

	2
	180.0
	(45.0)
	135.0
	30.0
	165.0
	0.9070
	149.7

	3
	210.0
	(52.5)
	157.5
	30.0
	187.5
	0.8638
	162.0

	4
	260.0
	(65.0)
	195.0
	30.0
	225.0
	0.8227
	185.1

	NPV
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(3.3)
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	Year
	Pre-tax cash flow
	Tax at 25%
	After-tax cash flow
	Tax shield
	Net cash flow
	DF at 5%
	PV

	0
	-
	-
	-
	-
	(900.0)
	1.0000
	(900.0)

	1
	220.0
	(55.0)
	165.0
	45.0
	210.0
	0.9524
	200.0

	2
	270.0
	(67.5)
	202.5
	45.0
	247.5
	0.9070
	224.5

	3
	350.0
	(87.5)
	262.5
	45.0
	307.5
	0.8638
	265.6

	4
	400.0
	(100.0)
	300.0
	45.0
	345.0
	0.8227
	283.8

	NPV
	
	
	
	
	
	
	74.0



[bookmark: _Toc227513760]Appendix C6: Option C NPV working 
	Year
	Pre-tax cash flow
	Tax at 25%
	After-tax cash flow
	Tax shield
	Net cash flow
	DF at 5%
	PV

	0
	-
	-
	-
	-
	(1,000.0)
	1.0000
	(1,000.0)

	1
	250.0
	(62.5)
	187.5
	50.0
	237.5
	0.9524
	226.2

	2
	310.0
	(77.5)
	232.5
	50.0
	282.5
	0.9070
	256.2

	3
	400.0
	(100.0)
	300.0
	50.0
	350.0
	0.8638
	302.3

	4
	430.0
	(107.5)
	322.5
	50.0
	372.5
	0.8227
	306.5

	NPV
	
	
	
	
	
	
	91.2



[bookmark: _Toc227513761]Appendix C7: IRR interpolation for preferred Option C
	Discount rate
	NPV 

	8.5%
	+1.67

	8.6%
	-0.72



IRR = 8.5% + [1.67 / (1.67 + 0.72)] x (8.6% - 8.5%) = 8.57%.
[bookmark: _Toc227513762]Appendix C8: Profitability index and capital rationing
	Project
	Initial investment 
	PV inflows 
	NPV 
	Profitability index
	Capital rationing rank

	A
	600.0
	596.7
	(3.3)
	0.995
	Exclude

	B
	900.0
	974.0
	74.0
	1.082
	2

	C
	1,000.0
	1,091.2
	91.2
	1.091
	1



	Optimal constrained investment policy
	Investment used 
	NPV generated 

	100% of Option C
	1,000.0
	91.2

	55.56% of Option B
	500.0
	41.1

	Option A
	0.0
	0.0

	Total
	1,500.0
	132.3



[bookmark: _Toc227513763]Appendix D: Benchmark notes
Benchmark summary: Unilever was benchmarked with Nestle, Diageo plc, Procter and Gamble and Reckitt Benckiser Group plc. The comparison is only used as a reasonableness test since the companies use different currencies in reporting and also have varying product/ category mixes. The benchmark evidence helps to conclude that the performance of Unilever in 2025 was strong, yet it is necessary to continue concentrating on cash discipline, brand investment and quality of margins.
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Consolidated Financial Statements
Unilever Group

Consolidated income statement

for the year ended 31 December

Notes € miltion € million € million
2025 20241 2023
Turnover 2 50,503 52479 51680
Operating profit 2 9,037 8829 8998
of which: (loss)/gain on disposal of group companies'™! (36) (229) 491
Net finance costs 5 (503) (520) (409)
Pensions and similar obligations 123 83 2
Finance income 398 391 393
Finance costs (1024) (994) (922)
Net monetary loss arising from hyperinflationary economies 1 (68) (201) (169)
Share of net profit of joint ventures and associates n 245 250 228
Other income/(loss) from non-current investments and associates az) 3 (22)
Profit before taxation from continuing operations 8,693 8371 8,627
Taxation 6A (2,481 (2,332) (1990)
Net profit from continuing operations 6213 6039 6,637
Profit after taxation from discontinued operations 425 330 503
Gain on disposal of discontinued operations 2 3373 - -
Net profit from discontinued operations 3,798 330 503
Total net profit 10,01 6369 740
Attributable to:
Non-controlling interests 542 625 653
Shareholders’ equity 9,469 5744 6,487
Total profit attributable to shareholders’ equity arises from:
Continuing operations 5,682 5430 6,002
Discontinued operations 3,787 314 485
Total profit attributable to non-controlling interests arises from:
Continuing operations 531 609 635
Discontinued operations n 1 18
Earnings per share 7
Basic earnings per share (€) 433 259 290
Basic earnings per share (€) from continuing operations 2.60 245 268
Basic earnings per share (€) from discontinued operations 173 o014 022
Diluted earnings per share (€) 432 258 289
Diluted earnings per share (€) from continuing operations 259 244 267
Diluted earnings per share (€) from discontinued operations 173 014 022

(a)  The 2024 and 2023 comparatives have been restated from those previously published to reflect the demerger of our Ice Cream business (see note 21).
(b) 2024 net loss arises from the disposals of our Russian business, Elida Beauty, Pureit and Qinyuan. 2023 includes a gain of €497 million related to the disposal of Suave.

Note references in the consolidated income statement, consolidated statement of comprehensive income, consolidated statement of changes in equity, consolidated balance
sheet and consolidated cash flow statement relate to notes on pages 133 to 183, which form an integral part of the consolidated financial statements.
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Consolidated balance sheet

for the year ended 31 December

Assets

Non-current assets

Goodwill

Intangible assets

Property, plant and equipment

Pension asset for funded schemes in surplus
Deferred tax assets

Financial assets

Other non-current assets

Current assets

Inventories

Trade and other current receivables
Current tax assets

Cash and cash equivalents

Other financial assets

Assets held for sale

Total assets

Liabilities

Current liabilities

Financial liabilities

Trade payables and other current liabilities
Current tax liabilities

Provisions

Liabilities held for sale

Non-current liabilities

Financial liabilities

Non-current tax liabilities

Pensions and post-retirement healthcare liabilities:
Funded schemes in deficit
Unfunded schemes

Provisions

Deferred tax liabilities

Other non-current liabilities

Total liabilities

Equity

Shareholders’ equity
Non-controlling interests
Total equity

Total liabilities and equity

€ million
Notes 2025
9 17,709

9 17,055
10 8,992
a8 4462
6B 1146
7A 3,065
n 976
53,405

12 4,043
13 7,346
329

7A 3941
7A 121
286

17,066

70,471

15C 2,582
14 16,939
1439

19 589
n3

21662

15C 25,696
303

a8 100
a8 844
19 539
6B 3,603
14 137
31,222

52,884

15,530

2,057

17,587

70,471

€miltion
2024

2231
18,590
669
4764
1280
1571
971
60556

5177
6,01
373
6136
1330
167
19,194
79,750

6,987
16,690
678
831

a8
25234

25,066
585

73
1021
571
4,342
203
31,961
57,95

19,990

2,565
22555
79,750

Note references in the consolidated income statement, consolidated statement of comprehensive income, consolidated statement of changes in equity, consolidated balance
sheet and consolidated cash flow statement relate to notes on pages 133 to 183, which form an integral part of the consolidated financial statements.

These financial statements have been approved by the Directors and signed on their behalf by Fernando Fernandez.

F Fernandez on behalf of The Board of Directors
4 March 2026
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Consolidated cash flow statement

for the year ended 31 December

€ miltion €million € million
Notes 2025 20240 2023
Net profit from continuing operations 6213 6039 6,637
Taxation 2,481 2332 1990
Share of net profit of joint ventures/associates and other (income)/loss from non-
currentinvestments (228) (263) (206)
Net monetary loss arising from hyperinflationary economies 68 201 169
Net finance costs 5 503 520 409
Operating profit from continuing operations 9,037 8829 8998
Depreciation, amortisation and impairment 1353 1370 1148
Changes in working capital: 6 (188) 753
Inventories (281 (190) 282
Trade and other receivables® (2,620) (2m) 731
Trade payables and other liabilities® 3,017 23 (260)
Pensions and similar obligations less payments (74) (54) (251)
Provisions less payments (130) 289 a7
Elimination of losses/(profits) on disposals 58 259 (440)
Non-cash charge for share-based compensation 255 292 192
Other adjustments 157 6 97
Cash flow from continuing operating activities 10,772 10913 10326
Income tax paid on continuing operations (2,720) (2452) 1933)
Net cash flow from continuing operating activities 8,052 8,461 8393
Cash flow from operations attributable to discontinued operations 475 1231 1235
Income tax paid from discontinued operation a77) (173) (202)
Net operating cash flows attributable to discontinued operations 298 1,058 1033
Total cash flows from operating activities 8,350 9,519 9426
Interest received 352 370 223
Purchase of intangible assets (174) (233) (241)
Purchase of property, plant and equipment 1,417) 0,381 (1194)
Disposal of property, plant and equipment 126 5 5
Acquisition of businesses and investments in joint ventures and associates 1,674) (734) (100)
Disposal of businesses, joint ventures and associates 107 910 436
Acquisition of other non-current investments (m) (166) (533)
Disposal of other non-current investments 239 59 62
Dividends from joint ventures, associates and other non-current investments 243 261 239
Sale/(purchase) of financial assets (85) 476 (318)
Net cash flow used in continuing investing activities (2,394) (423) (1.4m)
Netinvesting cash flows attributable to discontinued operations (724) (202) (883)
Total cash outflow used in investing activities (318) (625) (2294)
Dividends paid on ordinary share capital (4,453) (4319) (4,363)
Interest paid (1,018) (929) (751)
Net change in short-term borrowings (2,228) 575 (506)
Additional financial liabilities 4278 4234 2418
Repayment of financial liabilities (3,547) (3.846) (3.470)
Capital element of lease rental payments (301) (342) (349)
Repurchase of shares 24 (1,510 (1508) (1507)
Other financing activities®! (1,105) (694) (556)
Net cash flow used in continuing financing activities (9.884) (6829) (7.084)
Net financing cash flows attributable to discontinued operations 3,070 m2) (109)
Total cash flow used in financing activities (6,814) (6941 (7193)
Netincrease/(decrease) in cash and cash equivalents (1582) 1953 (©1
Cash and cash equivalents at the beginning of the year 5,950 4045 4225
Effect of foreign exchange rate changes (498) (48) (m9)
Cash and cash equivalents at the end of the year A 3,870 5950 4045

(a)  The 2024 and 2023 comparatives have been re-presented to reflect the demerger of our Ice Cream business (see note 21

(6)  Net working capital includes the gross-up impact in receivables and payables arising due to the transitional service arrangement between Unilever and The Magnum
Ice Cream Company.

(c)  Comprises of minority dividend payment, and payments for step-up acquisitions.

The cash flows of pension funds (other than contributions and other direct payments made by the Group in respect of pensions and similar obligations)
are not included in the Group cash flow statement.
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