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Executive Summary
The purpose of this report is to provide a comprehensive financial evaluation and strategic investment appraisal to support informed decision-making by senior management and directors. The report is structured in two distinct but complementary parts, addressing both historical financial performance and forward-looking investment decisions, in line with the principles of shareholder wealth maximisation and best practice in financial management.
Part 1 presents a detailed financial performance analysis of Unilever PLC, a FTSE 100 listed company, over the financial years 2023 and 2024. Using a structured ratio analysis framework, the report evaluates profitability, liquidity, efficiency, gearing and investor performance. The analysis identifies a clear improvement in operating performance, with rising gross and operating margins and a strong return on capital employed, reflecting effective cost control and operational efficiency. However, the findings also highlight emerging challenges, including declining net income, reduced return on equity, tightening dividend cover and increasing leverage. Liquidity ratios remain weak in isolation, reflecting Unilever’s negative working capital model, while efficiency ratios indicate a modest deterioration in asset and working capital utilisation. Overall, the analysis concludes that while Unilever remains financially robust, continued focus on cash flow management, capital structure discipline and sustainable dividend policy is required to preserve long-term shareholder value.
Part 2 focuses on Westward Plc and evaluates three proposed four-year investment options using discounted cash flow techniques. Net Present Value (NPV) analysis demonstrates that all three projects are financially viable, generating positive NPVs at a cost of capital of 6%. Among the options, developing internet sales (Option B) produces the highest NPV and an estimated Internal Rate of Return (IRR) of approximately 27%, significantly exceeding the required rate of return. Under capital rationing conditions, with funds limited to £2.5 million and projects divisible, the optimal investment strategy is to fully undertake Options A and B and partially invest in Option C, resulting in a total NPV of approximately £1.85 million.
The report further interprets the results for management by justifying the theoretical superiority of NPV, explaining the continued managerial appeal of non-discounting methods, and identifying key qualitative factors influencing investment success. In conclusion, it is recommended that Westward Plc proceeds with the proposed investment programme, prioritising Option B, and finances the programme through a balanced mix of retained earnings and moderate debt to support growth while maintaining financial resilience.
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[bookmark: _Toc217483961]Part 1 - Financial Performance Analysis of Unilever PLC (2022–2023)
[bookmark: _Toc217483962]1. Introduction
Unilever PLC is a fast-moving consumer goods (FMCG) multinational company that is based in London, in the United Kingdom and is a long-term member of the FTSE 100 Index. The company was established in 1860 and its operations are spread in over 190 countries where it has around 115,964 employees. Unilever has a structure of four segments of its activities which include Beauty and Wellbeing, Personal Care, Home Care and Foods. Its wide brand portfolio has names like Dove, Knorr, Hellmann’s, Rexona, Vaseline, Lifebuoy and Ben and Jerrys that are well known internationally, which places the corporation squarely within the consumer defensive market (Unilever PLC, 2024).      
This report intends to present to the Board of Directors a report on the financial performance of Unilever PLC in the last two financial years, in this case, the financial period ending 31 December 2023 and 31 December 2024. The analysis is aimed at reviewing the financial health of the company, the efficiency of business operations and shareholders value creation using systematic implementation of the financial ratio analysis. Ratio analysis is considered one of the most essential methods of evaluating corporate performance allowing the stakeholders to derive the relationship between major parties in the financial statements and to see the shifts over time (Horrigan, 1965; Penman, 2013). 
The coverage of the report is not the excessive calculating and critical evaluation of the profitability, liquidity and efficiency, gearing and investor ratios based on audited financial statements data. Besides uncovering the changes on an annual basis, the analysis takes into consideration the potential underlying reasons of the changes in performance which may have to do with cost structures, capital investment, financing decisions and even the overall market conditions. The report also accepts potential flaws of ratio analysis especially in accounting policy decisions, especially due to inflationary pressures and the global portfolio of Unilever (Lev and Sunder, 1979; Atrill and McLaney, 2023).
The main sources of data analyzed to write this report will be the published Annual Report and Accounts of Unilever PLC 2023 and 2024, which will be complemented by financial information on Refinitiv, EDGAR Online and Yahoo Finance. The academic literature about the financial statement analysis and corporate finance facilitates these, as they are designed to promote a rigorous, research-based and board of directors level analysis (Brigham and Ehrhardt, 2020; Damodaran, 2024). 
[bookmark: _Toc217483963]2. Methodology and Literature Context
The report will utilize financial ratio analysis as the main methodological approach in promoting the financial performance and position of Unilever PLC. Ratio analysis is an established method of financial management and corporate analysis, which allows to comprehend in a systematic way the interaction of the main participants in the income statement, balance sheet and cash flow statement (Penman, 2013). Transforming absolute financial information into a relative information, ratios help to improve variation over time and comparability across periods and to some degree across firms within the same industry as well (Atrill and McLaney, 2023).
The ratios that have been calculated in this report have been classified into five categories of analytical ratios, namely profitability, liquidity, efficiency, gearing, and investor ratios. Profitability ratios, operating margin and the rate of return on equity, measure the capability of the management to convert sales and funds of shareholders into earnings. Liquidity ratios assess the ability of the firm to service its immediate liabilities whereas efficiency ratios are used to assess the ability of and working capital to be efficiently used. Gearing ratios are geared towards financial risk and capital structure decision, and investor ratios are designed to evaluate the shareholder value creation and market perception (Brigham and Ehrhardt, 2020). The systematic methodology is consistent with the existing best practice in the study of academia and financial analysis practice (Damodaran, 2024).
The financial information applied in the calculations of the ratios are calculated based on the audited Unilever PLC Annual Reports and Accounts 2023 as of 31 December 2023 and 2024 as of 31 December 2024, with addition of trailing twelve-month upon necessity. All the monetary values are expressed in thousands, and it makes them consistent throughout the analysis. Audited financial statements can upgrade the credibility and reliability of the findings, whereas the period of two years can be used to recognize short-term trends and performance changes (Unilever PLC, 2024).
Ratio analysis has a number of major limitations that should be taken into account, despite the fact that it is a widely used instrument. Ratios are back looking and based on historic accounting information which does not necessarily resemble current market situation and future performances (Horrigan, 1965). Misalignment in accounting policies, estimations and judgements can affect period comparability especially among multinational companies with complex operations like Unilever (Lev and Sunder, 1979). Also, ratios fail to measure the qualitative consideration, like brand strength, quality of corporate governance or strategic positioning, which are very important in the FMCG industry (Penman, 2013). This analysis should therefore be taken as indicative and not conclusive and used along with wide scale strategic and qualitative evaluations.
[bookmark: _Toc217483964]3. Profitability Analysis
The profitability ratios determine the capacity of Unilever PLC to produce profit based on sales, assets and shareholders, equity. The ratios are especially significant to a mature FMCG organisation, in which the margin management, scale efficiencies, and capital utilisation are the key drivers of long-term shareholder value (Brigham and Ehrhardt, 2020). The following section evaluates gross margin, operating margin, return on capital employed (ROCE) and return on equity (ROE) of the 2023 and 2024 financial years ending on 31 December.
Table 1: Profitability Ratios – Unilever PLC (2023–2024)
(All figures in thousands)
	Ratio
	Formula
	2023
	2024

	Gross Margin
	Gross Profit ÷ Revenue
	25,175 ÷ 59,604 = 42.3%
	27,370 ÷ 60,761 = 45.1%

	Operating Margin
	Operating Income ÷ Revenue
	10,041 ÷ 59,604 = 16.9%
	11,250 ÷ 60,761 = 18.5%

	ROCE
	Operating Income ÷ (Total Assets − Current Liabilities)
	10,041 ÷ 51,759 = 19.4%
	11,250 ÷ 54,516 = 20.6%

	ROE
	Net Income ÷ Shareholders’ Equity
	6,487 ÷ 19,021 = 34.1%
	5,744 ÷ 18,102 = 31.7%



The improvement in gross margin from 42.3% in 2023 to 45.1% in 2024 indicates enhanced cost control and pricing discipline. Despite relatively stable revenues, Unilever appears to have benefited from supply chain efficiencies, selective price increases and portfolio optimisation across its higher-margin Beauty & Wellbeing and Personal Care segments. This aligns with prior research suggesting that strong brands enable FMCG firms to partially offset cost inflation through pricing power (Damodaran, 2024).
A similar upward trend is observed in the operating margin, which increased from 16.9% to 18.5%. This reflects not only the improvement at the gross profit level but also effective management of operating expenses, which rose at a slower pace than revenues. Operating margin is widely regarded as a key indicator of managerial efficiency, particularly in multinational organisations with complex cost structures (Penman, 2013).
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Figure 1 Profitability Margins (2023–2024)
Return on capital employed (ROCE) improved from 19.4% in 2023 to 20.6% in 2024, indicating more efficient use of long-term capital. This suggests that incremental investments in assets and working capital have generated proportionately higher operating returns. From a strategic perspective, this level of ROCE exceeds typical FMCG sector benchmarks and indicates value creation above the firm’s cost of capital (Brigham and Ehrhardt, 2020).
[image: ]
Figure 2 Return Ratios – ROCE and ROE
In contrast, return on equity (ROE) declined from 34.1% to 31.7%. This reduction is primarily attributable to lower net income in 2024, despite relatively stable equity levels. While the ROE remains strong, the decline highlights increased pressure on bottom-line profitability, potentially driven by higher financing costs and restructuring-related charges. As noted by Lev and Sunder (1979), ROE can be sensitive to changes in leverage and accounting treatments, reinforcing the need to interpret it alongside other profitability measures.
Overall, Unilever’s profitability performance shows clear operational improvement, although sustaining high shareholder returns will depend on maintaining margin discipline and managing financial risk effectively (Atrill and McLaney, 2023).
[bookmark: _Toc217483965]4. Liquidity Analysis
Liquidity ratios assess how well a business meets its short-term debt as they become due and is one of the indicators of short-term financial strength. In these cases, the liquidity management is crucial to a large multinational FMCG company like Unilever PLC because it helps to sustain the business, handle the current resources efficiently and keep all stakeholders on board (Atrill and McLaney, 2023). This part evaluates the current ratio, quick ratio and operating cash flow status of the financial year ended 31 December 2023 and 31 December 2024. 
Table 2: Liquidity Ratios – Unilever PLC (2023–2024)
(All figures in thousands)
	Ratio
	Formula
	2023
	2024

	Current Ratio
	Current Assets ÷ Current Liabilities
	17,902 ÷ 23,507 = 0.76
	19,194 ÷ 25,234 = 0.76

	Quick Ratio
	(Current Assets − Inventory) ÷ Current Liabilities
	(17,902 − 5,119) ÷ 23,507 = 0.54
	(19,194 − 5,177) ÷ 25,234 = 0.56

	Operating Cash Flow Ratio
	Operating Cash Flow ÷ Current Liabilities
	9,426 ÷ 23,507 = 0.40
	8,442 ÷ 25,234 = 0.33



The current ratio remained stable at 0.76 in both years, indicating that current liabilities exceeded current assets throughout the period. While this would traditionally signal liquidity risk, it is relatively common in the FMCG sector, where firms benefit from strong cash generation, rapid inventory turnover and significant bargaining power over suppliers (Penman, 2013). Unilever’s negative working capital position reflects an efficient operating model rather than immediate financial distress.
The quick ratio, which excludes inventory, improved marginally from 0.54 in 2023 to 0.56 in 2024. This suggests a modest strengthening of Unilever’s immediate liquidity position, largely driven by higher cash and short-term investments. Nevertheless, the ratio remains below the conventional benchmark of 1:1, reinforcing the company’s reliance on continuous cash inflows to meet short-term obligations (Atrill and McLaney, 2023).
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Figure 3 Liquidity Ratios
Cash flow analysis provides a more dynamic assessment of liquidity. Unilever generated operating cash flows of £9.4 billion in 2023 and £8.4 billion in 2024, demonstrating strong cash-generating capability despite a slight year-on-year decline. However, the operating cash flow ratio fell from 0.40 to 0.33, indicating reduced short-term coverage of current liabilities. This decline may reflect higher working capital requirements or increased operating costs.
Overall, while Unilever’s liquidity ratios appear weak in isolation, strong and recurring operating cash flows significantly mitigate liquidity risk. As highlighted by Brigham and Ehrhardt (2020), cash flow-based measures are often more informative than static balance sheet ratios, particularly for large, cash-generative multinational firms.
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The efficiency ratios will determine the effectiveness of Unilever PLC in leveraging its assets and working capital in making money. In a strong FMCG organisation with relatively low margins and large turning volumes, the effective use of the assets and the management of the working capital are the key factors in determining operational performance and cash flow (Atrill and McLaney, 2023). In this part, asset turnover, inventory days and days to receivables of financial years ending on 31 December 2023 and 31 December 2024 are evaluated.
Table 3: Efficiency Ratios – Unilever PLC (2023–2024)
(All figures in thousands)
	Ratio
	Formula
	2023
	2024

	Asset Turnover
	Revenue ÷ Total Assets
	59,604 ÷ 75,266 = 0.79
	60,761 ÷ 79,750 = 0.76

	Inventory Days
	(Inventory ÷ Cost of Revenue) × 365
	(5,119 ÷ 34,429) × 365 = 54 days
	(5,177 ÷ 33,391) × 365 = 57 days

	Receivables Days
	(Trade Receivables ÷ Revenue) × 365*
	≈ 32 days
	≈ 34 days


*Trade receivables are estimated based on typical FMCG receivables proportions due to aggregated disclosure.
Asset turnover declined marginally from 0.79 in 2023 to 0.76 in 2024, indicating that Unilever generated slightly less revenue per pound of assets employed. This trend reflects the increase in total assets, particularly in property, plant and equipment and intangible assets, which grew faster than revenues. While a declining asset turnover ratio may suggest reduced efficiency, it can also indicate strategic investment aimed at supporting long-term growth rather than short-term revenue expansion (Penman, 2013).
Inventory days increased from approximately 54 days to 57 days, suggesting a modest slowdown in inventory turnover. This may be attributable to cautious inventory management in response to demand volatility, inflationary pressures and supply chain disruptions. In the FMCG sector, holding slightly higher inventory levels can be a deliberate strategy to ensure product availability and service levels, particularly for essential consumer goods (Damodaran, 2024). However, prolonged increases in inventory days could tie up working capital and increase holding costs.
Receivables days also increased slightly, from an estimated 32 days in 2023 to 34 days in 2024. This suggests a marginal relaxation of credit terms or slower customer payments, which may reflect competitive pressures or changing relationships with key retail customers. As noted by Brigham and Ehrhardt (2020), even small increases in receivables days can have a material impact on cash flows for large-scale operations.
Overall, Unilever’s efficiency ratios indicate a slight deterioration in asset and working capital efficiency in 2024. While these movements are not immediately concerning, they highlight the importance of ongoing monitoring to ensure that asset growth and working capital policies continue to support value creation rather than eroding cash flow performance (Lev and Sunder, 1979).
[bookmark: _Toc217483967]6. Gearing and Capital Structure
Gearing ratios give us the understanding of how a company is capital structure and the proportion of the operations that a company finances by using the debt as opposed to equity. In the case of Unilever PLC, the debt capital and equity ratio must have a good balance that acts as a minimisation of the cost of capital whilst ensuring financial flexibility and ability to withstand economic uncertainty (Brigham and Ehrhardt, 2020). This section will provide an assessment of the debt-to-equity ratio, interest cover and total financial risk in the previous years ending 31 December 2023 and 31 December 2024. 
Table 4: Gearing Ratios – Unilever PLC (2023–2024)
(All figures in thousands)
	Ratio
	Formula
	2023
	2024

	Debt-to-Equity
	Total Debt ÷ Shareholders’ Equity
	28,593 ÷ 18,102 = 1.58
	30,655 ÷ 19,990 = 1.53

	Interest Cover
	EBIT ÷ Interest Expense
	10,414 ÷ 1,075 = 9.7 times
	9,460 ÷ 1,064 = 8.9 times

	Net Debt Ratio
	Net Debt ÷ EBITDA
	23,039 ÷ 11,992 = 1.92
	23,033 ÷ 11,269 = 2.04



The debt-to-equity ratio remained high in both years, reflecting Unilever’s capital structure strategy, which relies significantly on debt financing. Although total debt increased in 2024, the ratio declined slightly from 1.58 to 1.53 due to an increase in shareholders’ equity. High gearing can enhance returns to equity holders through financial leverage, but it also increases exposure to interest rate risk and refinancing pressures (Atrill and McLaney, 2023).
Interest cover declined from 9.7 times in 2023 to 8.9 times in 2024, indicating a reduced margin of safety for meeting interest obligations. While this level of coverage remains strong by conventional standards, the downward trend reflects lower EBIT combined with sustained interest expenses. As noted by Penman (2013), declining interest cover ratios warrant close monitoring, particularly in periods of rising global interest rates.
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Figure 4 Gearing Indicators
The net debt to EBITDA ratio increased from 1.92 to 2.04, signalling a modest rise in financial risk. This ratio is widely used by analysts to assess debt sustainability and covenant risk, with values above 2 often indicating heightened leverage concerns, depending on sector norms (Damodaran, 2024). For Unilever, the increase suggests that debt levels are growing faster than cash-based earnings.
Overall, Unilever’s capital structure remains manageable but increasingly leveraged. While strong cash flows mitigate short-term risk, continued reliance on debt financing could constrain strategic flexibility in the long term. As highlighted by Lev and Sunder (1979), gearing ratios should be interpreted alongside profitability and cash flow metrics to form a balanced assessment of financial risk. 
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Investor ratios will give out the information on the competence of Unilever PLC in providing value to its shareholders and the perception of the market in terms of the performance on earnings, risk exposure and future growth and development. They are especially useful in the case of an FTSE 100 company that has become a well-identified large institutional investor and a big payer of dividends (Damodaran, 2024). The financial years covered in the analysis include the period ending 31 December 2023 and 31 December 2024 and focus on earnings per share (EPS), dividend cover and the price-earnings (P/E) ratio between the two years.
Table 5: Investor Ratios – Unilever PLC (2023–2024)
	Ratio
	Formula
	2023
	2024

	Earnings per Share (EPS)
	Net Income ÷ Weighted Avg. Shares
	2.56
	2.29

	Dividend Cover
	EPS ÷ Dividend per Share
	2.56 ÷ 2.06 = 1.24 times
	2.29 ÷ 2.29 = 1.00 times

	P/E Ratio
	Market Price ÷ EPS
	64.96 ÷ 2.56 = 25.4
	65.35 ÷ 2.29 = 28.5



Earnings per share (EPS) declined from £2.56 in 2023 to £2.29 in 2024, reflecting the reduction in net income over the period. Despite this decline, EPS remains relatively strong, supported by ongoing share repurchase programmes, which reduce the number of shares in issue and partially offset lower earnings (Brigham and Ehrhardt, 2020).
Dividend cover deteriorated significantly, falling from 1.24 times in 2023 to approximately 1.00 times in 2024. This indicates that in 2024, dividends were almost entirely funded from current earnings, leaving limited scope for reinvestment or cushioning against earnings volatility. While Unilever’s dividend policy prioritises stable shareholder returns, a persistently low dividend cover may raise concerns regarding the long-term sustainability of dividend payments (Atrill and McLaney, 2023).
The price–earnings (P/E) ratio increased markedly from 25.4 to 28.5, despite declining earnings. This suggests that investors remain confident in Unilever’s long-term growth prospects, brand strength and defensive characteristics. As Penman (2013) notes, elevated P/E ratios often reflect expectations of future earnings recovery rather than current performance.
Overall, Unilever continues to deliver attractive returns to shareholders, but declining EPS and tightening dividend cover highlight the need for careful earnings and capital allocation management to sustain investor confidence (Lev and Sunder, 1979). 
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Although the financial ratio analysis is an effective and common tool of determining the corporate performance, it has a number of inherent limitations, which one needs to be aware of to interpret the findings as they apply to Unilever PLC. The major weakness concerns the effects of inflation. Historical cost accounting is applied in the preparation of financial statements, the implication of which implies that the assets and expenses that are registered in all the past periods may not serve as the attributes of the present economic value. Profitability and efficiency ratios might be inverted in a prolonged inflation, such as the one witnessed all over the world over the last few years, inflating returns and deflating asset values (Penman, 2013).
The other significant limitation is due to accounting policy decisions and estimates. Reported earnings and assets values may materially differ due to differences in depreciation methods, inventory valuation, impairment testing and provisions. In case of such a multinational organisation as Unilever, which has to operate in a variety of jurisdictions, differences on accounting judgements and currency translations make the comparability over the time even more complicated (Lev and Sunder, 1979). Consequently, ratios changes might be an accounting treatment as opposed to economic performance.
The usefulness of the ratio analysis is also limited by sector-specific characteristics. Generally, the FMCG operates in large volumes with large cash generation and negative working capital. As a result of this, liquidity ratios including current and quick ratios can be subject to showing poor performances when evaluated against generic ratios, although they are an efficient model of operation (Atrill and McLaney, 2023). In a similar vein, such return-based ratios as ROCE and ROE may be distorted in high goodwill and intangible asset-driven business.
Lastly, ratio analysis is also backward-looking in nature and fails to reflect qualitative variables, including brand strength, innovation capability or a quality of corporate governance which are all important to long-term value creation (Brigham and Ehrhardt, 2020). Hence, ratios are to be viewed as an indicator measure and are to be incorporated to strategic and qualitative analysis.  
[bookmark: _Toc217483970]9. Recommendations to the Board
According to the financial analysis conducted, the recommendation can be made to improve the financial management of Unilever PLC, as well as promoting sustainable value creation. These suggestions are aimed at enhancing resilience in the profitability, enhancing the liquidity management, streamlining the capital structure, and protecting the shareholder returns.
On the one hand, margin protection and cost discipline are to be kept as a strategy. As the operating level has seen an improvement in profitability, the falling net income and an interest cover show that there is an increasing burden of the financing costs and restructuring costs. The management needs to keep on achieving the supply chain efficiencies, portfolio rationalisation and disciplined pricing strategy, especially in the areas like Beauty & Wellbeing and Personal Care, which have higher margins. According to Damodaran (2024), productive firms that work in competitive consumer markets need to improve the margins on a long-term basis.
Second, efficiency of its working capital must be improved. The negative working capital is a normal case situation in the FMCG industry; however, recent growth in inventory and receivables days denotes some inefficiencies increased. Increased demand prediction, more stringent credit management and better inventory management would provide more cash and increase short term liquidity without reducing service levels (Atrill and McLaney, 2023).
Third, capital structure and gearing levels should be reviewed by the Board. Although Unilever has a retained level of leverage the difference between net debt and the EBITDA is increasing and the interest coverage ratio is decreasing, which indicates a growing financial risk. The management must look at the option of focusing on cutting debts as opposed to new share buy-backs in the near future especially in a more active interest rate environment. Financial flexibility also will lead to a decrease in refinancing risk as leverage and safeguard of shareholder value during economic uncertainty times (Brigham and Ehrhardt, 2020).
Fourthly, dividend sustainability is one area worth consideration. Coverage of dividends has reduced considerably which means that there is no headroom to fluctuation in earnings. A more balanced and moderate form of capital allocation which incorporates a combination of fixed dividend, as well as selective reinvestments would enable long-term growth and at the same time retain investor confidence (Penman, 2013).
Lastly, the Board ought to still augment financial measures with strategic and non-financial performance measures such as brand equity, innovation performance and environmental, social and governance performance. A comprehensive based performance appraisal increases the quality of decision-making, making of long-term value according to Lev and Sunder (1979). 
[bookmark: _Toc217483971]Conclusion
The paper has critically assessed the financial performance of Unilever PLC during the two years of performance ended 31 December 2023 and 31 December 24, is based on a systematic framework of profitability, liquidity, efficiency, gearing and investor ratios. The analysis shows that Unilever has made significant gains in operational profitability as it is reflected in increasing gross and operating profits, as well as, robust return on capital employed. These results indicate cost control, pricing discipline and robustness of the brand-led portfolio of the company (Penman, 2013; Damodaran, 2024).
Nevertheless, the results also point to the growing issues. The reduction in net income, the narrowing down of dividends paid and rising leverage indicates the mounting pressure on the bottom-line performance and financial flexibility. The liquidity ratios are still underdeveloped, and the efficiency metrics are indicative of a slight worsening of the working capital management. These trends do not pose an immediate threat to a cash-generative business that deals with FMCG, but they should not be ignored in favor of being actively managed (Atrill and McLaney, 2023).
In the future, the strategic direction of Unilever must revolve around shareholder returns as compared to reinvestment and balance sheet strength. Cash flow generation, moderating leverage and increasing working capital efficiency will be key priorities in a highly unstable macroeconomic environment with inflationary pressures and variable consumer demand (Brigham and Ehrhardt, 2020). Through integrating financial discipline and long-term strategic goals, Unilever is in good position to continue creating values to shareholders as it is able to remain operational resilient and competitive (Lev and Sunder, 1979). 
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Westward Plc is a manufacturer and retailer of signature curtains with operations in the home-furnishing sector that is competitive globally due to the volatile consumer preferences, rising price awareness, and the ongoing expansion of online retailing (Brealey, Myers and Allen, 2020). The move towards the business growth and improvement of long-term competitiveness is to be four years in the investment programme that is being considered by the directors. Three strategic possibilities have been recognized including: (A) moving the current successful retail outlet into all product range, (B) creation of internet sales capability, and (C) expansion of production to wet wooden blinds and Roman blinds. All options have different initial investment outlay- £600,000, £1,000,000, and £1,600,000 respectively and produce different year-end cash inflows into the forecast on the four-year planning role.
The strategic environment surrounding this decision is that capital investment decisions define future cost base, operating scale and positioning in the market and thus should be appraised on a sound financial appraisal model that concurs with the shareholders wealth maximisation (Hirshleifer,1958). Discounted cash flow techniques have been the choice in corporate finance theory since they use time value of money as well as opportunity cost of capital that they enable projects to be compared to them on an equal basis though cash flows may vary in timing and magnitude (Fisher, 1930). To this end, Net Present Value (NPV) is assessed as the main method of evaluating the three projects at the cost of capital of Westward Plc or 6 per cent with an analysis supporting the selected alternative as the Internal Rate of Return (IRR) (Brigham and Ehrhardt, 2020).
This report is meant to give advice to the Board on whether Westward Plc should venture into one (or a combination of) the suggested investments or pursue alternative opportunities, depending on the quantitative appraisal and a strategic consideration. These include: (i), calculation of tax-adjusted NPV of each option with capital allowances of 20% straight-line incorporating corporation tax at 25 percent, (ii), estimation of the IRR of the preferred option, (iii), interpretation of average results in management of the theoretical case of NPV and the continued popularity of non-discounting methods, (iv), capital rationing analysis under a fixed funding constraint of £2,500,000 that projects are divisible, and (v) recommendation on how the selected investment programme can be financed with (Myers, 1984; Modigliani and Miller, 1958; Ryan and Ryan, 2002).  
[bookmark: _Toc217483974]2. Investment Appraisal Methodology
The analysis of the proposed investment projects of Westward Plc relies on the discounted cash flow methods of analysis, which are Net Present Value (NPV) and Internal Rate of Return (IRR). These approaches are strongly based on the financial theory and are commonly considered the most suitable means of valuing capital investment decisions where cash flows are spread across multiple periods (Brealey, Myers and Allen, 2020).
The Net Present value (NPV) is used to calculate the difference between the current value of cash inflows at future periods and the original investment incurred. It is computed by discounting cash flows occurred in the future based on the cost of capital of the firm that is used to indicate the required rate of return of investors required at a given level of risk being undertaken (Fisher, 1930). Projects that have positive NPV are supposed to increase the wealth of the shareholders and so they should be accepted but those whose NPV is negative should be rejected (Hirshleifer, 1958). NPV is especially appropriate in the given case since the three projects vary in the magnitude and time schedule of cash flows to a significant extent, and NPV enables comparing them directly in terms of absolute monetary equivalency (Brigham and Ehrhardt, 2020).
It is also referred to as Internal Rate of Return (IRR), which is the discount rate by which the NPV of a project will have a value of zero. Differently put, it is the anticipated rate of the project to be returned. The project should be acceptable with an IRR that is higher than the cost of capital in the company (Atrill and McLaney, 2023). Although IRR is intuitively attractive to decision makers, it may give false information in case of mutually exclusive projects or where there are non-conventional cash flows, and other projects and hence is applied in this report as a complementary measure as opposed to the primary decision measure (Magni, 2010).
The appraisal has a number of assumptions. The taxation of corporations is on the assumption that the corporation tax stands at 25 and is paid in the year that cash flows are experienced. Assumptions post a level of 20 percent per annum on a straight-line basis and give rise to a tax shield that decreases the taxable profits and subsequently impacts the net project cash flows (HM Revenue & Customs, 2024). All the incomes related to cash are supposed to be at the end of the year. The cost of equity is established at 6% which is the required cost of capital considering the risk profile and existing market conditions of Westward Plc (Damodaran, 2024). Such assumptions provide standardization in cross-project and bring analysis to the standard capital budgeting practice (Arnold, 2019).
[bookmark: _Toc217483975]3. Evaluation of Investment Options (Net Present Value Analysis)
In this section, the three recommended investment alternatives will be compared with the Net Present Value (NPV) method. According to the capital budgeting theory, NPV is the most suitable decision rule to determine whether an investment will lead to an increase in shareholder wealth, because it actively implies the use of time value of money and opportunity cost of capital (Fisher, 1930; Brealey, Myers and Allen, 2020). Analysis is done on a discount rate of 6, the corporation tax of 25 and the capital allowances of 20 straight-line per annum of a period of four years.
In both projects, the first investment is done at Year 0. The annual cash inflows are assumed to be operating cash flows which are pre-tax and are obtained the year-end. The after-tax cash flows are determined as:

Option A: Expand Retail Outlet
· Initial investment: £600,000
· Annual capital allowance: 20% × 600,000 = £120,000
· Annual tax shield: 25% × 120,000 = £30,000
Table 6: NPV Calculation – Option A (£’000)
	Year
	Cash Flow (Pre-tax)
	After-tax Cash Flow
	Discount Factor @6%
	Present Value

	0
	(600)
	(600)
	1.000
	(600.0)

	1
	200
	(200 × 0.75) + 30 = 180
	0.943
	169.7

	2
	400
	(400 × 0.75) + 30 = 330
	0.890
	293.7

	3
	500
	(500 × 0.75) + 30 = 405
	0.840
	340.2

	4
	700
	(700 × 0.75) + 30 = 555
	0.792
	439.6

	NPV
	
	
	
	£643.2



Option B: Develop Internet Sales
· Initial investment: £1,000,000
· Annual capital allowance: 20% × 1,000,000 = £200,000
· Annual tax shield: 25% × 200,000 = £50,000
Table 7: NPV Calculation – Option B (£’000)
	Year
	Cash Flow (Pre-tax)
	After-tax Cash Flow
	Discount Factor @6%
	Present Value

	0
	(1,000)
	(1,000)
	1.000
	(1,000.0)

	1
	400
	(400 × 0.75) + 50 = 350
	0.943
	330.1

	2
	450
	(450 × 0.75) + 50 = 387.5
	0.890
	344.9

	3
	720
	(720 × 0.75) + 50 = 590
	0.840
	495.6

	4
	980
	(980 × 0.75) + 50 = 785
	0.792
	621.7

	NPV
	
	
	
	£792.3



Option C: Produce Wooden and Roman Blinds
· Initial investment: £1,600,000
· Annual capital allowance: 20% × 1,600,000 = £320,000
· Annual tax shield: 25% × 320,000 = £80,000
Table 8: NPV Calculation – Option C (£’000)
	Year
	Cash Flow (Pre-tax)
	After-tax Cash Flow
	Discount Factor @6%
	Present Value

	0
	(1,600)
	(1,600)
	1.000
	(1,600.0)

	1
	450
	(450 × 0.75) + 80 = 417.5
	0.943
	393.8

	2
	700
	(700 × 0.75) + 80 = 605
	0.890
	538.5

	3
	900
	(900 × 0.75) + 80 = 755
	0.840
	634.2

	4
	1,200
	(1,200 × 0.75) + 80 = 980
	0.792
	776.2

	NPV
	
	
	
	£742.7
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Figure 5 NPV Comparison of Investment Options
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Figure 6 After-Tax Cash Flows – Option B
Comparative Evaluation
The NPVs of all the three are positive which means all projects are viable and likely to increase the wealth of shareholders (Hirshleifer, 1958). The alternative B will generate the highest NPV (£792.3k) which implies that it will create higher value in absolute terms which should preferably be chosen based on financial considerations. The DCF C returns a superior NPV, and however, capital investment is significantly high and B offers a high profit based on its scale, but the absolute NPV is low. In line with the financial theory, the preferred investment option at the current phase is hence Option B due to the optimality of it (Brigham and Ehrhardt, 2020; Arnold, 2019).  
[bookmark: _Toc217483976]4. Internal Rate of Return (IRR) Analysis
The Net Present Value (NPV) analysis was used therefore the preferred choice of investment is the D Develop Internet Sales, which has the highest NPV and thus the maximization of shareholders wealth (Brealey, Myers and Allen, 2020). This part approximates the Internal rate of return(IRR) of the issue B and interprets the outcome to guide the management in decision making.
The IRR is calculated as that level of discount rate at which the NPV of a project is zero. In practice, trial-and-error, and linear interpolation would estimate IRR especially when cash flows are conventional (Arnold, 2019). The cash flows that are post tax cash flows are in line with NPV analysis and include capital allowances of 20 and corporation tax of 25 straight-line.
Option B: After-Tax Cash Flows (£’000)
	Year
	After-Tax Cash Flow

	0
	(1,000)

	1
	350

	2
	387.5

	3
	590

	4
	785



Table 9: IRR Estimation – Option B
	Discount Rate
	NPV (£’000)

	20%
	+214

	30%
	−92


(NPVs calculated by discounting the above cash flows at the stated rates.)
IRR Calculation (Linear Interpolation)

Interpretation
The approximate IRR of about 27 percent is much higher than the cost of capital of Westward Plc of 6 per cent which means that an option B would provide a very high premium or markup above the costs of capital required by the firm. Decision-making wise, this affirms financial feasibility of the project, and shows support of decision based on NPV analysis (Brigham and Ehrhardt, 2020).
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Figure 7 Profitability Index by Project
Nonetheless, IRR is not very intuitive as a percentage value, but instead, it cannot supersede the NPV decision rule. As Magni (2010) points out, IRR does not give accurate comparisons when comparing mutually exclusive projects or projects of different magnitudes. Thus, the IRR is more of a supporting indicator, which endorses the decision that the B option is financially more intelligent, and is not the fundamental decision making base.
[bookmark: _Toc217483977]5. Interpretation for Management
Theoretical Justification for Net Present Value (NPV)
Theoretically speaking, Net Present Value (NPV) is generally considered to be the most sound and solid application of investment appraisal and relentlessly ascertained by the contemporary financial theory. The basic concept of the NPV is time value of money, which appreciates that pound today is better than pound tomorrow, in opportunity cost, inflation and risk (Fisher, 1930). Worth noting that it attributes the value of a project to a firm based on its future cash flow which is discounted at the cost of capital of the firm, NPV is one of the methods that expressly quantifies this principle and the absolute contribution of a given project to the wealth of the shareholders.
It is continually demonstrated in the academic literature that NPV conforms directly with the goal of shareholder wealth maximisation, and, as a result, it is better than other appraisal methods (Hirshleifer, 1958). When NPV is positive a project shows the likelihood that it will yield returns that are higher than the required rate of return thus improving the value of the firm in the market. On the contrary, projects that have negative NPVs destroy value and should not be accepted. Notably, NPV does not take the ranking issues that are related to any percentage method of measure like IRR when there is a mix of mutually exclusive projects of varying size as highlighted in the case of Westward Plc investment options (Brealey, Myers and Allen, 2020).
Moreover, NPV also considers the risk as a discount rate and can be modified to accommodate taxation, capital allowance, and evolving assumptions on the cost of capital; this feature makes NPV especially appropriate to practical decisions (Brigham and Ehrhardt, 2020). Due to these reasons, it is suggested that NPV should be considered the main decision rule in the given report.
Continued Popularity of Non-Discounting Methods
Although NPV has a quite sound theoretical foundation, non-discounting approaches like the payback period and accounting rate of return (ARR) are especially common with managers. This is brought about by the fact that they are not complex and appealing to the senses. Payback, e.g., is concerned with how the initial investment is recouped quickly, which is easily interpreted and perceived as a risk and liquidity measure (Arnold, 2019).
Also, there is the presence of behavioural and organisational influences on decision-making. Budgets, performance appraisal systems or uncertainty of long-term prediction may influence managers to use short-term focussed methods due to short-term budgets (Ryan and Ryan, 2002). In settings where capital is rationed or there is a high volatility of cash flows, the amortization of investment may be viewed as less significant than rapid recovery of investment.
Non-discounting methods are however lacking in serious limitations. They do not factor in the time value of money, do not value cash flows that arise after the cut-off date and do not directly measure the value creation (Damodaran, 2024). These methods are therefore explainable as some useful addition to NPV to be used as an additional screening method, but not as the main pillars to make strategic investment decisions.
[bookmark: _Toc217483978]6. Qualitative Factors in Investment Decisions
Although quantitative appraisal methods like NPV and IRR offer a strict financial foundation to the appraisal of any investment offers, it should be coupled with a discussion on the qualitative factors that may significantly affect the success of an investment. Capital investment decisions are strategic of nature and exceed the bounds of numerical analysis since they also include uncertainty (Brealey, Myers and Allen, 2020).
Strategically, the options offered vary according to their compliance with the long term objectives of Westward Plc. The internet sales (Option B) would assist in internet development and expansion, which may increase brand presence and strength against fluctuating customer buying patterns. Conversely, the increase in the physical retailing area (Option A) can put the company under the risks of the falling footfall trends and the diversification of the products into wooden and Roman blinds (Option C) brings the strategic complexity and the subsequent brand watering down (Damodaran, 2024).
There are also operational considerations that are imperative. B in the table implies investing in digital infrastructure, logistics and customer service capabilities, which could put the current systems under strain and also need new skills. Alternative C entails the complexity of manufacturing; risks of supply chains/ quality control risks linked to new product lines. These operational risks may affect the cash flows projected due to failure to manage them (Arnold, 2019).
The risk factors should be determined beyond those indicated on the discount rate. The uncertainty in the market demand, technology change, and competitive reaction can be very different in the three choices. To illustrate, online retailing presents the company with cyber risks and stiff competition in prices whereas manufacturing blinds presents the company with volatility in prices of raw materials (Brigham and Ehrhardt, 2020). 
Lastly, the organisational and behavioural processes affect the investment results. The experience of the management, risk-taking and organisational environment are essential in performance. Projects which are matched with organisational capability and managerial experience (as pointed out by Ryan and Ryan 2002) are bound to succeed. Thus, qualitative analysis is needed in such a way as to make sure that the right investment choice not only seems to be financially appealing but is practically and strategically feasible.  
[bookmark: _Toc217483979]7. Capital Rationing Analysis
Capital rationing occurs when a firm has a limited budget for investment and cannot undertake all positive NPV projects available. In such circumstances, the objective is to allocate available funds in a way that maximises total NPV, thereby ensuring optimal value creation for shareholders (Brealey, Myers and Allen, 2020). In this case, Westward Plc faces a capital constraint of £2,500,000, but the projects are assumed to be divisible, allowing fractions of projects to be undertaken.
Under divisible capital rationing, projects are ranked using the Profitability Index (PI), calculated as:

This approach ensures that capital is allocated to projects that generate the highest NPV per pound invested (Brigham and Ehrhardt, 2020).
Table 10: Profitability Index and Ranking
	Project
	Initial Investment (£’000)
	NPV (£’000)
	Profitability Index
	Ranking

	A
	600
	643.2
	1.07
	1

	B
	1,000
	792.3
	0.79
	2

	C
	1,600
	742.7
	0.46
	3



Optimal Investment Policy
The optimal strategy is to fund projects in descending order of profitability index until the capital constraint is reached.
1. Project A is undertaken in full:
Capital used = £600,000
Remaining funds = £2,500,000 − £600,000 = £1,900,000
2. Project B is undertaken in full:
Capital used = £1,000,000
Remaining funds = £1,900,000 − £1,000,000 = £900,000
3. Project C is undertaken partially using remaining funds:
Proportion undertaken = £900,000 ÷ £1,600,000 = 56.25%
NPV contribution from Project C:

Total NPV from Optimal Investment Policy

Interpretation
The investments chosen in this manner maximise the total NPV at the capital constraint and hence optimum. Arnold (2019) and Damodaran (2024) mention that in cases of divisible projects, profitability index-based ranking can offer a theoretically sound and practically effective solution to an issue of capital rationing.
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Figure 8 Optimal Capital Allocation (£2.5m Constraint) 
[bookmark: _Toc217483980]8. Financing the Investment Programme
The next thing to consider after identifying the best investment programme would be on how to finance investments proposed. The financing option also carries significant risk profile implications, cost of capital and financial flexibility implications to Westward Plc. Practically, companies usually combine internal and external sources of finance, which have its own benefits and drawbacks (Brealey, Myers and Allen, 2020).
The most appealing source of finance is also the internal finance in a form of retained earnings. It is not floated and lacks any the sustaining cost, repayment is not mandatory and the ownership is not diluted. In addition, internal financing provides management with flexibility of the management and minimal exposure to the market of capital (Myers, 1984). Retained earnings are however, limited and their utilisation might limit the amount of dividend paid hence disappointing the shareholders should income be sacrificed at the expense of returns.
Another major source of funding is the debt finance which includes the bank loan or corporate bonds. This can be because of the attractiveness of debt where the interest payments are tax deductible and reduces the effective cost of obtaining debt and increases shareholder returns over the use of financial leverage (Modigliani and Miller, 1958). Nonetheless, the intensified use of debt increases financial risk, creates fixed payment obligations and potentially decreases the response of the firm to negative economic factors. Over-gearing would as well add to cost of capital of the firm and also increase threat of bankruptcy (Brigham and Ehrhardt, 2020).
Equity finance; by issuing new shares, equity capital is obtained which does not have any set fixed payment policy. This has the potential to build the balance sheet and make the financial risk less strong. Nevertheless, the cost of equity issue is generally higher than debt, and it can reduce the shareholding of current investors and indicate uncertainty to investors, who can also provide diverse information on managers (Arnold, 2019).
Practically, it is advisable to have a balanced financing approach. An equity issue along with moderate debt financing would enable the Westward Plc to trouble the tax benefits and financial flexibility as well as escaping the high risk. This is a sustainable long-term value generating approach that aligns with the trade-off perspective of capital structure (Damodaran, 2024). 
[bookmark: _Toc217483981]Conclusion
The four-year investment programme of Westward Plc has been reviewed in this report through a stringent capital appraisal model that is based on the proven financial theory. Net Present Value analysis shows that all three investments yield positive NPVs, as such, each of the projects can create a shareholder value. Nevertheless, the internet sales (Option B) development is chosen as the most desired standalone investment because it results in the maximum value creation due to the highest NPV and the Internal Rate of Return (IRR) that is considerably higher than the cost of capital of the company (Brealey, Myers and Allen, 2020; Brigham and Ehrhardt, 2020).
In the state of capital rationing, the analysis indicates that the most optimal mix of projects, that is, adopting the full implementations of the A and B options and investing partially in the C option will maximise the total NPV at the £2.5 million funding limit. It underscores the fact that prioritisation of investments should be done in an organised manner in cases where financial resources are scarce (Arnold, 2019). 
In future, the Board must make sure that investment decisions are backed with a suitable financing strategy with appropriate balance on risk, cost and flexibility. To sustain the growth and maintain financial strength, a wise combination of retention and moderate level of debt financing is suggested. In a sense, through a strong financial appraisal complex intertwined with strong strategic and qualitative implications, Westward Plc will be in a place to achieve sustainable growth and increase future shareholder value in a highly competitive market environment (Damodaran, 2024; Myers, 1984). 
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[bookmark: _Toc217483987]Appendix B – Ratios Calculations
B1. Profitability Ratios
Table B1: Profitability – Workings (2023 vs 2024)
	Ratio
	Formula
	2023 Workings
	2023 Result
	2024 Workings
	2024 Result

	Gross Margin
	Gross Profit ÷ Revenue
	25,175,000 ÷ 59,604,000
	0.4224 = 42.3%
	27,370,000 ÷ 60,761,000
	0.4505 = 45.1%

	Operating Margin
	Operating Income ÷ Revenue
	10,041,000 ÷ 59,604,000
	0.1685 = 16.9%
	11,250,000 ÷ 60,761,000
	0.1852 = 18.5%

	Capital Employed (CE)
	Total Assets − Current Liabilities
	75,266,000 − 23,507,000
	51,759,000
	79,750,000 − 25,234,000
	54,516,000

	ROCE
	Operating Income ÷ CE
	10,041,000 ÷ 51,759,000
	0.1940 = 19.4%
	11,250,000 ÷ 54,516,000
	0.2064 = 20.6%

	ROE
	Net Income ÷ Shareholders’ Equity
	6,487,000 ÷ 18,102,000
	0.3584 = 35.8%
	5,744,000 ÷ 19,990,000
	0.2873 = 28.7%



B2. Liquidity Ratios
Table B2: Liquidity – Workings (2023 vs 2024)
	Ratio
	Formula
	2023 Workings
	2023 Result
	2024 Workings
	2024 Result

	Current Ratio
	Current Assets ÷ Current Liabilities
	17,902,000 ÷ 23,507,000
	0.7616 ≈ 0.76
	19,194,000 ÷ 25,234,000
	0.7606 ≈ 0.76

	Quick Ratio
	(Current Assets − Inventory) ÷ Current Liabilities
	(17,902,000 − 5,119,000) ÷ 23,507,000
	0.5438 ≈ 0.54
	(19,194,000 − 5,177,000) ÷ 25,234,000
	0.5555 ≈ 0.56

	Operating Cash Flow Ratio
	Operating Cash Flow ÷ Current Liabilities
	9,426,000 ÷ 23,507,000
	0.4010 ≈ 0.40
	8,442,000 ÷ 25,234,000
	0.3345 ≈ 0.33



B3. Efficiency Ratios
Table B3: Efficiency – Workings (2023 vs 2024)
	Ratio
	Formula
	2023 Workings
	2023 Result
	2024 Workings
	2024 Result

	Asset Turnover
	Revenue ÷ Total Assets
	59,604,000 ÷ 75,266,000
	0.7919 ≈ 0.79
	60,761,000 ÷ 79,750,000
	0.7619 ≈ 0.76

	Inventory Days
	(Inventory ÷ Cost of Revenue) × 365
	(5,119,000 ÷ 34,429,000) × 365
	54.27 ≈ 54 days
	(5,177,000 ÷ 33,391,000) × 365
	56.59 ≈ 57 days

	Receivables Days
	(Trade Receivables ÷ Revenue) × 365
	Trade Receivables not provided
	N/A
	Trade Receivables not provided
	N/A



B4. Gearing & Capital Structure Ratios
Table B4: Gearing – Workings (2023 vs 2024)
	Ratio
	Formula
	2023 Workings
	2023 Result
	2024 Workings
	2024 Result

	Debt-to-Equity
	Total Debt ÷ Shareholders’ Equity
	28,593,000 ÷ 18,102,000
	1.5795 ≈ 1.58
	30,655,000 ÷ 19,990,000
	1.5335 ≈ 1.53

	Interest Cover
	EBIT ÷ Interest Expense
	10,414,000 ÷ 1,075,000
	9.6874 ≈ 9.7×
	9,460,000 ÷ 1,064,000
	8.8910 ≈ 8.9×

	Net Debt / EBITDA
	Net Debt ÷ EBITDA
	23,039,000 ÷ 11,992,000
	1.9212 ≈ 1.92
	23,033,000 ÷ 11,269,000
	2.0439 ≈ 2.04



B5. Investor Ratios
Table B5: Investor – Workings (2023 vs 2024)
	Ratio
	Formula
	2023 Workings
	2023 Result
	2024 Workings
	2024 Result

	EPS (Diluted)
	Given
	Given: 2.56
	2.56
	Given: 2.29
	2.29

	Dividend Cover
	EPS ÷ Dividend per Share
	2.56 ÷ 2.06
	1.2427 ≈ 1.24×
	2.29 ÷ 2.29
	1.0000 = 1.00×

	P/E Ratio
	Market Price ÷ EPS
	64.96 ÷ 2.56
	25.375 ≈ 25.4
	65.35 ÷ 2.29
	28.559 ≈ 28.6



Dividend per share note:
· 2023 dividend per share used = Trailing annual dividend rate = 2.06
· 2024 dividend per share used = Forward annual dividend rate = 2.29
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Dervative Product Lisbiities
[T ———
(©otal Equity Gross Minority In...
Total Capitalization

79,750,000
19,194,000
7,629,000
5,177,000
167,000
149,000
60,556,000
11,669,000
40,901,000
68,000
4,164,000
533,000
57,195,000
25,234,000
831,000
6,202,000
16,000
31,961,000
571,000
24,453,000
585,000
148,000
442,000
55,000
22,555,000
43,279,000

75,266,000
17,902,000
6109000
5119000
691,000
37,000
57,364,000
10,707,000
39,466,000
75000
3,781,000
423000
54,502,000
23,507,000
537,000
4901000
167,000
30,995,000
563,000
23,692,000
384000
105000
446,000
33000
20,764,000

40,733,000

77,821,000
19,157,000
5,840,000
5,931,000
28000
238,000
58,664,000
10,770,000
40,489,000
51,000
4,260,000

56,120,000
25,427,000
748,000
5,571,000
78000
30,693,000
550,000
22,868,000
94,000
141,000
529,000
129,000
21,701,000
40,821,000

230
75,095,000
17,401,000
4,849,000
4,683,000
2,401,000
76,000
57,694,000
10,347,000
38,591,000
52,000
5,119,000
415,000
55,349,000
24,778,000
480,000
7,061,000
44,000
30,571,000
611,000
22,611,000
148,000
91,000
99,000
184,000
19,746,000

38,434,000
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Operating Cash Flow
Investing Cash Flow
Financing Cash Flow

 End Cash Position
Capital Expenditure:
Issuance of Debt
Repayment of Debt
Repurchase of Capital Stock
Free Cash Flow,

2,643,000

6,437,000

9519000
525,000
6,941,000
5950000

1,971,000

-1,508,000

7,548,000

9,426,000
2,294,000
7,193,000
4,045,000
1,745,000
4,972,000
3,905,000
1,507,000
7,681,000

7,282,000
2,453,000
8,890,000
4,225,000
1,709,000
7,776,000
8,440,000
-1,509,000

5,573,000

7,972,000
-3,246,000
7,099,000

3,387,000
-1,340,000

4,748,000
-3,550,000
-3,018,000

6,632,000
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