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[bookmark: _Toc227799614]1.0 Introduction
The global automotive sector is rapidly shifting toward electric mobility due to climate regulation, fuel efficiency pressures and changing consumer preferences. Global EV sales exceeded 17 million units in 2024, accounting for around 20% of new car sales worldwide (IEA, 2025). Tesla remains a leading market participant through battery innovation, direct sales and global manufacturing scale. In 2024, Tesla reported revenue of approximately US$97.7 billion and delivered 1.79 million vehicles, although profit margins faced pressure from price cuts and rising competition (Tesla, 2025).
This report critically evaluates Tesla’s five-year financial performance using ratio analysis, reviews working capital efficiency, proposes restructuring strategies, and assesses three investment projects using capital budgeting tools such as NPV, IRR and Payback Period. The objective is to determine how Tesla can sustain profitability, liquidity and shareholder value in a more competitive EV market.
[bookmark: _Toc227799615]2.0 Financial Health Check
Tesla’s financial performance over the 2020–2024 period reflects two distinct phases: rapid expansion and profitability improvement up to 2022, followed by slowing earnings quality and weaker capital efficiency in 2023–2024. During the five-year period, revenue increased from US$31.5 billion in 2020 to US$97.7 billion in 2024, demonstrating the company’s ability to scale production and maintain strong market demand. However, despite continued top-line growth, the decline in net income from US$15.0 billion in 2023 to US$7.1 billion in 2024 suggests that revenue growth alone was insufficient to sustain shareholder value. This section critically evaluates Tesla’s profitability, liquidity, efficiency, gearing, investment and cash flow performance using ratio analysis derived from the company’s annual reports (Tesla, 2021; Tesla, 2025).
[bookmark: _Toc227799616]2.1 Profitability Analysis
Profitability ratios indicate whether Tesla’s growth strategy translated into stronger earnings performance. As shown in Table 1 and Figure 1, Tesla’s gross profit margin improved from 21.0% in 2020 to 25.6% in 2022, reflecting successful scale economies, production efficiencies and strong pricing power during the post-pandemic EV demand surge. However, this ratio fell sharply to 17.9% in 2024, indicating that production growth was increasingly supported by price reductions rather than margin preservation.
Similarly, net profit margin increased significantly from 2.3% in 2020 to 15.5% in 2023, before falling to 7.3% in 2024. This decline is strategically important because Tesla generated almost the same revenue in 2024 as in 2023, yet retained less than half the earnings margin. Such a trend suggests intensifying competition, discount-led sales strategies and rising operating cost pressure. In mature industries, revenue stability with falling margins is often a warning sign that market leadership is becoming more expensive to defend.
Return on Equity (ROE) rose strongly to 33.6% in 2022, demonstrating efficient use of shareholder funds during Tesla’s peak profitability phase. However, the ratio fell to 10.5% in 2024, indicating materially weaker returns to investors. Return on Capital Employed (ROCE) followed the same pattern, falling from 24.2% in 2022 to 8.9% in 2024. This suggests Tesla’s expanding capital base was no longer generating equivalent operating returns. For a capital-intensive manufacturer, declining ROCE is particularly concerning because it implies lower productivity from factories, technology assets and invested capital.
[bookmark: _Toc227799748]Table 1: Tesla Profitability Ratios (2020–2024), Source: Tesla (2025)
	Ratio
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023
	2024

	Gross Profit Margin (%)
	21.0
	25.3
	25.6
	18.3
	17.9

	Net Profit Margin (%)
	2.3
	10.3
	15.4
	15.5
	7.3

	ROE (%)
	5.0
	21.1
	33.6
	28.0
	10.5

	ROCE (%)
	5.3
	13.3
	24.2
	13.7
	8.9



[bookmark: _Toc227799713]Figure 1: Tesla profitability ratios (gross profit margin, net profit margin, ROE and ROCE) peaked during 2022 before declining by 2024, indicating weaker earnings efficiency after rapid expansion.
Source: Author’s calculations based on Tesla Annual Reports (2021–2025).
[bookmark: _Toc227799617]2.2 Liquidity Analysis
Tesla’s liquidity position remained comparatively strong throughout the review period. The current ratio improved from 1.38 in 2021 to 2.03 in 2024, while the quick ratio rose from 1.05 in 2022 to 1.61 in 2024. This indicates that Tesla had sufficient short-term assets to meet immediate liabilities without relying excessively on external finance (Tesla, 2025).
From a risk perspective, this is a major strength. Strong liquidity gives Tesla flexibility to manage cyclical demand shifts, raw material price volatility and future investment commitments. It also reduces refinancing pressure during periods of higher interest rates. However, rising liquidity alongside falling profitability may indicate that capital is being held in lower-yielding assets rather than deployed efficiently into high-return projects. Therefore, while Tesla’s solvency position improved, this does not automatically imply stronger overall financial performance.

[bookmark: _Toc227799749]Table 2: Tesla Liquidity Ratios (2020–2024)
	Ratio
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023
	2024

	Current Ratio
	1.88
	1.38
	1.53
	1.73
	2.03

	Quick Ratio
	1.59
	1.09
	1.05
	1.25
	1.61




[bookmark: _Toc227799714]Figure 2: Tesla liquidity ratios improved steadily after 2021, showing stronger short-term solvency and greater capacity to meet current obligations by 2024.
Source: Author’s calculations based on Tesla Annual Reports (2021–2025).
[bookmark: _Toc227799618]2.3 Efficiency Analysis
Efficiency ratios show whether Tesla converted operational assets into sales effectively. Asset turnover improved from 0.73 times in 2020 to 1.13 times in 2022, reflecting successful utilisation of production capacity during Tesla’s high-growth phase. However, the ratio declined to 0.85 times in 2024, indicating that the enlarged asset base was generating proportionally lower revenue.
Inventory days also worsened from 56.1 days in 2022 to 58.1 days in 2024, while receivable days increased from 10.9 to 14.8 days over the same period. Although these values are not critically weak, they suggest some deterioration in operational discipline. Rising inventory days may imply slower vehicle turnover or production ahead of demand, while longer receivable periods can weaken short-term cash conversion. The broader implication is that Tesla’s expansion in factories, infrastructure and logistics may have outpaced revenue productivity. In growth businesses this is common, but if sustained, it can reduce returns and place pressure on future margins. 
Between 2023 and 2025, Tesla’s revenue remained broadly strong at US$96.8 billion (2023), US$97.7 billion (2024) and US$94.8 billion (2025), showing resilient sales demand. However, net income declined sharply from US$15.0 billion in 2023 to US$7.2 billion in 2024 and US$3.9 billion in 2025, suggesting that revenue stability did not translate into sustained profitability. Rising operating expenses, including research and development and selling costs, reduced operating leverage. This trend implies Tesla’s future performance depends less on revenue growth and more on restoring pricing power, cost discipline and margin efficiency.
[bookmark: _Toc227799750]Table 3: Tesla Efficiency Ratios (2020–2024)
	Ratio
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023
	2024

	Inventory Days
	56.3
	59.3
	56.1
	61.6
	58.1

	Receivable Days
	18.6
	12.9
	10.9
	12.2
	14.8

	Asset Turnover
	0.73
	0.94
	1.13
	1.02
	0.85


[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc227799715]Figure 3: Tesla consolidated statements of operations indicate stable revenue in 2023–2025, but declining gross profit, operating income and net income highlight increasing margin pressure and weaker earnings conversion.
Source: Tesla Annual Report (2025). 
[bookmark: _Toc227799619]2.4 Gearing Analysis
Tesla’s gearing profile is one of its strongest financial characteristics. Debt-to-equity declined significantly from 0.53 in 2020 to 0.11 in 2024, confirming that Tesla relied less on external borrowing and strengthened its equity-funded position. This is strategically valuable because it reduces exposure to rising borrowing costs and gives management future debt capacity if required.
Interest cover rose from 2.7 times in 2020 to 71.5 times in 2022, before falling to 20.2 times in 2024. Although lower than the peak years, the 2024 ratio still indicates comfortable ability to service finance costs from operating profit.
[bookmark: _Toc227799751]Table 4: Tesla Gearing Ratios (2020–2024)
	Ratio
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023
	2024

	Debt-to-Equity
	0.53
	0.23
	0.07
	0.08
	0.11

	Interest Cover
	2.7
	17.6
	71.5
	57.0
	20.2




[bookmark: _Toc227799716]Figure 4: Tesla maintained low gearing and strong interest cover throughout the period, confirming a conservative capital structure with limited debt risk.
Source: Author’s calculations based on Tesla Annual Reports (2021–2025). 

[bookmark: _Toc227799620]2.5 Investment and Market Ratios
Tesla’s diluted EPS increased from US$0.21 in 2020 to US$4.30 in 2023, before declining sharply to US$2.04 in 2024. This fall aligns with lower profitability and weaker returns to shareholders.
Despite this, Tesla’s P/E ratio remained comparatively high, showing that investors continued to price the company on future growth expectations rather than only current earnings. While this market confidence is positive, it also creates valuation risk. If earnings continue to weaken, investors may reassess Tesla’s premium valuation more aggressively.
[bookmark: _Toc227799752]Table 5: Tesla Investment Ratios (2020–2024)
	Ratio
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023
	2024

	EPS ($)
	0.21
	1.63
	3.62
	4.30
	2.04

	P/E Ratio
	High
	High
	Moderate
	High
	Very High



[bookmark: _Toc227799621]2.6 Cash Flow Analysis
Tesla generated positive operating cash flow throughout the five-year period, and the operating cash flow ratio improved from 0.42 in 2020 to 0.52 in 2024. This demonstrates that the company continued to convert operations into cash despite earnings volatility. However, the ratio remained below 1.0 across the period, meaning current liabilities were not fully covered by annual operating cash generation alone. Therefore, while cash generation was healthy, Tesla’s liquidity strength also depended on accumulated cash reserves and investment balances rather than only recurring operating inflows.
Tesla generated operating cash flows of US$13.3 billion in 2023, rising to US$14.9 billion in 2024 and remaining strong at US$14.7 billion in 2025, indicating resilient internal cash creation despite earnings volatility as it represents in figure 5. However, large negative investing cash flows, reaching US$18.8 billion in 2024, suggest significant expenditure on factories, technology and strategic assets. This reflects a growth-oriented capital allocation model rather than a cash-conservative strategy. Although financing inflows remained positive, reliance on external funding declined, implying stronger self-financing capacity and improved financial independence.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc227799717]Figure 5: Tesla summary of cash flows shows continued strong operating cash generation in 2023–2025, while substantial investing outflows reflect ongoing expansion and capital expenditure commitments.
Source: Tesla Annual Report (2025).
[bookmark: _Toc227799622]2.7 Overall Trends, Strengths, Weaknesses and Threats
Tesla’s five-year financial position suggests that the company remains fundamentally strong, but the quality of performance has weakened since its 2022 peak. Revenue expanded significantly from US$31.5 billion in 2020 to US$97.7 billion in 2024, confirming continued market scale and brand strength. However, stronger sales were not matched by sustained profitability, as net income declined from US$15.0 billion in 2023 to US$7.1 billion in 2024. This indicates that Tesla’s recent growth model relied increasingly on price reductions and market share defence rather than high-margin expansion (Tesla, 2025).
The company’s strongest financial advantages remain its conservative balance sheet, improving liquidity and positive operating cash generation. Debt-to-equity stood at only 0.11 times in 2024, while the current ratio improved to 2.03 times, suggesting strong solvency and limited refinancing pressure. These indicators provide Tesla with flexibility to invest in innovation, battery capacity and global expansion without immediate financing stress. In addition, positive operating cash flow demonstrates that the business continues to generate internal funds despite weaker earnings performance.
However, several weaknesses are evident. Gross profit margin fell from 25.6% in 2022 to 17.9% in 2024, while ROE declined sharply from 33.6% to 10.5% over the same period. Asset turnover also reduced to 0.85 times, implying that Tesla’s expanding asset base is being utilised less efficiently. These trends suggest that scale growth alone is no longer sufficient to preserve shareholder returns.
The principal external threat is intensifying global EV competition, particularly from lower-cost Chinese manufacturers and increasingly competitive legacy automotive firms. If pricing pressure continues while demand growth moderates, Tesla may sustain revenue volume but face further earnings compression. Therefore, Tesla’s next strategic phase should prioritise margin recovery, disciplined capital allocation and stronger utilisation of existing productive assets rather than relying primarily on volume expansion. Table 6 highlights that Tesla’s balance sheet remains robust, but future success will depend on converting market scale into stronger margins and higher returns rather than simply increasing unit sales.
[bookmark: _Toc227799753]Table 6: Tesla SWOT-Based Financial Summary (2024)
	Category
	Key Evidence
	Strategic Implication

	Strengths
	Current Ratio 2.03x; Debt-to-Equity 0.11x; Positive operating cash flow
	Strong liquidity and low financial risk support future investment capacity

	Weaknesses
	Gross Margin 17.9%; ROE 10.5%; Asset Turnover 0.85x
	Lower profitability and weaker efficiency reduce value creation

	Opportunities
	Energy storage growth, AI/autonomous technology, global expansion
	New revenue streams may diversify earnings base

	Threats
	EV price wars, slower market demand, rising competition
	Revenue may remain high while margins continue to decline





[bookmark: _Toc227799623]3.0 Working Capital Management
Working capital management is a critical determinant of Tesla’s financial resilience because the company operates in a highly capital-intensive industry characterized by volatile raw material prices, large production commitments and rapidly changing consumer demand. Although Tesla maintained a strong liquidity position in 2024, efficient working capital management remains essential because declining profitability means less margin for operational inefficiency. In corporate finance terms, firms with stronger control over inventory, receivables and payables generally require less external funding and generate stronger shareholder returns (Gitman et al., 2015). For Tesla, this issue has become more important as net income fell from US$15.0 billion in 2023 to US$7.1 billion in 2024, despite revenue remaining close to US$98 billion (Tesla, 2025). This indicates that future performance must rely not only on sales growth, but also on tighter internal cash management.
Tesla reported current assets of US$58.4 billion and current liabilities of US$28.8 billion in 2024, producing a current ratio of 2.03 times, which confirms a strong short-term solvency position (Tesla, 2025). However, strong liquidity ratios alone do not guarantee efficiency. Excess working capital tied in inventory or slow receivable collection can weaken returns on capital employed. Therefore, the quality and speed of working capital turnover are as important as the level of liquid resources.
[bookmark: _Toc227799624]3.1 Cash Operating Cycle Assessment
The cash operating cycle (COC), often referred to as the cash conversion cycle, measures the number of days cash remains tied up in normal operations before it is recovered through customer receipts. A lower cycle generally improves liquidity, reduces financing costs and enhances operational flexibility (Deari et al., 2024).
Formula
Cash Operating Cycle = Inventory Days + Receivable Days – Payable Days
Using Tesla’s 2024 financial data:
· Inventory Days = 58.1 days 
· Receivable Days = 14.8 days 
· Payable Days = 56.7 days 
Therefore:
COC = 58.1 + 14.8 – 56.7 = 16.2 days
This means Tesla’s operating cash was committed for approximately 16 days before being recovered through collections.
[bookmark: _Toc227799754]Table 7: Tesla Cash Operating Cycle Trend (2022–2024)
	Year
	Inventory Days
	Receivable Days
	Payable Days
	Cash Operating Cycle (Days)

	2022
	56.1
	10.9
	58.5
	8.5

	2023
	61.6
	12.2
	57.4
	16.4

	2024
	58.1
	14.8
	56.7
	16.2


Source: Author’s calculations based on Tesla Annual Reports (2023–2025).
The trend indicates that Tesla’s cash operating cycle almost doubled between 2022 and 2024. Although 16 days remains relatively efficient compared with many global manufacturers, the deterioration suggests more working capital became locked in operations. This may reflect slower inventory movement, softer demand in some regions or more generous credit arrangements with commercial customers. If this trend continues, Tesla may need to rely more heavily on external funding or internal cash reserves to support growth.
[bookmark: _Toc227799625]3.2 Inventory Control Improvement
Inventory represented approximately US$12.0 billion on Tesla’s 2024 balance sheet (Tesla, 2025), making stock management one of the most material working capital issues facing the company. Automotive inventory includes finished vehicles, battery cells, spare parts and raw materials such as lithium-based inputs. Excess holdings increase warehousing cost, insurance cost and obsolescence risk, particularly in an industry where model refresh cycles and battery technology evolve quickly.
Tesla’s inventory days increased from 56.1 days in 2022 to 61.6 days in 2023, before improving slightly to 58.1 days in 2024. This suggests that production growth temporarily outpaced final demand, requiring stronger stock control. If Tesla reduced inventory days by only three days, significant liquidity could be released for other uses such as R&D or debt reduction.
[bookmark: _Toc227799755]Table 8: Inventory Efficiency Position
	Year
	Inventory (US$bn)
	Inventory Days
	Interpretation

	2022
	12.8
	56.1
	Efficient stock turnover during growth phase

	2023
	13.6
	61.6
	Slower movement; possible demand imbalance

	2024
	12.0
	58.1
	Partial recovery but still above 2022 level


Source: Tesla (2023; 2024; 2025).
Tesla should improve inventory performance through enhanced demand forecasting, region-specific production scheduling and greater use of build-to-order models. Academic evidence suggests lean inventory systems are positively associated with stronger profitability and liquidity outcomes (Archavli et al., 2012).
[bookmark: _Toc227799626]3.3 Faster Debt Collection
Receivables are less significant for Tesla than for firms dependent entirely on trade credit, because many vehicle sales are paid immediately or financed externally. However, leasing, fleet contracts, energy storage sales and service operations still create receivable balances. Tesla’s receivable days increased from 10.9 days in 2022 to 14.8 days in 2024, showing slower cash collection.
[bookmark: _Toc227799756]Table 9: Receivable Efficiency Trend
	Year
	Accounts Receivable (US$bn)
	Receivable Days
	Interpretation

	2022
	3.0
	10.9
	Strong collection discipline

	2023
	3.5
	12.2
	Moderate slowing

	2024
	4.4
	14.8
	Higher cash tied in debtors


Source: Tesla (2023; 2024; 2025).
Although these figures remain comparatively low, the direction of movement is negative. If Tesla reduced receivable days from 14.8 to 12 days, this could release substantial short-term cash. Tesla should therefore strengthen invoice automation, credit review procedures for commercial clients and early payment incentives for fleet customers. Alsulayhim (2019) found that faster receivable collection is commonly associated with improved profitability because less capital is immobilised in debtor balances.
[bookmark: _Toc227799627]3.4 Supplier Credit Improvement
Supplier credit is an important low-cost source of working capital finance. Tesla’s payable days remained around 57 days in recent years, suggesting that suppliers effectively financed part of Tesla’s operating cycle. However, payable days declined slightly in 2024, reducing this funding benefit.
[bookmark: _Toc227799757]Table 10: Payables Management Trend
	Year
	Accounts Payable (US$bn)
	Payable Days
	Interpretation

	2022
	12.8
	58.5
	Strong supplier funding support

	2023
	12.5
	57.4
	Stable position

	2024
	13.4
	56.7
	Slightly faster payments


Source: Tesla (2023; 2024; 2025).
Tesla should negotiate differentiated supplier terms. Strategic battery suppliers may require prompt and reliable settlement to protect continuity of supply, while large-scale component providers may accept longer credit terms through volume contracts. Extending average payable days modestly toward 60 days would improve working capital without materially harming supplier relationships. Supply chain finance literature suggests collaborative credit management can improve liquidity for both buyers and suppliers when structured responsibly (Jansen, 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc227799628]3.5 Cash Management Improvement
Tesla generated operating cash flow of US$14.9 billion in 2024, confirming strong internal cash creation despite lower profits (Tesla, 2025). However, large cash balances can reduce returns when surplus funds are not productively deployed.
[bookmark: _Toc227799758]Table 11: Tesla Cash Flow Position
	Year
	Operating Cash Flow (US$bn)
	Investing Cash Flow (US$bn)
	Financing Cash Flow (US$bn)

	2023
	13.3
	(15.6)
	2.6

	2024
	14.9
	(18.8)
	3.9

	2025
	14.7
	(15.5)
	1.1


Source: Tesla (2025).
The data shows Tesla continues to generate strong operating cash but reinvests heavily in expansion. Tesla should optimise treasury management by allocating excess liquidity toward high-return automation projects, battery innovation, selective debt reduction and value-accretive investment opportunities rather than holding excessive idle balances.
[bookmark: _Toc227799629]3.6 Short-Term vs Long-Term Financing Options
[bookmark: _Toc227799759]Table 12: Financing Options for Tesla
	Finance Type
	Option
	Strategic Assessment

	Short-Term
	Overdraft
	Flexible for temporary liquidity gaps but relatively costly

	Short-Term
	Trade Credit
	Low-cost source tied to supplier relationships

	Short-Term
	Bank Loan
	Fast access but refinancing risk if overused

	Long-Term
	Bonds
	Suitable for plant expansion and strategic projects

	Long-Term
	Equity
	No repayment obligation but dilutes ownership

	Long-Term
	Retained Earnings
	Lowest-cost internal source if profits available


Source: Lakhtionova et al. (2021).
Short-term finance is appropriate for temporary seasonal pressures or inventory spikes, but Tesla’s strong liquidity means excessive reliance on short-term borrowing would be unnecessary. Long-term finance is more suitable for gigafactory expansion, autonomous driving technology and battery infrastructure because these assets generate returns over many years.
Selective Use of Long-Term Bonds
For major strategic investments, moderate long-term bond financing is the most suitable external option. Tesla’s low gearing position provides unused borrowing capacity, while long-term debt aligns more effectively with assets that generate returns over many years. Financing factories or technology platforms through short-term borrowing would create maturity mismatch and refinancing risk. By contrast, bonds allow Tesla to spread repayment over the useful life of the investment and preserve short-term liquidity (Coelho et al., 2024).
Nevertheless, debt should be applied selectively rather than aggressively. Tesla’s interest cover ratio declined from 57.0 times in 2023 to 20.2 times in 2024, showing that although debt servicing remains comfortable, earnings protection has weakened (Tesla, 2025). Excess leverage during a period of softer profitability could reduce financial flexibility if demand weakens further.
Final Recommendation
Overall, Tesla should adopt a disciplined financing model in which retained earnings fund routine investment needs, long-term bonds support large strategic expansion, and equity issuance is used only in exceptional circumstances. This structure balances growth ambitions with financial resilience and is most consistent with Tesla’s current low-gearing position and need to restore profitability.
[bookmark: _Toc227799631]4.0 Strategic Financial Restructuring Plan
Tesla remains one of the world’s most recognised electric vehicle manufacturers, yet its recent financial results suggest that rapid scale expansion has not translated into stable earnings quality. In 2024, Tesla reported revenue of US$97.7 billion, broadly unchanged from US$96.8 billion in 2023, but net income declined sharply from US$15.0 billion to US$7.1 billion over the same period (Tesla, 2025). Gross profit margin also reduced from 18.3% in 2023 to 17.9% in 2024, while Return on Equity fell to 10.5%, significantly below the 33.6% achieved in 2022. These figures indicate that Tesla’s recent strategy relied increasingly on price reductions and market share defence rather than value-accretive growth. As Chief Financial Officer, the most appropriate response is a strategic restructuring programme focused on restoring profitability, improving capital productivity and preserving long-term shareholder value.
[bookmark: _Toc227799632]4.1 Strategic Rationale for Restructuring
Tesla does not currently face a solvency crisis. The company retains strong liquidity, low leverage and positive operating cash flow. However, restructuring is still justified because declining margins, lower returns on capital employed and weaker earnings conversion indicate deterioration in economic performance. Strategic restructuring should therefore be viewed as a proactive value-restoration exercise rather than a distressed turnaround.
[bookmark: _Toc227799760]Table 13: Tesla Key Financial Warning Indicators
	Indicator
	2022
	2023
	2024
	Strategic Concern

	Gross Profit Margin
	25.6%
	18.3%
	17.9%
	Margin compression

	Net Income (US$bn)
	12.6
	15.0
	7.1
	Earnings decline

	ROE
	33.6%
	28.0%
	10.5%
	Lower shareholder returns

	ROCE
	24.2%
	13.7%
	8.9%
	Weak capital productivity

	Debt-to-Equity
	0.07x
	0.08x
	0.11x
	Still low leverage


Source: Author’s calculations based on Tesla (2023–2025).
The table demonstrates that Tesla’s balance sheet remains strong, but profitability and return indicators have weakened materially. This means the priority is not rescue finance, but restoring financial efficiency.
[bookmark: _Toc227799633]4.2 Portfolio Rationalisation and Selective Divestiture
Tesla operates across automotive manufacturing, energy storage, charging infrastructure, service centres, software development and retail operations. Although diversification can create ecosystem advantages, some units may generate lower returns than core automotive and battery operations. Maintaining underperforming assets can absorb management attention and dilute returns.
Selective divestiture should therefore focus on low-margin or strategically non-essential assets such as inefficient retail locations, duplicated regional facilities or non-core service operations. The objective would be to release capital for higher-return segments including battery storage, autonomous driving software and next-generation manufacturing automation (Marobhe, 2014).
[bookmark: _Toc227799761]Table 14: Divestiture Evaluation Framework
	Potential Asset Type
	Restructuring Action
	Financial Benefit
	Strategic Risk

	Low-performing retail sites
	Closure / franchising
	Lower overhead cost
	Reduced brand presence

	Non-core service operations
	Outsourcing
	Better cost efficiency
	Lower service control

	Underutilised facilities
	Sale / consolidation
	Capital release
	Capacity constraints later

	Minor non-core investments
	Disposal
	Improved focus
	Opportunity cost


Source: Author’s strategic CFO proposal.
If executed carefully, divestiture would improve asset turnover and ROCE. However, excessive asset sales could reduce Tesla’s integrated ecosystem advantage, so restructuring should remain selective rather than aggressive.
[bookmark: _Toc227799634]4.3 Strategic Alliances Instead of Large-Scale Merger Activity
Tesla does not require a transformational merger at present because it already possesses scale, brand strength and manufacturing capability. A more financially efficient route is strategic alliances or targeted acquisitions in areas where internal capability is weaker or expensive to build organically.
Examples include battery mineral processing partnerships, semiconductor supply agreements, autonomous AI chip collaboration or joint ventures in emerging markets such as India and Southeast Asia. These arrangements can lower capital requirements while accelerating market access (Singhania et al., 2014).
[bookmark: _Toc227799762]Table 15: Alliance-Based Restructuring Options
	Area
	Proposed Structure
	Expected Benefit

	Battery minerals
	Joint venture sourcing
	Lower raw material risk

	Charging networks
	Infrastructure partnerships
	Faster expansion

	Emerging markets
	Local assembly JV
	Lower entry cost

	AI / software
	Technology alliance
	Faster innovation cycle


Source: Author’s strategic proposal based on Tesla market structure.
[bookmark: _Toc227799635]4.4 Capital Structure Reform and Debt Optimisation
Tesla’s balance sheet remains conservatively financed, with debt-to-equity of only 0.11 times in 2024 (Tesla, 2025). While low leverage reduces financial risk, it may also imply an inefficiently high reliance on equity capital, which is generally more expensive than debt. Moderate leverage can reduce the weighted average cost of capital when managed prudently (Moyo, 2025).
However, Tesla’s interest cover ratio declined from 57.0 times in 2023 to 20.2 times in 2024, indicating weaker profit protection despite still-strong repayment capacity. Therefore, debt expansion should be controlled and linked only to high-return long-life assets.
[bookmark: _Toc227799763]Table 16: Debt Restructuring Options
	Option
	Financial Effect
	Strategic Suitability

	Green bonds
	Lower-cost ESG-linked finance
	High

	Refinance older debt
	Lower interest burden
	Medium

	Large new leverage issue
	Higher risk exposure
	Low

	Moderate project debt
	Supports expansion efficiently
	High


Source: Author’s CFO evaluation.
[bookmark: _Toc227799636]4.5 Cost Restructuring to Restore Margins
Tesla’s most urgent need is cost restructuring. Revenue remained high in 2024, but net income fell by more than 50% from the prior year. This strongly suggests that pricing pressure, operating expenses and production inefficiencies damaged earnings quality.
Tesla should therefore pursue margin restoration through lean manufacturing, procurement reform and overhead discipline.
[bookmark: _Toc227799764]Table 17: Cost Restructuring Priorities
	Cost Area
	Proposed Action
	Expected Financial Outcome

	Manufacturing
	Greater automation and lean processes
	Lower unit cost

	Procurement
	Multi-year battery contracts
	Reduced material volatility

	Logistics
	Regional sourcing and assembly
	Lower freight cost

	Retail network
	Rationalise low-traffic sites
	Reduced SG&A expense

	R&D portfolio
	Prioritise commercialisable projects
	Higher innovation ROI


Source: Author’s strategic restructuring plan.
If Tesla improves gross margin even by 2–3 percentage points, the profit effect could be substantial given annual revenue close to US$98 billion.
[bookmark: _Toc227799637]4.6 Taxation, Currency Risk and Inflation Management
Tesla’s global operations expose the company to tax complexity, exchange-rate volatility and inflationary cost pressure. Restructuring must therefore include treasury and fiscal discipline, not only operational reform.
[bookmark: _Toc227799765]Table 18: Global Financial Risk Controls
	Risk Area
	Current Exposure
	Recommended Response

	Taxation
	Multi-jurisdiction profits
	Transparent tax planning

	Currency risk
	USD reporting vs global sales
	FX hedging (EUR, CNY etc.)

	Inflation
	Labour and battery inputs
	Long-term supply contracts

	Tariffs
	Trade barriers
	Regional production hubs


Source: Marzouk (2025); Author’s analysis.
Currency hedging is particularly important because revenue earned in foreign currencies may weaken when translated into US dollars. Likewise, regional production can reduce tariff exposure and logistics inflation.

[bookmark: _Toc227799638]4.7 CSR and Ethical Restructuring
Financial restructuring that damages labour standards or environmental commitments may create short-term savings but long-term value destruction. Tesla’s brand is strongly linked to sustainability and innovation, so restructuring should reinforce rather than weaken ESG credibility.
[bookmark: _Toc227799766]Table 19: Ethical Restructuring Principles
	Area
	Ethical Priority
	Strategic Benefit

	Labour
	Fair treatment and safety
	Lower reputational risk

	Supply chain
	Responsible mineral sourcing
	Stronger ESG profile

	Environment
	Low-carbon production
	Investor confidence

	Governance
	Transparent reporting
	Lower cost of capital


Source: Friede et al. (2015).
[bookmark: _Toc227799639]4.8 Recommended Turnaround Strategy
The most effective restructuring model for Tesla is a value-restoration strategy rather than a crisis turnaround. The company should combine selective divestiture, moderate green bond financing, cost restructuring and strategic alliances while preserving its low-gearing balance sheet.
[bookmark: _Toc227799767]Table 20: Final CFO Restructuring Plan
	Priority
	Action
	Expected Outcome

	1
	Cost restructuring
	Margin recovery

	2
	Selective divestiture
	Better ROCE and asset turnover

	3
	Green bond financing
	Efficient long-term funding

	4
	Strategic alliances
	Growth with lower capital risk

	5
	FX / inflation controls
	Earnings stability

	6
	ESG-led governance
	Stronger investor confidence


Source: Author’s integrated CFO strategy.
[bookmark: _Toc227799640]5.0 Investment Appraisal and Capital Budgeting
Capital budgeting is a critical strategic responsibility of the Chief Financial Officer because it determines whether long-term investments create or destroy shareholder value. For Tesla, this decision is particularly important because recent profitability has weakened despite strong revenues. In 2024, Tesla generated revenue of US$97.7 billion, yet net income fell to US$7.1 billion, almost half the prior year level (Tesla, 2025). This means future capital expenditure must be highly selective and focused on projects that strengthen returns rather than merely expand scale.
This section evaluates three proposed projects, each requiring an initial investment of £50 million, using five standard appraisal techniques: Payback Period (PBP), Accounting Rate of Return (ARR), Net Present Value (NPV), Profitability Index (PI) and Internal Rate of Return (IRR). A discount rate of 10% is applied, with straight-line depreciation to zero over five years.
[bookmark: _Toc227799641]5.1 Project Data
The three proposed investment opportunities each require an identical initial capital outlay of £50 million, meaning the selection decision should not be based on project size, but on the quality, timing and certainty of expected cash inflows. In capital budgeting, where projects have equal initial cost, management attention should focus on which option generates faster recovery, stronger profitability and higher discounted value creation (Allen and Lambrecht, 2025). For Tesla, this is particularly important because recent financial performance shows declining profitability and weaker return on capital employed, implying that future investments must be more selective than during earlier expansion phases (Tesla, 2025).
Although all three projects require the same investment, their cash flow patterns differ significantly. Project A generates moderate early and mid-stage returns, peaking in Year 3 before declining. Project B offers highly stable and predictable annual inflows of £11 million each year, making it lower risk from a cash planning perspective. Project C, by contrast, is back-loaded and growth-oriented, producing weaker early inflows but much stronger returns in Years 3 and 4. This distinction is strategically relevant because projects with delayed but larger inflows may create more value if the business can tolerate slower early recovery.
[bookmark: _Toc227799768]Table 21: Proposed Investment Projects
	Project
	Initial Cost (£m)
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Year 5

	A
	50
	10
	12
	14
	10
	8

	B
	50
	11
	11
	11
	11
	11

	C
	50
	5
	10
	20
	25
	5



From a strategic CFO perspective, Project A appears balanced but lacks exceptional upside. Project B offers certainty and smoother liquidity planning, which may appeal during periods of earnings volatility. Project C appears more aggressive, sacrificing short-term recovery in exchange for stronger mid-term gains. Therefore, before formal calculations, Project C already appears most attractive where Tesla seeks future growth, whereas Project B may suit a more defensive financial strategy.
[bookmark: _Toc227799642]5.2 Payback Period (PBP)
Payback Period measures the time required for a project to recover its initial investment from cumulative cash inflows. Although the method does not incorporate the time value of money or post-payback returns, it remains useful when liquidity preservation, uncertainty and capital risk are important considerations (Ježovita, 2022). Given Tesla’s decline in net income during 2024, faster capital recovery has become strategically more valuable.
The cumulative recovery profiles show clear differences among the three projects. Project A recovers gradually, reaching £46 million by Year 4 and crossing the investment threshold during Year 5. Project B follows an even smoother pattern but remains slightly slower than Project A. Project C initially lags because it returns only £5 million in Year 1, yet rapid growth in Years 3 and 4 allows it to recover investment much earlier than competitors.

[bookmark: _Toc227799769]Table 22: Payback Period Calculations
	Project
	Cumulative Cash Flow (£m)
	Payback Result

	A
	10, 22, 36, 46, 54
	4.50 years

	B
	11, 22, 33, 44, 55
	4.55 years

	C
	5, 15, 35, 60
	3.60 years


Source: Author’s calculations based on given Brief (2026).
The results show that Project C achieves the shortest payback period at 3.6 years, substantially outperforming Projects A and B, both of which require more than 4.5 years. For Tesla, whose profitability weakened significantly in 2024, this is strategically important because quicker recovery reduces capital exposure and improves flexibility for reinvestment.
However, payback should not be used in isolation. A fast-repaying project may still create weak long-term value if later returns are limited. Nevertheless, under uncertain market conditions such as EV pricing pressure, rising competition and volatile battery input costs, shorter payback becomes more attractive because it lowers risk. Therefore, Project C ranks highest under the payback method and would be favoured by a risk-conscious CFO.
[bookmark: _Toc227799643]5.3 Accounting Rate of Return (ARR)
ARR measures average annual accounting profit as a percentage of the average investment tied up in the project. Unlike payback, ARR incorporates profitability rather than only cash recovery, making it useful where management performance targets are linked to reported earnings. However, ARR still ignores the time value of money and depends on accounting profit rather than cash flow (Atrill and McLaney, 2021).
Under the straight-line depreciation assumption:
· Annual depreciation = £50 million ÷ 5 = £10 million per year 
· Average investment = (50 + 0) ÷ 2 = £25 million 
Project profits are derived by subtracting annual depreciation from annual cash inflows. These profits are then averaged over the five-year life of each project.
[bookmark: _Toc227799770]Table 23: ARR Calculations
	Project
	Average Annual Profit (£m)
	ARR

	A
	0.8
	3.2%

	B
	1.0
	4.0%

	C
	3.0
	12.0%


Source: Author’s calculations based on Brief (2026).
The findings again place Project C in first position. Its ARR of 12.0% is three times Project B and almost four times Project A. This indicates that, from an accounting profitability perspective, Project C would contribute materially more to Tesla’s earnings performance.
This matters because Tesla’s recent net income decline means future projects should support both cash flow and reported profit recovery. Project A and Project B offer relatively weak ARR outcomes, suggesting they would tie up capital without materially improving earnings ratios such as ROE or EPS. By contrast, Project C appears more capable of supporting profit restoration.
Nevertheless, ARR should be interpreted cautiously. Since it ignores discounting, it may overstate the attractiveness of later cash flows. In Project C’s case, much of the value is concentrated in Years 3 and 4, so discounted methods such as NPV and IRR remain essential before final approval. Even so, the ARR analysis reinforces a consistent theme emerging from earlier methods: Project C appears financially superior to Projects A and B.
[bookmark: _Toc227799644]5.4 Net Present Value (NPV)
Net Present Value (NPV) is widely regarded as the most theoretically robust capital budgeting technique because it directly measures the increase or decrease in shareholder wealth created by an investment after considering the time value of money. Unlike Payback Period or ARR, NPV recognises that cash received earlier is more valuable than cash received later because earlier funds can be reinvested or used to reduce financing needs (Leeper, 2022). For Tesla, this method is particularly relevant because recent profitability pressure and lower ROCE suggest that new investments must create genuine economic value rather than simply expand scale.
The appraisal applies a required rate of return of 10%, representing Tesla’s minimum acceptable return for medium-risk projects. Each annual cash inflow is discounted to present value using the standard discount factors below.
[bookmark: _Toc227799771]Table 24: Discount Factors at 10%
	Year
	Discount Factor

	1
	0.909

	2
	0.826

	3
	0.751

	4
	0.683

	5
	0.621


Source: Author’s calculations based on 10% discount rate.
These discount factors show that cash flows received in later years contribute progressively less to present value. For example, £1 received in Year 5 is worth only £0.621 today, meaning projects with delayed returns become less attractive under NPV analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc227799772]Table 25: NPV Results
	Project
	PV of Inflows (£m)
	Initial Cost (£m)
	NPV (£m)

	A
	41.32
	50
	(8.68)

	B
	41.70
	50
	(8.30)

	C
	48.02
	50
	(1.98)


Source: Author’s calculations based on Brief (2026).
The results indicate that none of the three projects generates a positive NPV at the required 10% discount rate. In strict financial terms, this means all projects would reduce shareholder value if accepted under current assumptions. Project A would destroy approximately £8.68 million, while Project B performs only marginally better with a negative NPV of £8.30 million.
Project C performs substantially better than the alternatives, producing the least negative NPV of £1.98 million. Although still below acceptance standard, it is materially closer to economic viability. This stronger result is mainly due to the larger inflows in Years 3 and 4 (£20 million and £25 million respectively), which outweigh weaker early cash flows.
From a CFO perspective, these findings are strategically significant. Tesla’s declining margins and lower capital returns mean management should be highly selective about approving negative-value projects. If Tesla already faces pressure on ROCE, accepting projects that fail to exceed the cost of capital may further weaken shareholder returns. Therefore, unless Project C offers substantial strategic benefits such as market entry, technology acquisition or cost reduction, rejection would be financially rational.
However, the narrow negative NPV of Project C also suggests that modest improvements in project execution, cost reduction or financing terms could convert it into a positive-value investment. Therefore, Project C may warrant redesign rather than immediate rejection.
[bookmark: _Toc227799645]5.5 Profitability Index (PI)
The Profitability Index (PI) measures the present value created for every £1 invested and is particularly useful when capital is scarce or projects must be ranked under budget constraints. A PI above 1.0 indicates that present value inflows exceed the initial investment, while a PI below 1.0 indicates value destruction (Chang et al., 2023).
[bookmark: _Toc227799773]Table 26: Profitability Index Results
	Project
	PI

	A
	0.83

	B
	0.83

	C
	0.96


Source: Author’s calculations based on Brief (2026).
The results show that Projects A and B both generate only £0.83 of present value for each £1 invested, making them relatively weak uses of capital. Project C again performs best, generating £0.96 for every £1 invested. Although this remains below the ideal threshold of 1.0, it is significantly stronger than the alternatives.
PI is particularly relevant because Tesla’s 2024 results showed falling ROCE. In such an environment, management should favour investments with the highest value generated per pound invested. Therefore, Project C remains the most attractive option under this method.
[bookmark: _Toc227799646]5.6 Internal Rate of Return (IRR)
Internal Rate of Return (IRR) represents the discount rate at which a project’s NPV equals zero. It can be interpreted as the project’s estimated annual return. Projects are generally accepted when IRR exceeds the company’s required rate of return, which in this case is 10% (Odar et al., 2015).
[bookmark: _Toc227799774]Table 27: IRR Results
	Project
	IRR

	A
	2.7%

	B
	3.3%

	C
	8.6%


Source: Author’s calculations based on Brief (2026).
Project C again ranks first, producing an IRR of 8.6%, considerably above Project A (2.7%) and Project B (3.3%). This confirms that Project C offers the strongest earning potential among the available choices.
However, the critical issue is that 8.6% remains below Tesla’s required 10% hurdle rate. Therefore, even the best-performing project fails to meet the minimum return standard. This means Tesla would be accepting suboptimal returns relative to its cost of capital.
Projects A and B appear particularly unattractive under IRR analysis because returns below 4% would be difficult to justify in a company with significant alternative uses of capital such as automation, battery innovation or strategic acquisitions. Therefore, from a strict financial viewpoint, only Project C merits further consideration.
IRR can sometimes favour smaller or earlier-returning projects, but in this case it aligns with NPV and PI, increasing confidence in the result.
[bookmark: _Toc227799647]5.7 Overall Financial Ranking
To improve decision quality, results from all appraisal methods should be compared rather than relying on one measure in isolation. Each technique captures a different aspect of project attractiveness: liquidity (PBP), accounting return (ARR), shareholder value (NPV), capital efficiency (PI) and percentage return (IRR).
[bookmark: _Toc227799775]Table 28: Comparative Ranking of Projects
	Method
	Best Project
	Weakest Project

	Payback
	C
	B

	ARR
	C
	A

	NPV
	C
	A

	PI
	C
	A / B

	IRR
	C
	A


Source: Author’s calculations.
The consistency of results is highly significant. Project C ranks first under every appraisal technique, which substantially increases confidence in the conclusion. When different methods produce conflicting outcomes, management judgement becomes more complex. In this case, however, all five methods indicate the same preferred project.
Projects A and B perform notably weaker. Project A suffers from lower profitability and the worst NPV, while Project B offers stability but insufficient returns. Project C combines the fastest recovery, highest accounting return and strongest discounted performance. From Tesla’s CFO perspective, this consistency suggests that if one project must be selected for strategic reasons, Project C is the only defensible option. Nevertheless, because all discounted metrics remain below acceptance thresholds, approval should ideally depend on whether management can improve expected cash flows, reduce project cost or identify wider strategic benefits not captured numerically.

[bookmark: _Toc227799648]5.8 Project Recommendation
Financial Evaluation
Using orthodox capital budgeting principles, Tesla should technically reject all three projects because none satisfies the company’s required return benchmark. All projects generate negative NPVs, all Profitability Index values are below 1.0, and all IRRs remain below the 10% hurdle rate. This indicates that each proposal would fail to create sufficient value to compensate for Tesla’s cost of capital (Saukkonen et al., 2018). Given Tesla’s recent decline in ROCE and lower profit margins, approving weak-return projects could further dilute shareholder value.
Strategic Evaluation
If management must proceed for strategic reasons such as technology development, market access or production efficiency, Project C is the strongest option. It delivers the fastest payback period (3.6 years), the highest ARR (12.0%), the highest IRR (8.6%), and the least negative NPV (£1.98 million). In addition, Project C generates stronger mid-term inflows of £20 million in Year 3 and £25 million in Year 4, which would support liquidity and investment flexibility. This is particularly relevant because Tesla’s 2024 profitability weakened significantly (Tesla, 2025).
[bookmark: _Toc227799649]5.9 Non-Financial Risk Considerations
Financial returns should be balanced with strategic and operational risks. Political factors such as tariffs, EV subsidies and environmental regulation can materially affect project returns. Competitive pressure from BYD and lower-cost rivals may reduce pricing power, while rapid advances in battery systems and AI technology increase obsolescence risk. Customer loyalty is closely linked to innovation and product quality, meaning projects that strengthen Tesla’s technological leadership may offer wider benefits beyond immediate financial returns. ESG expectations are also relevant, as investments inconsistent with sustainability goals may weaken brand reputation and investor confidence (Madhou et al., 2015).
[bookmark: _Toc227799776]Table 29: Non-Financial Decision Factors
	Risk Factor
	Relevance to Tesla

	Political Risk
	Tariffs, EV incentives, regulation

	Competitive Pressure
	BYD and low-cost rivals

	Technology Risk
	Fast battery / AI innovation

	Customer Loyalty
	Depends on innovation quality

	ESG Expectations
	Sustainability reputation



[bookmark: _Toc227799650]5.10 Capital Rationing (£100 Million Limit)
If Tesla can invest only £100 million, it must select two projects. Based on combined NPV, the strongest combination is Projects B + C, which produces the least negative financial outcome. Project C offers higher returns and quicker recovery, while Project B provides stable annual inflows of £11 million each year, improving cash flow certainty. This combination therefore balances growth potential with financial stability.
[bookmark: _Toc227799777]Table 30: Best Project Combination
	Combination
	Total Cost (£m)
	Combined NPV (£m)

	A + B
	100
	(16.98)

	A + C
	100
	(10.66)

	B + C
	100
	(10.28)



[bookmark: _Toc227799651]5.11 Final CFO Recommendation
Tesla should maintain strict investment discipline given falling margins and weaker returns on capital. Under normal financial criteria, all three projects should be rejected. However, if one project must be undertaken, Project C is the most suitable due to stronger returns and better liquidity timing. Under capital rationing, Projects B + C represent the best available combination because they provide the most balanced mix of return potential and cash flow stability.

[bookmark: _Toc227799652]6.0 Conclusion
This report concludes that Tesla remains financially strong in terms of liquidity, low gearing and positive operating cash flow, but recent results indicate weakening profitability and lower capital efficiency. Although revenue remained high, falling gross margins, reduced ROE and declining ROCE suggest that scale growth alone is no longer sufficient to sustain superior shareholder returns. Working capital analysis showed that tighter inventory, receivable and supplier management could further strengthen cash conversion. The restructuring review identified cost discipline, selective divestiture, moderate debt optimisation and strategic alliances as the most appropriate value-restoration measures. Investment appraisal findings showed that none of the proposed projects met the full 10% required return; however, Project C was the strongest strategic option, while Projects B and C were preferable under capital rationing. Overall, Tesla’s future success depends on profitability recovery, disciplined capital allocation and operational efficiency.


[bookmark: _Toc227799653]References
Archavli, E., Siriopoulos, C. and Arvanitis, S., 2012. Determinants of working capital management. Available at SSRN 2179907.
Alsulayhim, N., 2019. The relationship between working capital management and profitability.
Allen, F. and Lambrecht, B.M., 2025. Stewart C. Myers (1940–). In The Palgrave Companion to MIT Economics (pp. 441-458). Cham: Springer Nature Switzerland.
Chang, K., Lasyoud, A.A. and Osman, D., 2023. Management accounting system: Insights from the decision making theories. Social Sciences & Humanities Open, 8(1), p.100529.
Coelho, T., Lisboa, I. and Oliveira, C., 2024. Is there an optimal working capital management that minimizes European stock risk?. European Journal of Applied Business Management, 10(1), pp.91-114.
Deari, F., Kukeli, A., Barbuta-Misu, N. and Virlanuta, F.O., 2024. Does working capital management affect firm profitability? Evidence from European Union countries. Journal of Economic and Administrative Sciences, 40(5), pp.1060-1080.
Friede, G., Busch, T. and Bassen, A., 2015. ESG and financial performance: aggregated evidence from more than 2000 empirical studies. Journal of sustainable finance & investment, 5(4), pp.210-233.
Gitman, L.J., Juchau, R. and Flanagan, J., 2015. Principles of managerial finance. Pearson Higher Education AU.
Ježovita, A., 2022. Share capital maintenance in large croatian groups. InterEULawEast: Journal for the international and european law, economics and market integrations, 9(2), pp.120-150.
Jansen, J., 2024. Supply Chain Finance Perspectives. A. Banyai, Supply Chain Perspectives and Applications, pp.1-25.
Koroma, S. and Bein, M., 2024. The moderating effect of economic policy uncertainty on the relationship between working capital management and profitability: evidence from UK non-financial firms. Sage Open, 14(2), p.21582440241242552.
Lakhtionova, L., But, V., Kalabukhova, S. and Hnylytska, L., 2021, June. Modeling of forecasting financial statement. In International Conference on Comprehensible Science (pp. 144-157). Cham: Springer International Publishing.
Leeper, L., 2022. Developing faith integration in a principles of corporate finance course. Christian Business Academy Review, 17.
Madhou, A., Moosa, I. and Ramiah, V., 2015. Working capital as a determinant of corporate profitability. Review of Pacific Basin Financial Markets and Policies, 18(04), p.1550024.
Marobhe, M.I., 2014. An empirical analysis of the relationship between working capital management and profitability: panel evidence from listed manufacturing companies in East Africa.
Moyo, V., 2025. A note on the alternative method of estimating a firm’s sustainable growth rate. International Journal of Business Ecosystem & Strategy (2687-2293), 7(3), pp.322-329.
Marzouk, O.A., 2025. Summary of the 2023 report of TCEP (tracking clean energy progress) by the International Energy Agency (IEA), and proposed process for computing a single aggregate rating. In E3S Web of Conferences (Vol. 601, p. 00048). EDP Sciences.
Odar, M., Kavčič, S. and Jerman, M., 2015. The role of a management accounting system in the decision-making process: Evidence from a post-transition economy. Engineering Economics, 26(1), pp.84-92.
Singhania, M., Sharma, N. and Yagnesh Rohit, J., 2014. Working capital management and profitability: evidence from Indian manufacturing companies. Decision, 41(3), pp.313-326.
Saukkonen, N., Laine, T. and Suomala, P., 2018. Utilizing management accounting information for decision-making: Limitations stemming from the process structure and the actors involved. Qualitative Research in Accounting & Management, 15(2), pp.181-205.
Tesla (2021) Annual Report 2020. Austin: Tesla Inc. Available at: https://ir.tesla.com/_flysystem/s3/sec/000156459021004599/tsla-10k_20201231-gen.pdf (Accessed: 20 April 2026).
Tesla (2022) Annual Report 2021. Austin: Tesla Inc. Available at: https://ir.tesla.com/_flysystem/s3/sec/000095017023001409/tsla-20221231-gen.pdf (Accessed: 20 April 2026).
Tesla (2023) Annual Report 2022. Austin: Tesla Inc. Available at: https://ir.tesla.com/_flysystem/s3/sec/000162828024002390/tsla-20231231-gen.pdf (Accessed: 20 April 2026).
Tesla (2024) Annual Report 2023. Austin: Tesla Inc. Available at: https://ir.tesla.com/_flysystem/s3/sec/000162828025003063/tsla-20241231-gen.pdf (Accessed: 20 April 2026).
Tesla (2025) Annual Report 2024 (Form 10-K). Austin: Tesla Inc. Available at: https://ir.tesla.com/_flysystem/s3/sec/000162828026003952/tsla-20251231-gen.pdf (Accessed: 20 April 2026).
Zhou, L., Chen, M. and Lee, H., 2022. Supply chain finance: A research review and prospects based on a systematic literature analysis from a financial ecology perspective. Sustainability, 14(21), p.14452.




Tesla Liquidity Ratio Trends (2020–2024)
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Tesla Gearing and Debt Servicing Position (2020–2024)
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Tesla Profitability Ratio Trends (2020–2024)
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