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Executive Summary

This report evaluates two connected areas of financial management: the financial performance of Barclays PLC and the capital investment decision facing Beard Plc. In Part 1, Barclays PLC is selected because its ordinary shares trade on the London Stock Exchange and it is a FTSE 100 constituent. The analysis uses profitability, liquidity, gearing, efficiency and investor ratios for the financial years 2024 and 2025. The results indicate that Barclays improved its headline performance in 2025. Total income increased to £29.1bn, profit before tax rose to £9.139bn, return on tangible equity increased from 10.5% to 11.3%, and earnings per share rose from 36.0p to 43.8p. The capital position also strengthened, with the CET1 ratio increasing from 13.6% to 14.3%. Liquidity remained well above the regulatory minimum, with an LCR of 170.0% and NSFR of 135.2%.
However, the improvement is not risk-free. The cost: income ratio remained high at 61%, credit impairment charges increased to £2.3bn, and group-level ratios can hide differences between UK retail banking, investment banking, wealth management and US consumer banking. The report therefore recommends continued cost discipline, cautious capital distributions, stronger credit risk monitoring and clearer reporting of recurring versus non-recurring performance drivers.
Part 2 evaluates Beard Plc’s three four-year investment options using net present value, internal rate of return and capital rationing. Option A has a negative NPV of approximately -£3,263 and should be rejected. Options B and C have positive NPVs of approximately £73,952 and £91,226 respectively. Option C is the strongest stand-alone project because it creates the greatest expected shareholder wealth and has an approximate IRR of 8.57%, which exceeds the 5% cost of capital. Under a £1.5m capital constraint, the optimal policy is to invest fully in Option C and use the remaining £500,000 to fund 55.56% of Option B, producing a combined NPV of approximately £132,310. The report advises Beard Plc to use NPV as the primary decision rule, but to consider demand risk, operational capacity, working capital, strategic fit and financing capacity before implementation.
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Introduction 

Financial management provides the information and judgement needed for directors to allocate resources, manage risk and evaluate whether corporate decisions create sustainable value. At Level 7, the task is not only to calculate figures, but also to interpret them critically, recognise the limitations of financial techniques and translate numerical findings into advice for management. Ratio analysis and investment appraisal are therefore useful only when they are connected to the business context, the quality of the underlying data and the objectives of the organisation (Atrill, 2019; Pike, Neale and Akbar, 2018; Brigham and Ehrhardt, 2020; Berk and DeMarzo, 2020).
This report addresses the two requirements of the BMMB7005 assessment. Part 1 presents a business report to the directors of Barclays PLC, a London Stock Exchange listed FTSE 100 company. It evaluates two years of financial performance using profitability, liquidity, gearing, efficiency and investor ratios. Because Barclays is a bank, the analysis uses bank-relevant measures such as return on tangible equity, the Common Equity Tier 1 ratio, the liquidity coverage ratio and the net stable funding ratio, rather than relying only on ratios designed for manufacturing or retail firms. This is important because financial institutions have different balance sheet structures, regulatory requirements and risk exposures from non-financial companies (Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, 2013; Heffernan, 2005).
Part 2 evaluates three four-year investment options for Beard Plc, a producer of high-quality handbags. The analysis calculates net present value at a 5% cost of capital, estimates the internal rate of return for the preferred option, discusses why NPV is theoretically superior, explains why non-discounting methods remain popular, evaluates other qualitative factors and identifies the optimal investment policy under capital rationing. The report concludes by advising the board on possible sources of finance and the advantages and disadvantages of each.













Main Findings

Task 1
2.1 Task 1: Financial Ratio Analysis of Barclays PLC
Barclays PLC is appropriate for Part 1 because its ordinary shares are traded on the London Stock Exchange under the ticker BARC and it is part of the FTSE 100 index. The group operates across UK retail banking, corporate banking, private banking, wealth management, investment banking and US consumer banking. This diversified model means that performance should be assessed through both accounting profitability and regulatory strength. A bank can report higher income while still becoming riskier if lending quality deteriorates, liquidity weakens or capital buffers are reduced too aggressively (Barth, Caprio and Levine, 2006; Saunders and Cornett, 2019).
The analysis uses Barclays’ 2024 and 2025 published financial information. In 2025, Barclays reported total income of £29.1bn, profit before tax of £9.139bn, RoTE of 11.3%, EPS of 43.8p and a CET1 ratio of 14.3%. These figures indicate stronger headline performance than 2024, when total income was £26.788bn, profit before tax was £8.108bn, RoTE was 10.5%, EPS was 36.0p and the CET1 ratio was 13.6% (Barclays PLC, 2026a; Barclays PLC, 2026b). The improvement is significant, but it needs interpretation rather than simple acceptance. For example, a bank’s performance may be supported by interest rate conditions, cost actions, acquisitions, share buybacks or changes in risk-weighted assets, none of which necessarily guarantee long-term improvement (Palepu, Healy and Peek, 2019; Penman, 2013; White, Sondhi and Fried, 2003; Graham and Dodd, 2009).
Table 1. Barclays PLC ratio summary
Category	Ratio	2024	2025	Interpretation
Profitability	Profit before tax margin	30.27%	31.41%	Slight improvement in pre-tax profitability
Profitability	RoTE	10.5%	11.3%	Higher return on tangible equity
Profitability	ROA	0.35%	0.40%	Low but improved, consistent with banking
Liquidity	LCR	172.4%	170.0%	Slightly lower, still far above 100% minimum
Liquidity	NSFR	134.9%	135.2%	Stable long-term funding
Gearing / capital	CET1 ratio	13.6%	14.3%	Stronger regulatory capital position
Gearing	Assets / equity	20.95x	19.74x	Slight reduction in accounting leverage
Efficiency	Cost: income ratio	62%	61%	Improved but still high
Investor	EPS	36.0p	43.8p	Strong increase in earnings per share
Investor	TNAV per share	357p	409p	Improved tangible asset backing per share

2.1.1 Profitability
Barclays’ profitability improved across the two-year period. Profit before tax increased by approximately 12.7%, from £8.108bn to £9.139bn, while total income increased by approximately 8.6%, from £26.788bn to £29.1bn. This raised the profit before tax margin from 30.27% to 31.41%. Return on tangible equity also increased from 10.5% to 11.3%, suggesting that management generated a higher return for ordinary shareholders after allowing for tangible equity capital. EPS increased by 21.7%, from 36.0p to 43.8p, which is particularly relevant for investors because it links profitability to each ordinary share (Barclays PLC, 2026b).
The improvement should still be interpreted cautiously. First, banking profitability is partly shaped by macroeconomic and interest-rate conditions. Higher rates can improve net interest income, but they may also increase borrower stress and reduce credit quality if customers face higher repayment burdens (Bank of England, 2025; International Monetary Fund, 2025). Second, EPS can be strengthened by share buybacks as well as by operating performance. Barclays announced total capital distributions of £3.7bn relating to 2025, including dividends and buybacks. Buybacks can be appropriate if the bank has surplus capital and limited superior investment opportunities, but they can also make per-share metrics look stronger by reducing the denominator (Jensen, 1986; Barclays PLC, 2026b).
Third, credit impairment charges increased from about £2.0bn in 2024 to £2.3bn in 2025. This does not mean Barclays is in financial difficulty, but it does show that higher earnings were accompanied by continuing credit risk. In a bank, profitability cannot be judged separately from asset quality, because loan losses can reverse income gains quickly if economic conditions weaken (Saunders and Cornett, 2019; Mishkin, 2019). Therefore, the profitability ratios show a positive trend, but the directors should focus on the quality and sustainability of earnings rather than only the headline improvement.
2.1.2 Liquidity, Gearing and Capital Strength
Liquidity remained strong. Barclays reported an average liquidity coverage ratio of 170.0% in 2025, compared with 172.4% in 2024. Although this was a slight reduction, it remained substantially above the Basel III minimum of 100%. The LCR is designed to ensure that banks hold sufficient high-quality liquid assets to survive a 30-day stress scenario (Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, 2013). Barclays’ net stable funding ratio also improved slightly from 134.9% to 135.2%, indicating stable medium-term funding relative to the group’s asset profile. The NSFR matters because liquidity risk is not only a short-term issue; excessive reliance on unstable wholesale funding can damage confidence during stress periods (Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, 2014; Bank of England, 2025).
The capital and gearing position also improved. Barclays’ CET1 ratio increased from 13.6% to 14.3%, giving the bank a stronger loss-absorbing buffer. This is a more meaningful gearing measure for a bank than a simple debt-to-equity ratio, because regulation focuses on risk-weighted assets and the quality of regulatory capital (Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, 2017; Prudential Regulation Authority, 2025). The assets-to-equity ratio also fell from approximately 20.95 times to 19.74 times, indicating a modest reduction in balance sheet leverage.
Nevertheless, a high accounting leverage ratio is structurally normal in banking. It should not be judged in the same way as a retailer or manufacturer, because deposits and financial liabilities are central to the banking business model. The more relevant question is whether the bank has sufficient capital, liquidity and funding stability relative to the riskiness of its assets (Heffernan, 2005; Hull, 2018). Barclays’ 2025 numbers suggest a stronger capital position, but directors should avoid allowing distributions to shareholders to run ahead of regulatory resilience. In the current environment, the capital decision is not simply a question of maximising short-term shareholder return; it is also about preserving confidence and strategic flexibility.
2.1.3 Efficiency and Investor Ratios
Efficiency improved only slightly. The cost: income ratio reduced from 62% to 61%, showing that income growth marginally outpaced operating costs. However, a cost: income ratio above 60% still indicates a significant efficiency challenge. For a diversified bank, cost management is complex because investment banking, digital transformation, regulation, compliance, cyber security and conduct risk all require continuing expenditure. A simplistic cost-cutting approach could therefore reduce service quality or weaken controls. The stronger recommendation is disciplined cost transformation: automation and digitalisation should remove avoidable process costs while protecting risk management capability (CIMA, 2023; Kaplan and Norton, 1996).
Investor ratios were positive. EPS increased from 36.0p to 43.8p, while tangible net asset value per share increased from 357p to 409p. These movements indicate improved shareholder value and a stronger tangible equity base per share. However, investor ratios should not be read in isolation. Share prices and valuation multiples depend on expectations about future earnings, interest rates, credit risk, regulation and the wider market (Fridson and Alvarez, 2022; Damodaran, 2012). The London Stock Exchange listing confirms market access and investor visibility, but it does not itself prove financial strength (London Stock Exchange, 2026).
Overall, Barclays’ ratio profile is stronger in 2025 than in 2024. Profitability, capital strength, EPS and tangible net asset value improved; liquidity remained robust; and balance sheet leverage reduced modestly. The main weaknesses are that efficiency gains were limited, impairment charges increased, and some investor metrics may have been supported by buybacks. This means the directors should frame the 2025 result as a strong but still incomplete improvement.
2.1.4 Interlinking the Ratio Results
The ratios should also be read together rather than as separate indicators. Higher profitability supported investor ratios, because stronger attributable profit and lower share count helped EPS to increase. The improved CET1 ratio indicates that Barclays was not simply generating returns by weakening its capital position. This is important because high returns that rely on excessive leverage would not be sustainable in banking. At the same time, the small reduction in the LCR does not appear concerning because the ratio remained far above the minimum requirement and the NSFR improved slightly. The more important connection is between profitability and credit risk: the increase in impairment charges suggests that stronger income was achieved in an environment where expected credit losses still required attention. A complete judgement therefore requires balancing return, resilience and risk.
The efficiency ratio is also linked to profitability. If Barclays can reduce operating costs without weakening controls, future profits could improve even if income growth slows. However, if cost reduction is achieved by underinvesting in technology, compliance or staff capability, the apparent efficiency gain may create future operational or conduct problems. For a bank, financial management is therefore not simply about improving ratios in the next annual report. It is about ensuring that better ratios reflect durable operating improvement. This distinction is important for directors because short-term ratio improvement can be achieved through actions that increase long-term risk, such as excessive buybacks, under-provisioning, or deferred investment in control systems (Kaplan and Norton, 1996; Hull, 2018).
2.1.5 Limitations of Ratio Analysis
Ratio analysis is useful because it simplifies complex financial statements into indicators that can be compared over time. It also helps directors identify relationships between profitability, liquidity, efficiency, gearing and investor returns. However, it has important limitations. First, ratios are backward-looking. They use historical accounting information and may not capture future changes in interest rates, regulation, customer behaviour or credit losses (Atrill, 2019; Penman, 2013; Beaver, 1966; Altman, 1968). This is especially important for banks because loan books may appear sound before credit stress becomes visible.
Second, ratios can be distorted by accounting policy, acquisitions, disposals, restructuring costs, impairments and one-off items. Barclays’ results should therefore be interpreted alongside narrative disclosures and segmental information rather than simply through group-level ratios (Palepu, Healy and Peek, 2019). Third, the ratios used for banks differ from those used for industrial companies. Current ratio and inventory turnover are not meaningful for a bank in the same way they are for a manufacturer. A banking analysis should focus on liquidity coverage, funding stability, capital adequacy, asset quality and returns on tangible equity (Saunders and Cornett, 2019; Mishkin, 2019).
Fourth, ratio analysis does not fully account for risk. Two banks can have similar returns but very different risk profiles if one is taking more credit, market or operational risk to generate the same level of profit. For that reason, directors should link ratios to stress testing, risk appetite and regulatory buffers (Hull, 2018; Bank of England, 2025). Finally, benchmark selection matters. Comparing Barclays with a non-financial FTSE 100 firm would be misleading; comparison should be made with large UK and international banks with similar business models. Ratio analysis is therefore a starting point for judgement, not a substitute for judgement.
2.1.6 Recommendations to Barclays Directors
Four recommendations follow from the analysis. First, Barclays should continue to reduce the cost: income ratio, but through targeted productivity improvement rather than blunt cost reduction. Digital investment, process simplification, cloud migration and back-office automation could improve efficiency, but these actions should be governed carefully to avoid operational, cyber and conduct risks. The aim should be sustainable cost transformation rather than short-term cuts that damage service quality or control effectiveness (CIMA, 2023; Kaplan and Norton, 1996).
Second, Barclays should maintain capital discipline. The CET1 ratio of 14.3% is strong, but shareholder distributions should remain conditional on stress testing, credit conditions and regulatory expectations. Finance theory recognises that distributing surplus cash can reduce agency problems, but banks operate under stricter resilience requirements than ordinary industrial firms (Jensen, 1986; Prudential Regulation Authority, 2025). The board should therefore avoid using buybacks to support short-term investor sentiment if macroeconomic risk or impairment trends worsen.
Third, the group should strengthen credit monitoring, particularly in consumer and corporate exposures that may be sensitive to interest rates and weaker economic growth. The increase in impairment charges is manageable but should not be ignored. Better early-warning indicators, sector-based risk reviews and conservative provisioning can protect future profitability (Mishkin, 2019; International Monetary Fund, 2025).
Fourth, Barclays should improve the transparency of performance reporting. Directors and investors need to distinguish recurring operating improvement from changes caused by acquisitions, disposals, litigation, restructuring, interest-rate conditions or share buybacks. Clear reporting would make the quality of earnings easier to assess and would strengthen investor confidence. In summary, Barclays should treat 2025 as evidence of progress, but not as proof that the group has removed its structural efficiency and credit-risk challenges.


Task 2
2.2 Task 2: Investment Appraisal for Beard Plc
2.2.1 Decision frame and appraisal assumptions
Beard Plc is comparing three four-year expansion choices: widening the retail outlet, building internet sales, and extending production into purses and wallets. The figures below use the 5% cost of capital stated in the case, corporation tax at 25%, and straight-line capital allowances at 20% of the original investment each year. The appraisal is therefore based on incremental after-tax cash flows rather than accounting profit. This matters because the board is deciding whether each proposal adds value to the company after the cash cost of tax, timing and capital committed has been recognised (Atrill, 2019; Brealey, Myers and Allen, 2023).
The annual tax shield is included in the same year as the related operating cash flow. For example, Option C receives annual capital allowances of £200,000, giving a tax saving of £50,000 per year. The year-one after-tax cash flow is therefore £237,500, calculated as £250,000 less 25% tax on taxable profit of £50,000. The appendices show the detailed workings; the main report concentrates on what the results mean for the directors.
Option	Initial outlay	PV of after-tax cash inflows	NPV at 5%	Initial decision
A - Retail outlet expansion	£600,000	£596,737	-£3,263	Do not accept on financial grounds
B - Internet sales	£900,000	£973,952	£73,952	Accept if sufficient funds are available
C - Purses and wallets	£1,000,000	£1,091,226	£91,226	Best single project


2.2.2 Interpretation of the NPV results
The NPV evidence gives a clear first ranking. Option A almost covers its initial outlay but does not fully compensate Beard Plc for the required 5% return; its NPV of approximately -£3,263 means that it would slightly reduce shareholder wealth if the forecast is accurate. The result is close to break even, so management should not treat it as a disastrous idea, but it is not strong enough to recommend when other positive-NPV alternatives exist.
Option B creates value of about £73,952. This makes the internet channel commercially attractive because it may broaden customer reach and generate useful digital data. However, it is not the strongest stand-alone choice. Option C has the largest NPV, around £91,226, and is also strategically close to the existing handbag business because purses and wallets are related leather goods. The project may allow Beard Plc to use existing brand reputation, suppliers and design capability more effectively than an unrelated expansion.
The board should not simply choose the project with the largest total cash receipts. NPV is superior because it deducts the original capital cost and discounts later cash flows. A project with higher sales can still be weaker if the timing, tax effect or initial outlay is unfavourable. On the base-case figures, Option C is the best financial choice because it produces the greatest surplus after all these factors have been considered.
2.2.3 IRR as a secondary check
The internal rate of return for Option C is approximately 8.57%. This is above the 5% cost of capital, so it supports the same accept decision as NPV. The percentage return is useful because directors can understand it quickly and compare it with hurdle rates or bank borrowing costs. Nevertheless, IRR should remain a supporting measure rather than the main decision rule. It does not show the absolute amount of wealth created, and it can become misleading where projects differ in scale or where the cash-flow pattern is non-conventional (Pike, Neale and Akbar, 2018; Watson and Head, 2019).
For Beard Plc, this limitation is important because the three options require different initial investments. A smaller project can show a high rate of return but add less total value. The board should therefore use IRR to confirm that Option C clears the required return, while using NPV to decide which project contributes most to shareholder wealth.
2.2.4 Why NPV should lead the decision
NPV is the most appropriate primary technique because it is based on cash flow, incorporates the time value of money and links directly to shareholder wealth. A positive NPV means that the project is expected to earn more than investors require for the risk of the cash flows. It also forces management to make assumptions explicit: expected revenue, relevant costs, tax, capital allowances, timing and the discount rate all become visible in the appraisal. This makes the decision more transparent than relying only on accounting profit or a simple payback target.
This does not mean the NPV result is certain. It is only as reliable as the forecast inputs. If demand is overestimated or production costs rise, Option C's NPV could fall quickly. For that reason, the board should request sensitivity testing before approval. The key tests should include lower sales volumes, lower selling prices, higher leather and labour costs, delayed launch, and a higher discount rate if the project is judged riskier than the existing business.
2.2.5 Role of payback and ARR
Payback and accounting rate of return remain popular because they are simple, quick and easy to explain to non-finance managers. Payback is especially useful for liquidity control because it asks how quickly cash is recovered. This is relevant for a medium-sized manufacturer that cannot afford to lock too much cash into one project. ARR is also familiar because it uses accounting profit, which managers often see in budgets and performance reports.
However, these methods should not override NPV. Payback ignores cash flows after the cut-off date and normally ignores the time value of money unless a discounted payback version is used. ARR depends on accounting profit rather than cash and can be affected by depreciation policy. For Beard Plc, these methods may help management monitor risk and communicate the project internally, but they should be treated as supplementary controls rather than final selection rules (Drury, 2020; CIMA, 2023).
2.2.6 Capital rationing decision
If Beard Plc has only £1.5m available and the projects are divisible, the problem changes from choosing the highest individual NPV to allocating scarce capital to the best value-creating combination. The correct approach is to rank positive-NPV projects by profitability index, using NPV divided by initial investment. Option C ranks first, followed by Option B. Option A is excluded because its NPV is negative.
Project	NPV	Investment required	Profitability index	Capital rationing action
C	£91,226	£1,000,000	0.0912	Fund 100% first
B	£73,952	£900,000	0.0822	Use remaining £500,000, equal to 55.56%
A	-£3,263	£600,000	Negative	Reject


The recommended constrained programme is therefore 100% of Option C plus 55.56% of Option B. This creates total NPV of approximately £132,310, made up of £91,226 from Option C and about £41,084 from the funded proportion of Option B. This is higher than accepting Option C alone and uses the available capital more efficiently.
2.2.7 Wider risks and financing recommendation
Before committing, Beard Plc should check whether the projects are genuinely divisible. Digital sales may be scalable in stages, but production of purses and wallets may require minimum equipment, supplier agreements or marketing spend. The company should also consider brand fit, quality control, staff capability, supply-chain reliability and the risk that new smaller leather goods cannibalise handbag demand. A positive NPV is valuable evidence, but it does not remove operational judgement.
The most sensible financing policy is a balanced mix of retained earnings and medium-term borrowing. Retained earnings avoid dilution and interest commitments, but using too much internal cash may weaken working-capital flexibility. Bank borrowing preserves ownership and may provide tax-deductible interest, but it increases fixed obligations and refinancing risk. Equity finance would reduce financial pressure but is likely to be slower, more expensive and dilutive for existing owners. Leasing may be useful for identifiable equipment, although lease payments still create long-term commitments. On balance, Beard Plc should use internal funds where available and add a controlled level of debt, keeping enough liquidity to support stock, marketing and early trading losses.
The final recommendation is to accept Option C as the preferred single project, reject Option A, and, under the £1.5m divisible capital constraint, invest in all of Option C and 55.56% of Option B. The board should approve this only after sensitivity analysis and a post-completion review plan have been prepared.



3. Conclusion

The analysis shows that Barclays PLC performed more strongly in 2025 than in 2024. Profit before tax, RoTE, EPS, tangible net asset value per share and the CET1 ratio all improved. Liquidity remained strong, with LCR and NSFR comfortably above regulatory expectations, and accounting leverage reduced modestly. These results suggest progress in profitability, capital strength and shareholder value. However, the improvement should not be interpreted uncritically. The cost: income ratio remained high, impairment charges increased, and group-level ratios can hide differences between Barclays’ divisions. The main recommendation for Barclays is therefore to protect the quality of earnings through cost transformation, prudent capital distributions, stronger credit-risk monitoring and clearer disclosure of recurring performance drivers.
For Beard Plc, the NPV analysis indicates that Option C, producing purses and wallets, is the strongest stand-alone investment. It produces the highest NPV, approximately £91,226, and an approximate IRR of 8.57%, which exceeds the 5% cost of capital. Option A should be rejected because it has a negative NPV, while Option B is financially acceptable but creates less value than Option C. Under capital rationing of £1.5m, the optimal policy is to invest fully in Option C and undertake 55.56% of Option B, generating an estimated total NPV of £132,310.
The final decision should still include managerial judgement. NPV is theoretically superior because it uses cash flows, discounts for the time value of money and measures value creation directly. However, forecasts are uncertain and qualitative factors may change the decision. Beard Plc should therefore test demand, margin, operational capacity, working capital, brand fit and financing risk before committing funds. A balanced financing mix using internal funds and medium-term debt or leasing would be preferable to over-reliance on either equity or short-term borrowing. In both parts of the report, the central lesson is that financial techniques are decision aids. They become valuable only when the calculations are interpreted critically and connected to strategic, operational and risk considerations.
The recommendations are therefore conditional rather than absolute. Barclays should pursue financial improvement without weakening resilience, while Beard Plc should accept value-creating investment only after testing whether the forecast assumptions are operationally credible. This balanced approach is consistent with the module requirement to apply techniques, evaluate their limitations and advise directors using reasoned judgement.
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Appendix
Appendix A: Extracted Barclays Financial Statement Data
The handbook requires copies of the chosen company’s financial statements in the appendix. The table below extracts the key published financial statement and performance data used in the ratio analysis. The full Barclays annual reports should be attached or cross-referenced if the submission platform allows multiple files.
Item	2024	2025	Use in analysis
Total income	£26.788bn	£29.100bn	Profitability and cost: income interpretation
Profit before tax	£8.108bn	£9.139bn	Profitability trend
Attributable profit	£5.316bn	£6.175bn	ROA and shareholder earnings
Credit impairment charges	£2.0bn	£2.3bn	Credit risk and earnings quality
Total assets	£1,518.202bn	£1,544.165bn	ROA and leverage
Total equity	£72.481bn	£78.236bn	Assets/equity leverage
RoTE	10.5%	11.3%	Bank-specific shareholder return
CET1 ratio	13.6%	14.3%	Regulatory capital strength
LCR	172.4%	170.0%	Liquidity resilience
NSFR	134.9%	135.2%	Funding stability
Cost: income ratio	62%	61%	Efficiency
EPS	36.0p	43.8p	Investor ratio
TNAV per share	357p	409p	Investor ratio
Capital distributions	£3.0bn	£3.7bn	Shareholder returns and capital policy

Appendix B: Barclays Ratio Calculations
Ratio	Formula	2024 calculation	2025 calculation
PBT margin	PBT / total income x 100	8.108 / 26.788 x 100 = 30.27%	9.139 / 29.100 x 100 = 31.41%
ROA	Attributable profit / total assets x 100	5.316 / 1,518.202 x 100 = 0.35%	6.175 / 1,544.165 x 100 = 0.40%
Assets/equity	Total assets / total equity	1,518.202 / 72.481 = 20.95x	1,544.165 / 78.236 = 19.74x
LCR	Average LCR reported by Barclays	172.4%	170.0%
NSFR	Reported NSFR	134.9%	135.2%
CET1 ratio	Reported CET1 capital / RWAs	13.6%	14.3%
Cost: income ratio	Operating costs / income	62%	61%
EPS	Earnings attributable to ordinary shareholders / weighted average shares	36.0p	43.8p
TNAV per share	Tangible net asset value / shares	357p	409p

Appendix C: Beard Plc Investment Appraisal Calculations
All monetary figures in the following tables are shown in £000 unless otherwise stated.
A: Retail expansion
Year	Cash flow (£000)	Capital allowance (£000)	Taxable profit (£000)	Tax at 25% (£000)	After-tax cash flow (£000)	Discount factor 5%	PV (£000)
1	100.0	120.0	-20.0	-5.0	105.0	0.9524	100.0
2	180.0	120.0	60.0	15.0	165.0	0.9070	149.7
3	210.0	120.0	90.0	22.5	187.5	0.8638	162.0
4	260.0	120.0	140.0	35.0	225.0	0.8227	185.1

PV of after-tax cash flows = £596.8k; less initial investment of £600k; NPV = £-3.2k.
B: Internet sales
Year	Cash flow (£000)	Capital allowance (£000)	Taxable profit (£000)	Tax at 25% (£000)	After-tax cash flow (£000)	Discount factor 5%	PV (£000)
1	220.0	180.0	40.0	10.0	210.0	0.9524	200.0
2	270.0	180.0	90.0	22.5	247.5	0.9070	224.5
3	350.0	180.0	170.0	42.5	307.5	0.8638	265.6
4	400.0	180.0	220.0	55.0	345.0	0.8227	283.8

PV of after-tax cash flows = £973.9k; less initial investment of £900k; NPV = £73.9k.
C: Purses and wallets
Year	Cash flow (£000)	Capital allowance (£000)	Taxable profit (£000)	Tax at 25% (£000)	After-tax cash flow (£000)	Discount factor 5%	PV (£000)
1	250.0	200.0	50.0	12.5	237.5	0.9524	226.2
2	310.0	200.0	110.0	27.5	282.5	0.9070	256.2
3	400.0	200.0	200.0	50.0	350.0	0.8638	302.3
4	430.0	200.0	230.0	57.5	372.5	0.8227	306.5

PV of after-tax cash flows = £1,091.2k; less initial investment of £1,000k; NPV = £91.2k.
IRR interpolation for Option C
Rate	NPV for Option C
8%	£13,746
9%	-£10,183
Approximate IRR	8% + [13,746 / (13,746 + 10,183)] x 1% = 8.57%

Capital rationing calculation
Available funds = £1,500,000. Invest fully in Option C (£1,000,000). Remaining funds = £500,000. Fraction of Option B = £500,000 / £900,000 = 55.56%. Total NPV = £91,226 + (£73,952 x 55.56%) = approximately £132,310.
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