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Abstract  

 

Participation in Business in Practice enabled me to lead the car manufacturing company EVON 

for the period of 6 years as a Director of Finance. During that period I had opportunity to put 

the theoretical knowledge I acquired during studies into practice as well as find out about other 

business areas such as strategy, operations, marketing, sustainability, innovation and HR. In 

addition, Business in Practice enabled me to further develop my soft skills, what was possible 

due to participation in pitches and workshops as well as deeper understand my behavior in 

various business situations. 
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Company Analysis 

1.1. Introduction 

As a Team 12, we had the opportunity to lead the car manufacturing company EVON for 

a period of 6 years. At the beginning of the year 2025, the share of EVs in EVON total sales 

was at a level of 60% - however, as independent reports indicate, the future of the automotive 

market is electric (McKinsey Center for Future Mobility, 2021). Thus, it became a valid 

question for EVON whether it should undertake radical changes in its operations and make a 

transition to offer more or even only electric vehicles.   

During the 6 years of simulation, EVON launched 7 new cars, opened 2 new factories 

and conducted several investments to stay competitive in the automotive market. During that 

period EVON managed to steadily increase its revenues to a level of $32,766m in FY2030, 

giving a CAGR of 12.4% from FY2024. On the other hand, investments, implementation of 

new cars and resulting from them changes in operations, led to a decrease in margins, which, 

mostly recovered only in 2029 and 2030.  

In the following sections, I will firstly conduct a thorough analysis of EVON’s strategy, 

including defining EVON’s mission, values, proposed business model as well as EVON’s 

competitive positioning. In the next section, financial management of EVON will be analysed, 

with a focus on capital structure, working capital management and investment analysis. The 

third section will include a description of operations management, especially in terms of 

factories management and cooperation with finance directors in order to manage inventory and 

reduce its impact on EVON financing needs. Finally, I will conclude with main conclusions 

and key take-aways, which I and team derived during the simulation. 

1.2. Strategy overview 

Strategy creation: According to the literature, corporate strategy is a fundamental pattern of 

present and planned objectives, resource deployments and interactions of an organization with 
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markets, competitors and other environmental factors. Strategy should specify what 

organization wants to accomplish, on which markets and by which methods (Boyd, Walker, 

and Larréché 1995, 26). To answer these questions for EVON, firstly we took advantage of 

frameworks such as Porter’s Five Forces and SWOT to understand the current Company and 

market situation. The SWOT analysis of EVON (Figure 1) at the beginning enabled us to 

understand that at the initial stage EVON was a financially healthy Company with a diversified 

vehicle portfolio. However, with electrification of the fleet at only 60%, the Company faced 

exposure to CO2 penalties. As the automotive industry began shift towards electric vehicles, 

failing to address this change could jeopardize EVON’s market position. Additionally, Porter’s 

Five Forces analysis (Porter 1980, 30) helped us to understand the EV market opportunity – it 

is a competitive market consisting of traditional car manufacturers adding electric vehicles to 

their portfolios, companies specializing only in electric vehicles and startups trying to disrupt 

the market (Figure 2). The bargaining strength of suppliers is high and there are medium 

difficulties to entry due to high capital requirements, making this market especially interesting 

for companies already operating in it (Porter 2009, 82). Based on these analyses, we decided 

that EVON should enter the EV market and offer only 100% electric fleet in the near future. 

Given EVON's established market position, necessary know-how, access to funds, and financial 

health, the move was feasible. However, we recognized that this transition would require 

significant investments as well as smooth shift from the existing portfolio, which consisted in 

40% of vehicles with combustion engines. 

The Business Model Canvas of EVON enabled us to clarify future strategy of EVON. 

Value proposition of EVON was to offer a wide range of modern affordable electric vehicles, 

be present in every market as well as to be associated with sustainable transition. The mission 

of EVON was to revolutionize the automotive industry by creating sustainable, innovative, and 

accessible electric vehicles and to deliver features universally desired by customers across the 
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US, Europe, and Asia at a competitive price point, within a selection of car types (Figure 3). 

EVON strategy could be compared to Volkswagen’s one, which offers the widest range of 

electric vehicles with the goal of keeping affordable prices as well as to steadily move to electric 

vehicles (Volkswagen, 2024). 

Implementation of our strategy assumed a gradual transition into EVs. The transformation 

was not intended to be rapid - given EVON's initially diversified portfolio, we aimed to leverage 

on it to maintain profitability during the transition and meet the needs of customers who were 

not prone to switch to EVs. Over time, traditional car models of cars were planned to be replaced 

with their electric counterparts featuring the latest technologies. This approach was designed to 

ensure a sustainable transition, considering the generally lower demand for electric vehicles 

due to inadequate charging infrastructure and high vehicle prices (World Economic Forum 

2024). To achieve this, it was necessary to invest in new technologies related to the development 

of EVs. Our goal was to gain a first-mover advantage by investing in R&D as soon as possible, 

enabling EVON to introduce new types of cars. Additionally, we planned to invest in the green 

transformation of EVON's operations and enhance the Company's public image from a CSR 

perspective. However, EVON's strategy did not specify deadlines for these actions -  we had 

only a general overview of the decisions and of their timing. 

Strategy implementation: In the first years of the simulation, EVON was strictly 

following its initial strategy. EVON invested in the development of AI implementation in its 

cars and sodium-ion batteries, introduced the sustainability policy within the Company and 

launched new car  - EVON Micro, electric vehicle, designed to meet the needs of customers 

who wanted to buy a small, electric car with the advanced features for reasonable price. EVON 

continued to produce cars with combustion engines and only stopped temporarily their 

production if there was a risk of supply exceeding market demand, which could lead to 

excessive stock. Similarly, in second year of the simulation, EVON conducted several 
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investments including launching two new cars EVON Lux and EVON Biz – first steps to 

replace traditional cars with their electric counterparts, in line with the initial strategy. 

Additionally, EVON introduced the EVON City 2, a more advanced version of an existing 

electric car, to further diversify its portfolio. In the years 3 and 4, EVON invested a significant 

amount in, among other things, development of cyber security of the cars, V2V communication, 

cutting edge e-drive modules, energy efficiency investment and waste reduction facilities. In 

addition, EVON developed strategy of “Car for Everyone” to promote EVON as a provider of 

vehicles to every group of consumers. Moreover, EVON launched cars with the most advanced 

features possible – EVON Micro V2 and EVON PICKUP-E as well as EVON Biz v2, a cheaper 

business car for the Chinese market, which goal was to meet needs of local clients as well as 

avoid tariffs imposed on EVON Biz produced in Americas.  

Strategy implementation flaws: Despite launching only electric vehicles, it took EVON 

4 years to fully stop producing vehicles with combustion engines and reach 100% of fleet 

electrification. In addition, at the beginning of the third year, EVON relaunched PU225G – car 

with combustion engine, generating significant amount of CO2. We made that decision as we 

had spare factories and not enough other models that EVON could produce – as this car was 

profitable in the past, its relaunch was a low hanging fruit, however a strong deviation from the 

strategy. Even though the Company’s goal was to gradually move to EVs, the transition was 

conducted relatively slowly, what was caused by lack of a specific plan and timeline of it, 

making strategy implementation much more difficult and less “smooth”. Here, our issue was 

that we did not plan long term, but we were rather reacting to events instead. Despite the fact 

that most car manufactures plan smooth transition to electric vehicles, they usually set a specific 

year by which they want to achieve it, with CO2 reduction targets (International Energy Agency 

(IEA). 2023) For EVON, we did not establish a specific timeline, sense of urgency, or short-

term goals, which, according to the literature, are key reasons why corporate transformations 
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may fail (Kotter 2007, 97 ). Additionally, EVON did not undertake all possible investments to 

enhance sustainability, such as installing solar panels or implementing external battery 

recycling. As a result, EVON's sustainability rating peaked at only 70.6% in Q20 (Figure 4). 

Although our initial aim was to position EVON as a role model of sustainability, we skipped 

some possible investments, such as installing solar panels or implementing external battery 

recycling, despite having the resources to fund them. This decision was driven by the perceived 

lack of short-term benefits before the end of the simulation. This is a common issue with 

sustainable projects, as companies and stakeholders often prioritize more immediate, 

"conservative" metrics, such as financial performance, market share, and competitive 

positioning - EVON’s focus on maximizing EVA reflects this tendency (Farri, Cervini, and 

Rosani 2022, 3). Lasty, despite our goal to deliver cutting-edge vehicles and develop advanced 

models, we launched only two highly advanced vehicles – reason for that was, similarly to 

above, the fact that our strategy did not consist of any schedule, what led to a situation in which 

investments where not aligned in time with the plan of new car launches. Similar example of 

mis-investment in car industry may be the case of Audi, which launched its factory in Belgium 

to produce electric Q8 cars, however it is supposed to be significantly restructured due to much 

lower demand than expected (Audi, 2024). 

To sum up, EVON’s EVA (Figure 5) increased by 37% by the end of year 6 compared to 

the beginning of the simulation, indicating that the strategy and its implementation enhanced 

EVON’s value. However, the growth was modest, with the lowest values being up to 57% lower 

than at the start of the simulation. This suggests that there was room for more aggressive 

investments and transformations, with a temporary shift away from strict focus on financial 

metrics. 
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1.3. Finance overview 

According to financial literature, role of a financial manager is to create value by taking 

proper investment decisions, adjusting capital structure and managing company’s liquidity 

(Ross, Westerfield, and Jaffe 1996, 5). Capital structure policy should ensure company’s 

financial health, support its liquidity and minimize WACC of the company. Level of leverage 

depends on many factors, but according to the literature firm size and tangibility of assets 

contribute to higher leverage (Titman and Wessels 1998, 17) similarly to capital-intensity of 

the industry. Given that automotive sector is capital intensive, requires a lot of tangible assets 

and consists of few large companies, we set aim to keep the leverage of EVON at the level 

around debt-to-equity ratio of 50%, as we noticed that it is the most optimal level of the leverage 

according to Trade-off Theory, above which costs of financial distress are higher than benefits 

of issuing more debt (Myers 1984, 577). However, on average EVON’s debt ratio was equal to 

44% (Figure 6) - and there were several reasons for that. Firstly, there were quarters in which 

EVON did not require external financing. Given that EVON's free cash flow was relatively low 

at the beginning of the simulation, we opted to conserve cash when immediate expenditures 

were not necessary, anticipating future financial needs. Moreover, increasing debt would have 

resulted in higher debt service costs, which, at certain points, became unsustainable due to 

insufficient free cash flow. As a result, new debt was issued only to service existing obligations 

rather than to finance new investments. Significant relief for EVON’s cash flow was issuance 

of $5,082m in green bonds in order to refinance bank debt in Q16 (approximately 37% of total 

debt). This strategic move effectively reduced the anticipated annual debt service costs from 

$5,000m to approximately $2,500m, as EVON was no longer required to make quarterly 

principal repayments. In the automotive market, green bonds are becoming more popular – for 

example, Mercedes Benz issued 3 emissions of green bonds and their proceeds are used for 

financing green investments such as development and production of electric vehicles 
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(Mercedes-Benz Group 2024). In general, green bonds are primarily utilized to support the 

transition to electric vehicles, with the value of such borrowings growing significantly each 

year (Mutua 2023). 

Leverage and covenants of EVON were growing significantly in relation to EVON’s 

profitability. The interest coverage ratio averaged 8.47x during the simulation, compared to the 

automotive sector's 2024 average of 14.61x. Similarly, EVON's net leverage ratio averaged 

5.88x, higher than the sector average of 4.99x (Damodaran 2024) – especially in the second 

year of simulation, ND/EBITDA was on average more than 7.00x, value which justified our 

carefulness in taking more debt than necessary. Furthermore, an analysis of the Altman Z-Score 

(Figure 7) revealed that EVON was in the "safe zone" only in the final year of the simulation, 

while it remained in the "grey zone" for most of the preceding years, with the lowest score 

observed in the second year. This was primarily due to decreased asset productivity, resulting 

from both an increase in inventory and overall lower margins (Altman 1968, p. 606). Debt 

refinancing with improved profitability, enhanced cash flow and improved debt ratios (Figure 

8). In the fifth year of the simulation, as we had spare debt capacity, we decided to buy back 

shares, financing it with debt, what enabled us to further decrease EVON cost of capital. This 

capital structure policy enabled EVON to reach average quarterly WACC of 5.8% throughout 

the simulation (Figure 9)– in addition, we won the Finance Price, for the lowest cost of capital. 

Moreover, in the first year of the simulation EVON issued shares to finance its investment 

needs instead of taking debt. The rationale for this decision was based on the share price at that 

time, which stood at $377.31, approximately 5% below the 12-month average. Despite this 

slight decline, we considered the share price relatively overpriced in light of the upcoming 

corporate transformation and the anticipated deterioration in financial performance over the 

next few quarters. As equity should be issued in situation when managers perceive company’s 

equity to be overpriced (Berk and deMarzo 2019, 615), it was good moment for that decision. 
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On the other hand, according to the Pecking Order Theory (Myers 1984, 581), equity should be 

a last resort – EVON had debt capacity that time, however, more debt would have increased the 

interest expenses and required principal repayment. Therefore, despite the availability of debt 

financing, the decision to issue equity was in our opinion justified. 

 Working capital: Important for ensuring liquidity for EVON was also proper 

management of working capital. EVON was significantly growing during of the simulation, 

thus investments in working capital were normal. However changes should be aligned with 

revenue growth as not proportional growth of working capital leads to decrease of ROIC 

(Koller, Goedhart, and Wessels 2010, 517). In the early years of the simulation, EVON was 

producing more cars that it was able to sell, what caused value of inventory to grow 

significantly, thereby decreasing operating cash flow and imposing more pressure on EVON’s 

cash flow. Because of that, it became necessary from the perspective of financial management, 

to change the payment terms of accounts receivables and accounts payables to improve cash 

position of EVON (The Boston Consulting Group 2009, 4). Impact of these adjustments was 

especially noticeable in Q12, when decreasing customer credit to 15 days and increasing 

supplier terms to 40 days added an additional $1,655m to the cashflow – in turn, in Q20 we 

decided to keep customer credit on 30 days, after keeping it for a longer periods at 15 days, 

what negatively impacted cashflow by $1,312m. Having understood that decrease in customer 

credit is likely to decrease demand for EVON products, we calculated that impact of decline in 

revenues by 2% can be mitigated by using saved funds for investments and by saving on debt 

service. Similarly, extending supplier terms resulted in increase in costs of materials by 0.5%, 

but the extra cost was lower than saved amount. In total, in FY2027 changes in customer credit 

and supplier terms led to decrease in EBIT by $568m and net profit by $397m but operating 

cash flow improved by $1,655m – thus, net positive impact equalled to $1,258m. In addition, 

we implemented the same changes for the last year of simulation – even though it was not 
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necessary for cash conversion, reducing accounts receivables and extending accounts payables 

decreased overall invested capital of EVON, leading to higher return on invested capital, as a 

consequence, higher EVA. In addition, cash conversion cycle of EVON significantly declined 

during the simulation (Figure 10) – it was possible because of changes in consumer credits and 

supplier terms, but also significant decrease in days of inventory at the later stage of simulation, 

described more in details in operations part. 

Liquidity ratios: Throughout the simulation, EVON's liquidity ratios remained at 

relatively safe levels, although they fluctuated over time (Figure 11). Ratios reached their peaks 

in Q12, due to a significant increase in cash and cash equivalents resulting from adjustments in 

working capital. However, as the cash position decreased, the liquidity declined accordingly. 

The lowest values were observed in Q20 due to the highest value of current liabilities – after 

that, the ratios were improving gradually as cash position was improving, even despite a decline 

in inventory. In comparison to the car industry, ratios of EVON where higher than average in 

the market, thus should be considered healthy (Macrotrends 2024). 

1.4. Operations overview 

The operations function in a company is the centre of the organization as it produces 

goods and services that are the reason company exists. In some organizations, the operations 

function is easily visualizable and detachable from other functions, whereas in others, especially 

those providing services, the operations function also includes marketing and product 

development functions – thus, broadly operations should be understood as management of the 

systems or processes that create goods and/or provide services (Stevenson 2018, 4).  

4Vs: A common way to characterize a company’s operations is the 4Vs method – 

standing for Volume, Variety, Variation and Visibility (Slack, Chambers, and  Johnston 

2010, 22). In terms of production volume, EVON aimed to balance two objectives: taking 

advantage of economies of scale by producing a large number of vehicles to reduce unit costs, 
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while also being concerned about the risks associated with overproduction. Excessive 

production without corresponding sales could lead to a significant increase in inventory, 

exerting pressure on cash flow, unnecessarily raising financing needs, and increasing invested 

capital. Therefore, during the initial quarters of the simulation, EVON aggressively adjusted 

the number of manufacturing lines in operation and the types of vehicles produced. This 

strategy was intended to control output while simultaneously capitalizing on the benefits of 

economies of scale. As visible on the Figure 12, we were only partially successful in achieving 

that balance – even though we managed to significantly increase factory utilization and keep it 

at the level of on average 93% in 2 last years of simulation compared to 81% in first 4 years, 

we did not fully take advantage of economy of scale what can be derived from decrease in gross 

margin, even despite overall increase in production output as shown on the Figure 13 (McGee 

2005,1). Decrease in gross margin can be attributed to overall inability to reduce material and 

staff costs, or even its slight increase in relation to revenue (Figure 14). The main reason for 

that is the fact that EVON switched to cutting-edge EVs, which had higher material costs 

compared to the production costs of more basic cars. Additionally, EVON opted to price these 

vehicles lower to stimulate sales. This pricing strategy may have been a mistake, as modern 

EVs typically warrant higher prices. Given the advanced nature of these vehicles, EVON should 

have set higher prices to better reflect their value and cover the increased production costs.  

Regarding variety, EVON produced on average 6.6 different models in each quarter, with 

a minimum number of 4 and maximum number of 9. According to theory, lower variety should 

enable a company to decrease units costs (Chopra and Meindl 2016, 245) – however, this was 

not a case for EVON. As shown on the Figure 15, there was no evident correlation between the 

number of models produced and profitability. Possible reason for that is the fact that unit cost 

depends on many other factors. In addition, especially in the beginning of the simulation, we 
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were often changing the place of production of different models, thus it was impossible to 

capitalize on the learning curve effect (Argote and Epple 1990, 924). 

Variation refers to changes in demand and one of the biggest challenge was planning 

production in a way it was the least affected by imposed tariffs. As the main selling market was 

the region where the car was produced, it was particularly difficult to sell in America cars, 

which were produced in Asia, and vice versa. Therefore, EVON produced similar models of 

cars in both America and Asia. This strategy was also adopted by some Chinese EV brands, 

such as BYD and Stellantis, which relocated part of their production to Europe to mitigate the 

effects of tariffs on EVs made in China (Alim and Novik 2024). Despite the risk of 

cannibalization of similar products, this move turned out to be successful – for each of indicated 

model factory utilization was at least on the level of 90%, mostly of 100%, at these models 

needed on average 63 days in inventory to be sold (Figure 16). 

Visibility refers to the degree of how much a company and its processes are visible to the 

customers. Due to the specification of the simulation, this feature did not impact significantly 

EVON and couldn’t be controlled in significant way. 

Inventory management: For EVON, inventory management was area of dispute 

between operation, finance and marketing department. As indicated in the literature, there are 

conflicting inventory objectives within the firm (Schoeder 1993, 579). From a financial 

perspective, maintaining a high level of inventory puts pressure on cash flow and increases 

invested capital without positively impacting ROIC. To address this issue, one solution was to 

reduce production levels. However, from an operational standpoint, frequent adjustments in 

production can lead to inefficiencies, diminish the benefits of economies of scale, and result in 

unstable employment levels. In contrast, the marketing director could lower product prices and 

increase marketing expenditures to stimulate demand. While this approach might boost sales, 

it would also lead to reduced profit margins. Thus, the challenge lay in balancing production 
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efficiency, inventory management, and pricing strategies to optimize overall performance. As 

visible on Figure 17, inventory of EVON was significantly raising during two first years of 

simulation, reaching days of inventory of 93 and inventory value of 106% of revenue - on 

average EVON was increasing its inventory by $342m each quarter in that period. To prevent 

further deterioration of cash flow in the second year, we decided to stop producing models 

whose inventory was much higher than quarterly sales, so for models such as PU225G (stop of 

production for 3 quarters), Lux 225G (for 2 quarters) and EVON Micro (for 1 quarter). As a 

consequence, in Q12 EVON operated only 6 out of 11 factories, but sold in the period of Q11 

– Q13 cars produced in earlier periods worth $2,061m. That decision had rather neutral impact 

on the gross margin, however EBIT margin decreased to 14% from average 20% due to an 

increase in G&A expenses due to keeping factories empty. In the following periods, EVON 

aimed to produce cars at levels that would prevent a significant increase in inventory. To 

achieve this, we adjusted prices and marketing expenditures to stimulate sales effectively. As a 

result of these adjustments, it became unnecessary to halt production at any of the factories. 

Consequently, both the days of inventory and the total inventory value significantly decreased. 

In addition, operations director was responsible for conducting various investments 

concerning production, energy and supply chain, all together related to emissions generated by 

Company from various scopes. From Scope 1, so related to emissions from Company-owned 

and controlled resources, EVON conducted every possible investment. Despite their cost of  

$1.1b, they positively impacted demand, material costs, CSR and motivation. However, from 

Scope 2 and Scope 3, we conducted only one investment in each scope. From Scope 2, we 

didn’t decide on installing solar panels and energy management systems as at some point of the 

simulation we didn’t had enough funds and later, when we had enough financial resources, we 

didn’t decide as we were concerned that positive impact of investments will not be noticeable 

before the end of simulation. From the perspective, it was reasonable to undertake these 
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investments earlier, as they would increase the demand for EVON’s products and reduce 

material costs, leading to higher margins, what was one of EVON’s challenges. Similar 

reasoning was behind not investing in Scope 3 investments (beyond offsetting suppliers CO2) 

– switching to sustainable suppliers would lead to higher material costs, thus further decreasing 

EVON margins. This investment along with external battery recycling were supposed to 

increase the demand for vehicles, but we were not convinced that we will have enough time to 

capitalize on that.  

1.5. Conclusion 

Beyond the examples of cooperation between functions mentioned above, there were 

many other ways in which EVON’s directors cooperated with each other. Each quarter we 

followed similar structure – firstly, we were assessing, from the perspective of finance director, 

the sales of each model and, from the perspective of operations director, the number of units 

produced and sold. Then marketing department was proposing demand forecasts, pricing, and 

budgets, to, on the one hand, stimulate the demand, and on the other hand, ensure proper 

margins. Additionally, if a decision to launch a new car model was made, the innovation 

director and marketing director would review current market trends to ensure alignment with 

consumer needs (Figure 18).  

Overall performance of EVON can be considered as good. The Company managed to 

switch to the production of only electric vehicles, implement solutions which allowed EVON 

to be associated with change in automotive industry (car for everyone, subscription-based 

model, building power charging network) as well as decrease emissions and increase CSR along 

with sustainability of the Company. From the financial perspective, EVON increased financial 

metrics such as EBITDA, EBIT, Gross Margin, EVA in absolute values as well as found an 

optimal capital structure which minimized cost of capital. In addition, EVON conducted several 

investments that now allows the Company to produce the most advanced EVs.  
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Yet, there were several flaws – the transition to EVs was not smooth and took time. 

Despite improvement in financial metrics, margins decreased and for a while, EVON financial 

situation was not stable, for example it was not generating enough cash to repay its debt.  

One major area of improvement would be a better preparation of the strategy, with the 

emphasis on its implementation schedule. EVON approach to stay flexible, was in general good 

practice, but as indicated earlier, it lacked sense of urgency, leading to a focus on financial 

returns rather than executing the initial plan effectively. This lack of a structured timeline 

impacted financial and operations management, making it challenging to predict financial needs 

accurately and manage capital structure and working capital effectively.  

From the operational perspective, EVON made a great effort to reduce days of inventory 

for each product, what was significant struggle at the beginning of the simulation. However, 

developing an optimal vehicle portfolio strategy took time. With a more detailed strategy and 

better planning, EVON could have reached the optimal portfolio sooner and focused on 

improving margins towards the end of the simulation. 

There are several takeaways from the simulation. The most important is the impact of the 

strategy – it should cover both short and long term, indicate schedule of actions and consist of 

short term wins. For EVON, it was too often reacting to market events than really strategic 

planning. Another takeaway is significance of meeting supply with demand. Excessive 

production leads to excessive inventory, what has negative impact on company’s cash flow and 

invested capital. On the other hand, rapid stop of production creates issues from operational and 

HR perspective, thus it is important to correctly plan production and estimate future demand. 

From the operational perspective, the experience underscored that achieving positive outcomes 

often requires substantial time. EVON frequently changed production locations, which unabled 

the Company from fully capitalizing on economies of scale and the learning curve. 

Consequently, EVON struggled to reduce unit production costs effectively.   
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2. Personal Reflection 

2.1. Introduction 

Participation in the Business in Practice was a great experience, allowing me to work in 

a team of 7 people for 3 weeks and encounter various issues that can arise when leading a 

company or while working as a team. These included conflicts of interest, mistakes, unexpected 

events, and simple misunderstandings. There were at least two critical incidents that were 

particularly significant for me.  

The first incident significantly affected my confidence. Despite feeling well-prepared 

and being one of the team leaders, it turned out that the ideas I was opting for and which were, 

eventually, implemented, might not have been the most optimal for the Company, resulting in 

unfavourable outcomes in the simulation. This was a humbling experience and made me 

question my business knowledge.  

The second incident involved our team failing the pitch, for which I felt partially 

responsible. This disappointment was an example of dealing with unfavourable outcomes that 

cannot be reversed. It taught me the importance of coping with stress and how to manage it 

effectively, but also indicated that good preparation sometimes isn't enough to succeed. 

Both of these critical incidents were analysed following the same structure. I began with 

an overall introduction of the situation, including a separate section detailing the critical point 

of each incident. Then I described the response that I and the team had for the unfavourable 

situation. This was followed by the analysis of the situation, in which I tried to understand the 

whole situation and my feelings. Finally, I reflected on both incidents from a time perspective, 

assessing what I or the team could have done differently, what we did correctly, and what were 

the key lessons from each incident, which I will then be able to implement both in my personal 

life and professional career.  
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2.2. First critical incident  

Description of the situation: During the initial years of the simulation, I emerged as 

the principal figure within our team, deeply involved in decision-making processes and 

overseeing every department. I diligently argued my points of view, often connecting 

assertiveness with openness to others' ideas. However, I was often strongly convinced about 

my ideas, which were sometimes unpopular within the team. Despite this, I was able to persuade 

my team members that I was correct. A notable instance was my firm belief that stopping 

production of cars which EVON couldn't sell cars was the right choice, even at the cost of 

reduced factory utilization, which was concern of the rest of the team. Additionally, I strongly 

opposed increasing the debt ratio solely to lower the cost of capital, such as through share 

buybacks – as described earlier, I believed that even though debt to equity ratio was relatively 

low at some point of the simulation and there was still debt capacity, EVON’s financial situation 

was at that point not very strong and taking more debt could be dangerous for the Company. 

Moreover, I think my approach was very long term as I was thinking about EVON as a real 

Company, not only in the perspective of 6 years of the simulation, thus I was not so concerned 

about Economic Value Added, but rather about every KPI. 

Crucial point: However, my attitude changed after third year of simulation, when 

EVON’s score was not satisfactory, but especially because of the simulation clinic, during 

which we were told that in many ways the way we are leading EVON – so the way that I was 

mostly opting for – was not the most optimal or even wrong. After that, I was feeling 

demotivated and had lowered self-esteem and confidence. I did not think that I was very wrong 

in ideas I was presenting to rest of the team, especially because we had opportunity to discuss 

them with another mentor from IndustryMasters. However, apparently for the purpose of the 

simulation, my approach was not completely correct and rest of my team members were more 

focused on the score of the simulation, thus we had a different approach to that (I completely 
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understood that approach though, I didn’t consider mine or theirs as correct or wrong). Thus, to 

sum up, this made me feel that I might have lost my position and reputation within the team as 

well as undermined my self-esteem and confidence to be always the first one to speak one’s 

mind about EVON operations. 

Response: The first day of the simulation following the simulation clinics marked a 

noticeable shift in my engagement level. Previously, I had been a vocal and assertive 

participant, confidently presenting my views and guiding the team’s decisions. However, the 

feedback from the simulation clinics had a significant impact on my self-esteem and confidence 

thus I did not argue decisions with which I didn’t agree with or I was much less tenacious in 

defending decisions I considered correct if other people disagreed with them –I was rather 

focused only on my role. This change in my behaviour also influenced how I interacted with 

my colleagues - I became more deferential, prioritizing consensus over advocating for what I 

believed to be the best course of action. According to the literature, it was a normal response 

after receiving negative feedback (Bryan et al. 2023, 563). 

My attitude changed again after the peer assessment which helped me to return to my 

previous confidence level – it was a sort of reassurance that my teammates considered me as a 

valuable member of the team. Because of that I became again active team member, deeply 

involved in the decision making for every department. However, I changed the way I was 

reasoning my points of view – as after the simulation clinics we unanimously agreed that what 

we were concerned about is Economic Value Added, I started to make recommendations which 

included an analysis of the decision on the score. Actually, it was a very good practice for me 

as my arguments were better built up and included an analysis of more factors. 

Analysis: Initially, I considered that situation very negatively for me personally and for 

my position within the team. Firstly, I felt bad about it because as a CFO I felt responsible for 

EVON and I thought it could undermine my position within the group and that my team might 
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consider me to be the reason for the bad score of the Company. However, currently I reckon 

that there was a misunderstanding on my side about how we want to run the company, what 

should be the main point of concentration and what we want to achieve as a team and as EVON 

- yet my concerns about running EVON were overall valid. Now I can say, that it was very 

good that we had the simulation clinics because it also defined what we wanted to focus as a 

team. I was, though, afraid that I wouldn’t have been able anymore to propose critical ideas 

regarding EVON management, especially if they had been in contrary to recommendations we 

heard during the clinic sessions - it wasn’t the case though. In addition, the simulation clinic 

helped me understand that as a team we were mostly concerned about Economic Value Added 

metric, which was vitally important for the further way I was arguing my points of view. 

After that situation, I was also sort of concern about my peer assessment, which took 

place after the simulation clinics. However, I was positively surprised with the results – I was 

still assessed higher than I assessed myself, in each category obtaining more than 4 out of 5, 

especially in the category “having relevant knowledge, skills and abilities” and “contributing 

to the team”. That peer assessment enabled me to regain my self-esteem and confidence in my 

knowledge, what I think was relevant for the later performance during the simulation. This 

relationship, i.e., that peer opinions and self-assessment influence each other is scientifically 

proven, so that was normal that after being well assessed, I felt better (Concina 2022, 51). 

Reflection and learning: When I think about it now, I consider that being concerned 

about my peer evaluation was justified. According to the literature, if the team is dominated by 

a particular individual (in this context, me), it may lead to deficiencies in decision making 

processes (West 2012, 127). However, even though I was the biggest proponent of some of the 

ideas, I think I never forced anybody to make any decision, but I tried to explain my rationale 

in such a way that other members were also thinking in a similar way – thus, nobody took it as 

a trial to dominate the team but rather as an information sharing. In addition, I think that 
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everybody in our team was a team player and supportive, element necessary for proper 

teamwork (West 2012, 119). These two factors, along with the fact that we were never blaming 

anybody for anything, I think were the main reasons why that situation didn’t impact my peer 

assessment. However, I reckon that in our team we were not prone to be negative about other 

people ideas. If we had been, maybe then some of the ideas I was recommending wouldn’t have 

been implemented, in consequence leading to better results (Ginka and Barsoux 2016, 82). 

Described situation showed me how my self-esteem and motivation can change after 

receiving some sort of feedback about my ideas or decisions, in both negative and positive way, 

even if it is not feedback directed towards me, but rather my self-interpretation of the situation. 

This is also confirmed in the literature, that negative feedback can decrease intrinsic motivation 

(Fong et al. 2019, 156). I also understood how important it is to not get negatively impacted in 

such a situation. According to the literature, one of the best ways to handle such situations is to 

take a few minutes to see the bigger picture of the whole situation in order to better understand 

it (Tasha 2018, 2). Moreover, it is apparently normal to stay in isolation as negative feedback 

is un uncomfortable thing (Gino 2022) – however, it is much better to stay open and consider 

it as a potential reset with other team members (Tasha 2018, 5).  

To sum up, I consider this incident as valuable experience. While making decisions, it 

is necessary to be ready to face their consequences.  It is also essential to provide insights about 

decisions taken – even if initially other team members do not agree with a specific point of 

view, it is necessary to thoroughly explain own interpretation of the situation. As a result, if 

they understand the rationale and broader perspective, they will be less likely to blame and 

undermine that decision (Carucci 2024). 
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2.3. Second critical incident 

Description of the situation: During the simulation, EVON took part in two important 

role plays – the sales pitch and the client retention meeting. Both were essential for EVON's 

overall performance. Securing a new client through the sales pitch, which occurred at the 

beginning of the simulation, provided an opportunity for a significant cash injection for EVON. 

On the other hand, the client retention meeting, held at a later stage, was crucial for maintaining 

a high EVA and minimizing the risk of liquidity problems, especially as EVON was 

underperforming at that point of the simulation. 

According to the rules, each team member was required to participate in one pitch. For 

the sales pitch, EVON was represented by three directors. Since I was not among them, my role 

focused on supporting the preparation process. I assisted with creating the sales presentation, 

analysing the client, and helping the directors prepare by conducting mock pitches. From the 

directors' description, the pitch was challenging, with many unexpected questions from the 

client. Nevertheless, EVON secured the client, which I believe was largely due to the directors' 

skills demonstrated during the meeting. 

Due to the rules, I had to participate in the second meeting. I wasn’t pleased about that. 

While I believe in my competence and my team's peer evaluations supported that, I don't feel 

confident in formal speaking. These situations stress me out and make me feel uncomfortable. 

Crucial point: EVON was supposed to meet with the client in the afternoon, but we 

decided to gather earlier to discuss strategy and anticipate how the meeting might unfold. We 

simulated various scenarios, prepared responses to potential questions, and considered reasons 

why the client might consider terminating contract with EVON. This exercise helped to calm 

my nerves as I received positive feedback from my teammates made me feel well-prepared for 

the meeting as well as built confidence in our strategy - we aimed to remain professional, ask 

as many questions as necessary to fully understand the client’s situation, and be ready to 
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propose feasible solutions that would satisfy both parties. During the preparation, I began to 

feel that I was emerging as the main point of contact for the meeting. While this gave me a 

positive boost of adrenaline and motivation, it also made me feel responsible for the outcome 

of the meeting. 

After the meeting with the client, I felt that we performed well. We began with 

handshakes, asked permission to sit, and engaged in what I believed was a constructive 

conversation by asking numerous questions. EVON was represented by four directors without 

a single, clearly defined leader, allowing everyone to contribute. Although the client mentioned 

close to the end that we hadn't addressed all their concerns, I believed we had managed to cover 

these in the final moments of the discussion. Despite my positive impression, however, my 

teammates were more pessimistic. The next day, we found out that we had lost half of the 

client’s account, resulting in a $384m loss in gross profit for the year—around 5% of the 

previous year's total gross profit. While this amount might not seem significant, it was impactful 

given EVON's efforts to enhance profitability. The feedback we received highlighted our 

professional body language, good open-ended questions, and customer focus, but also pointed 

out the lack clear call to action and our failure to fully address the client’s concerns, which led 

to the partial loss of the account. 

Response: After we found out about losing half of the client’s account, there was visible 

disappointment within our team, particularly among the directors who had participated in the 

first, successful pitch. However, no one blamed anyone for the outcome. Personally, I felt a 

sense of disappointment, as this loss added to EVON's financial challenges. Despite this, I didn't 

feel as insecure as I did after the first incident. This was likely because the loss was a result of 

teamwork, and I didn’t feel solely responsible - – however, my confidence still decreased. 

While I could theoretically blame myself for not stepping up as the lead during the meeting,  

I was not convinced that taking the lead would have necessarily produced a better outcome.  
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The sense of disappointment within the team lasted for one year of the simulation. 

Although this feeling persisted for a while, I don't think it significantly affected our work. This 

was likely because the client’s decision to leave had already been made, leaving us with no 

opportunity to reverse it. Our only option was to focus on leading EVON as effectively as 

possible until the end of the simulation, ensuring that the loss of the account would be 

compensated as much as possible through EVON’s ongoing operations.  

Analysis: Client retention pitch was another situation that led to a decrease in my self-

esteem and confidence, which is a common feeling after an unfavourable outcome (Baumeister 

et al. 2003, 14). Similarly to the first incident, as CFO I felt responsible for EVON and for that 

meeting, so losing half of the client’s account, despite it not being a significant amount of 

money, had a negative impact on me. I also felt disheartened because the sales pitch had gone 

well and we had successfully won the client - so the three directors involved had done their part 

to help EVON, and I wanted to contribute positively as well. Nevertheless, I believe that within 

EVON, we managed to cultivate a strong sense of mutual accountability, which is crucial for 

effective teamwork (Katzenbach and Smith 1993, 116). Since we were all working toward the 

same goal, we built trust within the team, and no one blamed anyone else. Thus, the sense of 

disappointment I felt was likely just my own internal perception.   

In addition, negative feedback from the client retention meeting meant that I wrongly 

assessed the potential outcome. I had a good feelings about the discussion we had with the client 

– another reason I felt bad in terms of confidence. Also I regretted not asking my team if I could 

lead the meeting, as I felt confident and well-prepared after our mock sessions. With four of us 

present, everyone wanted to contribute, which I think was not the most optimal approach. On 

the other hand, I didn't want to be solely responsible for potentially losing the client's account, 

and that fear likely outweighed the potential satisfaction of successfully saving it.  
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Reflection and learning: That experience was important for me because, it was another 

opportunity for me to overcome the fear of active participation in important meetings. I think it 

was an example showing that confidence comes with preparation – thus, even though it is 

difficult to fully calm down before such a meeting, I learnt that one of the ways to stress less is 

proper preparation in advance (Aspinwall and Taylor 1997, 418). For me, preparing with others 

and receiving positive feedback was effective and provided a valuable boost of adrenaline. Yet, 

that experience also showed me that even extensive preparation may not be sufficient, as it’s 

challenging to anticipate every possible issue without complete information. In such cases, it 

can be more effective to follow a general framework and to pause before answering questions, 

taking time to consider the response and its potential consequences thoroughly. 

Reflecting on the experience, I regret not taking the lead during the meeting. While the 

idea of being the most responsible person was intimidating, it was valuable growth opportunity. 

Although losing the client’s account was disappointing, from a personal perspective, leading 

the meeting would have been a great way to practice and receive feedback. Moreover, since it 

was just the simulation, the consequences, although significant during the workshops, 

ultimately were not as impactful.  

Finally, I think it was a good example of why it is recommended not to overthink failures. 

We lost the account, but after finding out, we could not do anything about it – the decision had 

been made. As indicated in the literature, the most appropriate response was to analyse what 

went wrong, treat it as a lessons learnt and then concentrate on the remaining operations 

(Edmondson 2011, 53). There is no reason to overthink situations that have occurred and cannot 

be changed. It is far more productive to acknowledge the failure, understand what happened, 

determine what steps are needed to avoid similar issues in the future and find ways to mitigate 

the impact of negative outcomes through other actions (Cannon and Edmondson 2005, 308). 
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2.4. Conclusion 

Both critical incidents provided valuable lessons. The first one taught me that as a leader, 

coping with the responsibility for failures is inevitable. This can lead to temporary isolation, 

decrease in self-esteem, and lower motivation. However, peer assessment confirmed that my 

thoughts about being incompetent were unfounded. The second incident was an important 

lesson for me in terms of dealing with stress and unfavourable situations. I learnt that thorough 

preparation can significantly reduce, though not completely eliminate, stress. Moreover, honest 

support from other team members can boost motivation and further reduce stress before 

important meetings or events. This experience also emphasized the need to analyse 

unfavourable outcomes to prevent recurrence and mitigate their impact through improved future 

actions. In summary, a key feature of EVON was the supportive team atmosphere we created, 

which fostered participation and idea-sharing (West 2012, 157). 

Overall, participating in the simulation was a very beneficial experience for me. It was  

a great way to learn not only hard but also soft skills. I particularly appreciated the opportunity 

to discuss next steps and defend my ideas. My team rated me very highly in terms of 

contributing to the team and keeping the team on track, which I agree with, as I tried to 

participate in every business decision we made and substantiate my points of view. Similarly,  

I was rated higher than I rated myself in the categories of expected quality and having relevant 

knowledge, skills, and abilities. However, in the category of interacting with teammates, I was 

rated lower than I rated myself. I gave myself a score of 5, believing I was very friendly and 

polite to everyone in my team. Yet, now I think that I could have expressed my thoughts and 

ideas more clearly and been more open to others' proposals. 

To sum up, I consider Business in Practise as a great three weeks not only of applied hard 

skills learning, but also as very good personal experience and opportunity to work in the team. 

I am convinced that I will be able to adapt many of lessons I learnt in my future personal life 

and professional career.    
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Appendix 

Figure 1: SWOT Analysis of EVON 
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Figure 2: EVON – Porter Five Forces 

 

Figure 3: EVON – Business Model Canvas 
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Figure 4: Sustainability Rating, (%) 

 

 

Figure 5: Economic Value Added, mUSD 
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Figure 6: Debt ratio, (%) 

 

 

Figure 7: Z-Score 
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Figure 8: Net Debt, ND/EBITDA, Interest Coverage 

 

Figure 9 : WACC 
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Figure 10: Cash Conversion Cycle 

 

Figure 11: Liquidity Ratios 
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Figure 12: Factory Utilization and Gross Margin, % 

 

Figure 13: Average production output, units 
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Figure 14: Material Costs and Staff Expenses as % of revenue 

 

Figure 15: Number of models produced and gross margin 
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Figure 16: Factory utilization and average days of inventory for selected models 

Model 
Average Factory 

Utilization 

Average Days of 

Inventory 

EVON Micro 96% 62,5 

EVON Micro V2 92% 80,25 

EVON Biz 96% 53,25 

EVON Biz V2 100% 55,625 

 

 

 

 

Figure 17: Days of Inventory and Inventory as % of Revenue 
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Figure 18: Team Charter 
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