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ABSTRACT

Goal: This study aims to assess the impact of using the method of real options in invest-
ment analysis through a case study on a retail firm.

Design / Methodology / Approach: It was targeted the applications of the real options
method in a different type of environment and it was compared to another method more
commonly used, the discounted cash flow method (DCF). The implementation and assess-
ment of the real options method was investigated by means of a case study conducted in
an investment analysis in a retail units firm.

Results: The use of the real options method showed a more concise applicability over the
DCF method. The results show that the project’s value, after the inclusion of managerial
flexibility, increased significantly, which indicates that the analysis of the discounted cash
flow undervalued the investment in question, since it disregarded the flexibility to expand
or abandon the project.

Limitations of the investigation: The presented method is proper to long-term processes
where it is possible to make changes during the project. Investments in this sector usually
are more related to short and medium-term decisions, making the application difficult
due to the short decision-making period available to the managers.

Practical Implications: The study provided the incorporation of flexibility through differ-
ent pathways during the building project in a retail units firm. It was showed different
scenarios where practitioners could decide among expanding, proceeding, reducing or
abandoning the retail units based on the characteristics of their investments.
Originality/value: The results obtained are an indication of this methodology to industrial
businesses that are relatively volatile and that need a certain degree of flexibility in order
to burgeon, such as the case of the retailing sector.

Keywords: Investment analysis; Decision making; Managerial flexibility; Real options
method; Case study.




1. INTRODUCTION

Factors such as competitiveness, competition and increas-
ing market demands typically require the business environ-
ment a more specific planning in which the decision-mak-
ing process is done through assessment methods. These
assessment methods serve to support decision making and
are significantly important for companies in order to con-
sider all possible investment alternatives (Liu et al., 2012;
Keller et al., 2017). Traditional investment analysis tools ig-
nore a relevant principle of many investment projects that is
to allow project delay, the possibility of expansion or even
discontinuation, when the project has already been started
(Bodie and Merton, 1999; Scotelano et al., 2017). Without
estimating these options, there is a great chance that the
project’s Net Present Value (NPV) will be underestimated by
the analyst.

Questions, such as what path to follow, which project to
choose, how costs and revenues will be generated, as well
as the capital needed, should all be considered in deciding
on the best plan to follow (Casarotto Filho and Kopittke,
2008). Hence, an alternative approach that can be adopted
is known as the assessment of real options (Borges et al.,
2018; Lambrecht, 2017; Andalib et al., 2018).

In a nutshell, the theory of real options, when applied to
projects with associated intangibles, tries to overcome the
limitations of the conventional criteria and the lack of ana-
lytical discipline, which characterizes the qualitative assess-
ment (Samanez, 1994; Fernandes et al., 2011; Lambrecht,
2017). This theory encompasses the investment opportuni-
ty as finance and business strategies. Hence, it creates an
assessment tool supported by a quantitative approach that
transforms the investment into financial options. The main
objectives of this paper are to analyze the impact of real op-
tions by means of a case study conducted in a distribution
center opening for retail units and to evaluate whether the
investments should be expanded, abandoned, contracted or
continued. Although the usefulness of this work serves to
enhance the academic comprehension of the subject mat-
ter, it is believed that it is the practical community who will
greatly benefit from this study, since they will have a hands-
on and detailed vision of how the Real Options method was
conducted.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows.
First, the authors’ theoretical background section “Theo-
retical Background” will be introduced to the concepts and
the main literature on Real Options. After this, the study’s
methodological procedures will be explained on the section
“Methodology”. In the section “Results” the results of this
case study will be presented. Finally, the authors’ discus-
sions and conclusions will be presented on the section “Dis-
cussions and conclusions”.
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2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

As most part of the literature advocates, the main objec-
tive of companies should be the creation of a system in which
managers make investments that maximize the long-term val-
ue of their companies (Porter, 1991; Cooper et al., 2001; Grillo
et al., 2018). In order to analyze project options, it is neces-
sary to verify whether the economic analysis of investments is
centered on the elaboration of a cash flow that reflects all the
inflows and outflows of the firm’s resources, that is, the elab-
oration of an estimative of both revenue and benefits when
considering the costs of a new project (Lambrecht, 2017; An-
dalib et al., 2018). Most decisions made about investments
involve three important factors: (i) if the investment is partial-
ly or completely irreversible; (ii) if there is uncertainty about
future return, and (iii) if the investment is flexible, which com-
prehends the possibility of the investment to be postponed
so that more information on the main points that affect the
return of the investment itself can be obtained.

The option assessment theory makes it possible to capture
the different paths that a company’s management could take
during the investment phase (Lambrecht, 2017). Moreover, it
takes into account the uncertainties of the investment out-
comes. In this way, an “option” can be defined as a contract
that gives the buyer a future right over an asset, although
there is no obligation to buy or sell it at a previously estab-
lished price, the so-called “exercise price” (Andalaft-Chacur
et al., 2011; Trigeorgis and Tsekrerkos, 2018). There are two
types of options: the purchase, in which it is offered the right,
but not the obligation to buy a given asset, and the sale, which
offers the same conditions of buying, for the selling of a given
asset. The option market allows the use of various strategies,
some for protection, and others for speculation. Among the
main reasons for using the option strategy are: (i) the obtain-
ing of greater returns through the leverage aspect and (ii) the
pricing of a future acquisition, allowing the acquisition of an
asset with an attractive price on the current date at the same
value in later periods, and to protect against falling prices. Re-
garding the performing possibilities, the classification can be
made according to Figure 1.

Classification Purchase option Selling option
. The asset’s price is The asset’s price is
Inside
mone greater than the exer- | lower than the exer-
¥ cise price. cise price.
The asset’s price is The asset’s price is
In money equal to the exercise | equal to the exercise
price. price.
. The asset’s price is The asset’s price is
Outside P P
mone lower than the exer- | greater than the exer-
v cise price. cise price.

Figure 1. Classification of the options according to the preforming

possibility

Source: Adapted from Silva Neto and Tagliavini (1996).
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The greatest problem in the decision to invest or to aban-
don a project is the duration devoted for the decision-mak-
ing process (Martinsuo and Lehtonen, 2007; Liu et al., 2012;
Scotelano et al., 2017). Typically, this duration, may delay
the project, consequently, hampering the effectiveness of
the decision itself. Thus, the real options theory brings flexi-
bility as an advantage over the NPV method, because it pres-
ents explicit criteria for the decision as to when operations
should be started, finished or discontinued. According to
Copeland and Antikarov (2002), the NPV offers a decision of
the present expectation about the future data. In contrast,
the evaluation by real options provides the necessary flexi-
bility for the decision making according to data availability.
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The economic analysis through real options is an invest-
ment analysis methodology that incorporates managerial
flexibility, uncertainty and learning. One of the major ben-
efits of such a methodology is the appreciation of decisions
that would otherwise not be considered in a project, such
as postponement, discontinuation and expansion, to men-
tion but a few. This methodology, nevertheless, does not
reject the discounted cash flow model, but rather it com-
plements it by adding the value of the built-in opportunities
with the resulting NPV (Miranda Filho, 2005). Literature pro-
vides some relevant applications regarding this topic. Figure
2 brings some applications and the main authors that have
studied the real options theory.

Among the listed authors on Figure 2, Brennan and
Schwartz (1985), Dixit and Pindyck (1994) and Dias (1996),
are the ones who mostly contributed to the field of Real Op-
tions. They not only extended the theoretical understanding
on the topic, but also conducted studies related to the appli-
cation of the real options method for investment analysis. In
addition, some other authors who also largely contributed
to the development of this method in different scenarios are
Fuss et al. (2008), Reniers et al. (2011) and Szolgayova et al.
(2011). Lastly, it could be verified that besides contributing
to the analysis of investments, the theory of real options
also serves to solve socio-economic problems (Kogut and
Kulatilaka, 1994).

3. METHODOLOGY

The present analysis consists in a case study made on a
retail company. The identity of the company will be kept
confidential, as requested by the company’s management.
Hence, for discussions about this work, the data used in this
study were transformed, without changing the final out-
comes. The case encompasses an investment assessment in
the opening of a retail unit in a new location. For this pur-
pose, it will be necessary to open a local merchandise dis-
tribution center with small capacity. The other part of the
operation will be served by distribution centers from other

Authors Year Application
Roberts and Weitzman 1981 Examination of projects with sequential investments using information collection models.
Brennan and Schwartz 1985 Assessment of natural resources, options for temporary standstill or discontinuation of a mine.
Titman 1985 Assessment of waiting time for land occupation.
McDonald and Siegel 1986 Waiting costs model for better conditions.
Baldwin 1986 Assessment of the possibility of installing a plant in several locations.
Paddock et al. 1988 Assessment of options included in undeveloped oil reserves.
Kulatilaka 1988 Flexible manufacturing, technology and machinery with multiple uses.
Triantis and Hodder 1990 Flexible manufacturing, technology and machinery with multiple uses.
Kogut and Kulatilaka 1994 Input, capacity and a.wdquacy opti.ons for multinationalicompanies undergoing
operations in a volatile exchange rate environment.
Dixit and Pindyck 1994 Social-economic problems.
Dias 1996 Investments under uncertainty in oil exploration and production projects.
Kallberg and Laurin 1997 Capital budgeting in a pharmaceutical company.
Alvarez 1999 Discussion about optimal market exit and the evaluation of uncertain demand projects.
. . Input, capacity and adequacy options for multinational companies undergoin
Pennings and Lint 2000 P P Zperationgin ayvoIF;tiIe exchange rate environrrr:ent. some
Castro 2000 Assessment of capiFaI investeq .in thermc?electric generation projects
in the Brazilian electric sector.
Fuss et al. 2008 Portfolio analysis using real options for investments in markets and change uncertainties.
Reniers et al. 2011 Real options for evacuation decisions in areas within the chemical industry.
Szolgayova et al. 2011 Portfolio analysis using real options for energy investments.

Figure 2. List of authors per year and their real options theory applications.

Adapted from Santos and Pamplona (2001).



locations. For a possible expansion, it would be necessary to
set up a permanent distribution center with a considerably
high investment value. If the company decides to reduce the
operation in the new location, this local distribution center
would become, consequently, inactivated, and the opera-
tion in the region would be carried out by a distribution cen-
ter in another distant location. This would negatively impact
the operating margin.

Hence, the primary objective of the analysis is to evaluate
the impact of real options method used in the investment
under analysis. For this purpose, an assessment will be per-
formed firstly using the discounted cash flow method. Then,
the same investment will be analyzed using the real options
method. As seen in Figure 3, the real options assessment
method employed follows previous works of Copeland et al.
(2002) and consists of four steps:

1.Calculate the
project’s NPV
through discounted
cash flow

2.Elaboration of an
event tree in order
to incorporate
uncertainty

3.Incorporate
administrative
flexibilities through
the decision tree

4.Calculate the
options value

\

Figure 3. The four Real Options Method steps
Source: Adapted from Copeland et al., 2002.

The first step consists in discounting the projected future
cash and flow projections using a rate that reflects the risks
tied to the project. The cash flow is used to identify the ac-
tual generation of project value, once Damodaran (2002)
points out that book values do not demonstrate the actual
outflows and inflows to shareholders.

The second step encompasses the elaboration of the
event tree considering the degree of project’s uncertainty.
For this, it is necessary to estimate the project’s variance,
which can be done in three ways: (i) using the variance of the
projects already carried out that resemble the project under
analysis; (ii) using project estimates of other companies op-
erating in the same sector and assigning different probabil-
ities to different market situations; (iii) estimating the cash
flow of the project in each case and estimating the variance
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in relation to the present value (Damodaran, 2002). For this
study, the first option will be adopted, since the company
already has a portfolio of other similar projects.

For the construction of the event tree, the initial value is
multiplied by the upward [u] and downward [d] movement
factors given by the following formulas:

u= eVt

(1)

d= e—o’v’At

(2)
where, o is the estimated project volatility.

After the construction of the event tree, there is the third
stage of the analysis, which corresponds to the incorporation of
flexibility aspects. Firstly, the values were all converted to dollar.
The dollar-real quotation was $1.00 to RS 3.12 by the time the
study was conducted. This study considers three flexibilities: (i)
to expand the operation in 100%, with additional investment of
$641,025.64; (i) to reduce the operation by 40%, with a gain of
$128,205.00; (iii) and to discontinue the project, with a gain of
$ 240,385.00. The next step corresponds to the calculation of
the risk-adjusted probability, given by:

eTVAE_g
u—d (3)

q =
where ris the risk-free interest rate.

Using the risk-adjusted probabilities, the decision tree
must be constructed with the inclusion of the optimal man-
agement flexibilities at each node. The analysis of optimal
choices should be made starting at the final nodes. Then, the
final value of the project is calculated, composed of the value
without managerial flexibility plus the value of the option:

_ (ix@)+[ny;x(1-q)]

Where n, e n, correspond to the optimal choices’ values
of the Year 1 nodes.

This final value obtained is then compared to the present
value of the project obtained through the discounted cash
flow method.

4. RESULTS

The cash flow estimation of the project was based on the
company’s business model, using a standard model devel-
oped by the project department for the analysis of this type
of investment. Figure 3 shows the cash flow estimation for
5 years. The model is monthly updated, with assumptions
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aligned with the monthly forecast model of the company.
The model contemplates more than 200 variables and has a
very high level of assertiveness.
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After the cash flow calculations, the project assessment
was carried out through the discounted cash flow. The per-
petuity used in the calculation experienced a 5% growth. The
weighted average cost of the capital adopted follows other
similar projects conducted inside the company (18.40%). The
NPV obtained was $1,361,655.61 and the IRR was about 40%.

For the real options analysis, it is necessary to define the
project’s volatility. As described in the methodology, a 40% de-
gree of volatility was adopted in this study, which can also be

found in data from previous and similar projects. Furthermore,
the risk-free rate considered is 14.4%, and the values found for
“u” and “d” are 1.492 and 0.670 respectively. Using this data,
we have the following resulting event tree in Figure 5:

After the construction of the event tree (Figure 5), the
decision tree was obtained with the inclusion of the three
managerial flexibilities. The three managerial flexibilities
included are: to expand by 80%, with the additional invest-
ment of $641,025.64; contracting, with a reduction of 60%
and a gain of $128,205.00; and discontinue, with a gain of
$240,385.00. The optimal decisions were obtained in each
node, from the end nodes, as seen in Figures 6 to 10:

Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
Gross return revenue - $1,661,982.37 $1,778,321.15 $1,902,803.53 $2,035,999.68 $2,178,519.55
Taxes - -$190,712.18 -$204,061.86 -$218,346.15 -$233,630.45 -$249,984.62
Net revenue - $1,471,270.19 $1,574,258.97 $1,684,457.05 | $1,802,369.23 $1,928,534.94
Cost of goods sold - -$1,089,796.79 | -$1,159,256.73 | -$1,236,117.31 | -$1,322,645.83 | -$1,415231.41
Gross profit - $381,473.40 $415,002.24 $448,340.06 $479,723.40 $513,303.85
Gross margin - Retail | 0.0% 25.9% 26.4% 26.6% 26.6% 26.6%
Gross revenue service | $96,018.91 $119,697.44 $149,442.95 $180,958.97 $219,121.15
Provision
Net revenue service | $83,975.00 $104,673.72 $130,675.00 $158,224.04 $191,580.77
Provision
Gross profit from - $76,361.54 $96,526.92 $121,958.01 $148,896.79 $181,785.90
services provided
Gross profit retail + | $457,834.62 $511,529.17 $570,298.08 $628,620.19 $692,907.05
Provision of services
Selling, general ex-
penses and adminis- | - -$456,945.19 -$457,138.78 -$485,092.95 -$514,250.64 -$545,160.58
trative expenses
Corridors - -$21,185.90 -$23,048.08 -$24,899.68 -$26,642.63 -$28,507.69
Advertising Expenses | - -$12,604.49 -$13,412.82 -$14,463.46 -$15,425.96 -$16,514.10
Personnel expenses - -$298,524.68 -$288,756.41 -$306,081.73 -$324,446.47 -$343,913.46
Operational expenses - -$96,553.85 -$102,314.74 -$108,418.91 -$114,886.86 -$121,741.03
Adm";';rsaetl"e - -$26,266.03 -$27,685.58 -$29,190.38 -$30,655.45 -$32,193.91
Selling expenses - -$237.82 -$254.17 -$272.12 -$291.03 -$311.54
Expenses with other | _ -$1,572.76 -$1,666.99 -$1,766.99 -$1,873.08 -$1,985.58
resources
Retail EBTIDA - $889.42 $54,390.38 $85,205.13 $114,369.55 $153,516.99
Net Revenues with
e - $28,966.67 $41,294.55 $54,348.40 $68,181.73 $85,535.90
EBTIDA Credit Card - $22,449.36 $32,003.21 $42,119.87 $52,840.71 $66,290.38
EBIT - $67,582.69 $186,883.97 $262,518.91 $334,215.38 $425,493.27
Non-operational ) ) ) ) ) )
results
EBT - $67,582.69 $186,883.97 $262,518.91 $334,215.38 $425,493.27
Net result - $67,582.69 $186,883.97 $262,518.91 $334,215.38 $425,493.27
Cash flow - $67,725.96 $185,851.60 $259,140.71 $328,635.90 $416,768.27

Figure 4. Cash flow summary.
Source: the authors’ own (2018).
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Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
5$10.080.783,17
$6.744.02583
54.520.710,16 54.520.710,16 |
$3.030.359,13 $3.030.359,13
$2.031.334,94 52.031.334,54 52.031.334,54 |
$1.373.199,39 51.361.660,93 $1.361.660,93
$912.759,62 5512.755,62 5512.759,62 |
5611.848,43 5611.845,43
541013920 5410.135.20 |
527452785
5184.291,85

Figure 5. Event tree.
Source: the authors’ own (2018).

Year 5
Node Return Max. wvalue Decision
max $10.060.783,17 S17.463.384,07 S56.164.675,03 5240.33462 S17.468.334,07 expand
P proceed expand reduce abandon
max $4.520.710,16 S7.49625263 52.840.631,22 524038462 $7.496.25253 expand
o proceed expand reduce abandon u
mmax £2.031.33494 $3.01537724 51.347.006,09 5240.38462 3$3.015377,24 expand
R proceed expand reduce abandon
max 591275962 51.001.941,563 " $675.860,90 S$240.38462 51.001.941,63 expand
s proceed expand reduce abandon
max 5410.139,20 $97.224 04 " 537428865 5240.384862 $410.139,20 proceed
T proceed expand reduce abandon
mmax 5184291868 - $309.300,29 g 5238.780,26 524038482 $240.334 62 abandon
u proceed expand reduce abandon
Figure 6. Year 5.
Source: the authors’ own (2018).
Year 4
Node Return Wax. value Decision
max §7. 71516558 S$13246272 37 S4757.30446 524038462 51324527237 expand
K proceed expand reduce abandon P
max $3.466.730.83 85509008987 S220824362 524038462 §5590.03937 expand
L proceed expand reduce abandon
max $1.557.740,10 352.1682.906,54 51.062.849.20 3240384562 32162.90654 expand
5 proceed expand reduce abandon
max $609.954,58 $618.892,63 554817788 5240.33452 £600.954 58 proceed
N proceed expand reduce abandon
max $314.517.44 374.804,23 $316.91561 35240.384 52 $316.915,61 reduce
o proceed expand reduce abandon

Figure 7. Year 4.
Source: the authors’ own (2018).
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Year 3
Node Return Max. value Decision
max $3.951669,71 3547157984 32499520655 5541.02554 356471597584 expand
G proceed expand reduce abandon
max 51775642 44 S$2555130,71 §1.193.509058 %5641.02564 $2.555.130,71 expand
H proceed expand reduce abandon
max §797.866,79 §795.134 58 2506.92519 5641.02564 $707.866,79 proceed
| proceed expand reduce abkandon
max $358.513,30 3425827 $343.31311 5541.025564 5541.02554 abandon
] procesd expand reduce abandon
Figure 8. Year 3.
Source: the authors’ own (2018).
Year 2
MNode Return Max. value; Decizion
max 264891532 5412702192 S1.71755433 564102564 5412702192 expand
0 proceed expand reduce abandon
max £1.190.263,0&4 51.501.447 82 504236295 5541025854  51.501.44782 expand
E procesd expand reduce abandon P
mmax $534.832 53 232187292 244910455 5541.02554 254102554 abandon
E proceed expand reduce abandon
Figure 9. Year 2.
Source: the authors’ own (2018).
Year1
Node Return WMax. value Decision
max $1.775.642 44 $2.555.130,71 $1.193.500 58 $641.025464 $2.555.130,71 expand
B proceed expand reduce abandon
max S797.866.79 S$795.134.58 $606.925.19 S641.025.64 S$797.866,79 proceed
C proceed expand reduce abandon
Figure 10. Year 1.
Source: the authors’ own (2018).
Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year o
Fi
K 517.468.384,07
G $13.246.272 37 0
D £5.471.979 84 L 57.496.252 63 |
B 54.127.021,82 H $5.599.089,87 R
A $2.555.130,71 E $2.555.130,71 M £3.015.377,24 |
$1.579.345 90 C 51.501.447 82 [ 52 162.905 54 5
§797.866,79 F $797.866,79 M %1.001.941,63 |
$541.02564 | $6099.954 58 T
354102564 0 541013920 |
£316.915,61 u
5240.384 62

Figure 11. Values in decision tree.

Source: the authors’ own (2018).
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Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year b
P
K expand
G expand 8]
D expand L expand |
B expand H expand B
A expand E expand Il expand |
C expand [ expand 5
proceed F proceed N expand |
abandaon J proceed T
abandon 0 proceed |
reduce u
abandon

Figure 12. Decisions in decision tree.

Source: the authors’ own (2018).

The optimum choices and the results at each moment are
illustrated by the decision trees in Figures 11 and 12:

Finally, the calculation of the project’s final value was made
encompassing the options value which was priced using the
binomial method. The result obtained was $1,579,845.90. The
difference between the new present value calculated through
the real options theory and the present value obtained by
the discounted cash flow shown in Figure 13 is $218,185.00,
which corresponds to an increase of 16.02%.

§1.923.076,92

$1.602.564,10

$1.282.051,28

$961.538 46

$641.025,64

$320.512,82

NVP Discounted Cash Flow NVP Real Options.

Figure 13. NPV comparison.
Source: the authors’ own (2018).

The results show that the option to expand investments
is presented several times in the decision tree. The decision
to contract is the less advantageous one. The NPV increase
of the project was significant (16%), which, in the company’s
case, could be decisive for its inclusion in the investment
portfolio. In this way, it is important to adopt methods that
take into account managerial flexibilities, especially in the
case presented, given the great volatility and dynamism of
the retail segment.

5. DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

The use of the real options theory allowed a better as-
sessment of the possible returns achieved along the years
in which the project takes place. The traditional method of
project financial viability analysis through discounted cash
flow underestimates the value of the project analyzed and
does not consider possible alternatives for the investor, such
as expanding or discontinuing the project. The value of the
project’s flexibility is $218,185.00, which corresponds to a
16% increase over the amount calculated by the discounted
cash flow. In this study, however, it was investigated a new
approach for the same situation and, according to the results
presented, it has been found that the implementation of the
real options method for investment analysis and assessment
is the best option for the case. The results obtained are an
indication of this methodology to industrial businesses that
are relatively volatile and that require a certain degree of
flexibility in order to burgeon, such as the case of the retail-
ing sector. Although investments in this sector may be more
related to short and medium-term decisions, the opening of
new units in new locations has a characteristic of being a
long-term process and usually demands a great level of at-
tention. Furthermore, the process characterizes a long-term
decision, since it requires massive investments and usually
takes more time to get fully established. Therefore, given
the nature of the project management, it is better for the
business as a whole to incorporate flexibility and adaptabil-
ity. In addition, the dynamism of the sector makes it appro-
priate to incorporate flexibility into the analyzes.

Finally, the outcome of this study is in accordance to
previous studies (Kallberg and Laurin, 1997; Alvarez, 1999;
Reniers et al., 2011; Szolgayova et al., 2011). These works
indicate a clear advantage of the Real Options Method use
over others (in the case, the discounted cash flow method
was compared), because it allows more extreme decisions
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to be taken. Differently from these previous studies on Real
Options (e.g. Klingebiel and Adner, 2015; Trigeorgis and Re-
uer, 2017), the main objective of this work was to contribute
to the literature with a more practical view of the subject.
Furthermore, future studies are recommended to analyze
the applicability of the Real Options method in other types
of industrial businesses, with different levels of accuracy and
demand for flexibility. It is believe that the incorporation of
this method in other environments can bring substantial
contributions in terms of the type of business that are more
suitable and, consequently, more likely to benefit from the
implementation of the Real Options Method.
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