[image: ]

ASSESSMENT 
Financial Performance and Management:
A Strategic Financial Analysis of
Marriott International, Inc.
Assessment Component: Financial Performance and Management
	Student name:
	Hiren Kishorbhai Adroja

	Student ID
	[bookmark: _GoBack]2527939

	Programme:
	Master of Business Administration

	Module:
	Financial Management

	Module code:
	LCMB7002

	Lecturers:
	Patrick Yeboah

	Company analysed:
	Marriott International, Inc.

	Submission date:
	24th July 2026







Table of Contents	
1	Financial Health Check	4
1.1	Scope and analytical approach	4
1.2	Financial-statement performance	4
1.3	Efficiency and operational strengths	5
1.4	Liquidity and industry comparison	5
1.5	Gearing, investment and cash flow	6
1.6	Overall assessment	7
2	Working Capital Management Analysis	8
2.1	Assessment of the Cash Operating Cycle	8
2.2	WORKING CAPITAL Reforms to Improve Liquidity	9
2.3	Short-Term versus Long-Term Financing	10
3	Strategic Financial Restructuring Plan	10
3.1	Recommended Restructuring Options	10
3.2	Effects on Shareholder Value, Debt and Flexibility	11
3.3	International and Ethical Considerations	12
4	Investment Appraisal and Capital Budgeting	13
4.1	Appraisal Framework and Assumptions	13
4.2	Project A Assessment	13
4.3	Project B Assessment	14
4.4	Project C Assessment and Project Selection	14
4.5	Fit with Marriott Financial Performance and Strategic Risk	15
4.6	Capital Rationing under the £100 Million Limit	15
4.7	Conclusion and Implementation Controls	16
5	Critical Reflection on AI Usage	16
5.1	Tool Disclosure and Purpose	16
5.2	Critical Evaluation and Verification of AI Output	17
5.3	AI Contribution and My Original Analysis	17
5.4	Ethical and Professional Reflection	18
6	References	19
7	Appendices	23
7.1	Appendix A: Five-Year Financial and Ratio Summary	23
7.2	Appendix B: Liquidity Comparison with Industry Benchmarks	24
7.3	Appendix C: Principal Ratio Formulae	24
7.4	Appendix D: GRAPHS	25
7.5	Appendix E: Comparative Investment Appraisal Results	29
7.6	Appendix F: Discounted Cash Flow at 8 Per Cent	30
7.7	Appendix G: Capital Rationing Portfolio Analysis	30
7.8	Appendix H: NPV Sensitivity Analysis	31
7.9	Appendix I: Graphical Analysis	31




 





















[bookmark: _Toc235687056]Financial Health Check 
1.1 [bookmark: _Toc235687057]Scope and analytical approach
[image: Marriott International Logo Vector Files Download | Logowik]
Source: (Marriott International, 2026).
This report provides an evaluation of Marriott International's audited consolidated financial statements for the 2021-2025 period. Profitability and liquidity, efficiency and gearing and investment and cash-flow measures have been applied with detailed calculations shown in the Excel workbook and summarised in Appendix A. Figures are in US$ million unless indicated otherwise. The five-year series was assembled from Marriott's official Form 10-K filings, with 2020 balance-sheet data being used only to calculate the average balances in the ratios for 2021. This method enables to carry out trend analysis and critical evaluation instead of just accounting figures. The financial statements were given an unqualified audit opinion, providing a robust evidence base for the analysis (Marriott International, 2022; 2023; 2026).
1.2 [bookmark: _Toc235687058]Financial-statement performance
In 2021, Marriott reported revenues of $13.857 billion, rising to $26.186 billion in 2025, with cumulative growth of 89.0% and a compound annual growth rate of 17.2%. However, the pattern seen over the year is more telling than the published increase. Revenue grew by 49.9% in 2022 and 14.2% in 2023 as international travel recovered, but growth slowed to 5.8% in 2024 and 4.3% in 2025. As a result, Marriott has shifted from recovery growth mode to a more sophisticated one where room growth, pricing, franchise fees, and demand from abroad need to drive incremental revenue gains. Gross fee revenues rose 5% in 2025, bolstered by growth in rooms, a modest rise in RevPAR and growing credit-card-related fees, while worldwide RevPAR grew by just 2.0% which again indicated moderation in underlying growth (Marriott International, 2026). 
Over the same time frame, operating income grew from $1.750 billion to $4.141 billion. The operating margin improved from 12.6% in 2021 to 16.7% in 2022, before easing to 16.3% in 2023 and 15.0% in 2024; it recovered to 15.8% in 2025. Net margin was more volatile, rising from 7.9% in 2021 to a high of 13.0% in 2023, dropping to 9.5% in 2024 and improving slightly to 9.9% in 2025. Net income declined by 23% for 2024 and increased 9.5% in 2025, but 2025 was still lower than 2023. Return on assets improved from 4.4% to 9.7%, with a peak of 12.2% in 2023. Marriott is highly profitable, but its earnings are not linear after recovery (Marriott International, 2023; 2026).
1.3 [bookmark: _Toc235687059]Efficiency and operational strengths
Efficiency ratios show a clear structural strength. Its asset turnover also grew, from 0.55 times in 2021 to 0.97 times in 2025, and its fixed-asset turnover jumped from 9.19 to 13.83 times. Receivables turnover increased from 7.39 to 9.18 times and days sales outstanding (DSO) reduced from 49.4 to 39.8 days. These movements refer to improved revenue generation from Marriott's assets and receivables base.
The results are in line with Marriott's asset-light strategy which aims to reduce direct invested capital by disposing of property, while continuing to hold long-term agreements or management contracts. By the end of 2025, Marriott's regional operating numbers encompass over 9,000 properties and nearly 1.78 million rooms, without Marriott having ownership of most of the underlying hotel assets. However, in 2025, accounts receivable stood at $2.909 billion, making disciplined collection from owners, franchisees and other counterparties significant for working-capital control (Marriott International, 2026).
1.4 [bookmark: _Toc235687060]Liquidity and industry comparison
Liquidity is Marriott’s most immediate financial weakness. It also saw a current ratio drop from 0.57 in 2021 to 0.43 in 2025 and was less than 1.0 across the five years. The quick ratio went down from 0.53 to 0.39, and the cash ratio dropped significantly from 0.22 to 0.04. Net working capital turned negative from minus $2.781 billion in 2023 to minus $4.814 billion in 2024.
The current ratio for Marriott was around 0.4 for 2024 and 2025. The operating cash-flow ratio is reassuring as it rose from 0.18 to 0.38, indicating that the cash generated from operations is a greater proportion of current liabilities than the balance-sheet ratios suggest. However, the company has a short-term financial buffer if its cash receipts slow down or its short-term obligations rise unexpectedly (Marriott International, 2026). 
This concern is reinforced in the industry comparison in Appendix B. Current ratio was lower for Marriott than the Hotels and Motels industry average (0.82) during 2025. Quick ratio is 0.39, lower than the industry average of 0.69, and cash ratio is 0.04, much lower than the industry average of 0.50. Marriott was consistently below each of the three corresponding benchmarks for each year of analysis (ReadyRatios, 2026). 
The differences are not to be interpreted mechanically, however. The benchmark includes hotel owners, operators and mixed business models, while Marriott is mainly fee-based and asset-light. Marriott also has a $4.5 billion multicurrency revolving credit facility, and its operating cash generation, borrowing capacity and access to capital markets are sufficient to meet expected future liquidity needs, according to its reports. Nevertheless, reliance on external credit can grow more hazardous during heavy travel disruption, volatile capital market conditions, or unforeseen owner and loyalty cash needs. Low liquidity is therefore structurally understandable but remains financially material (Marriott International, 2026).
1.5 [bookmark: _Toc235687061]Gearing, investment and cash flow
Leverage increased significantly. Total debt increased by 59.8% from $10.138 billion in 2021 to $16.204 billion in 2025, and interest expense almost doubled, from $420 million to $809 million. Debt to assets rose from 39.7% to 58.8% and net debt to assets climbed to 57.5%. The interest coverage ratio increased from 4.17 times in 2021 to 8.59 times in 2022 but dropped to 5.12 times in 2025. This is still adequate, but the decline indicates that interest charges are taking up an increasing share of operating profit.
In 2023, equity turned negative and in 2025 grew to a $3.771 billion deficit, mainly due to the growth of treasury stock resulting from purchases. Debt to equity is therefore a misleading ratio and the ratio of debt to assets along with the net debt to assets and interest coverage ratios make more sense. Marriott's debt grew by $1.757 billion in 2025, and the weighted average interest rate on the long-term debt was 4.5%, with an average maturity of around 5.4 years (Marriott International, 2026). 
Investment sentiment is positive at a per share basis but lends some doubt to capital allocation. Diluted EPS growth from $3.34 in 2021 to $9.51 in 2025, with dividends restarted and climbing to $2.64 per share. This dividend payout ratio of 27.8% offered a dividend cover of 3.60 times in 2025. But shareholder distributions were much smaller due to share repurchases (Marriott International, 2026).
The company's free cash flow totaled $10.350 billion over the five-year period. The funding gap widened between 2022 and 2025, as dividends and share repurchases amounted to $15.889 billion while free cash flow was $9.356 billion. Free cash flow in 2025 was $2.608 billion, while distributions to shareholders were $4.018 billion, giving coverage of only 0.65 times. This trend is one of the reasons for rising debt and negative equity, though acquisitions and other investments also played a role (Marriott International, 2026). 
However, cash flow quality improved. Operating cash flow rose from $1.177 billion in 2021 to $3.212 billion in 2025 and cash conversion improved from 1.07 to 1.23 times. Free-cash-flow margin advanced from 7.2% to 10.0%, although it peaked at 11.5% in 2023. Capital expenditure rose to $750 million in 2025, bringing capital-expenditure coverage above five times after dropping to 3.67 times in 2024. The cut in 2025 to $604 million helped restore free cash flow, but the continued investment in technology and growth suggests that current cash flow can't always be assumed to be fully distributable (Marriott International, 2026).
1.6 [bookmark: _Toc235687062]Overall assessment
Marriot's key strengths are the international scale, the asset-light business model, improving asset utilisation, positive free cash flow in each year, robust EPS recovery and still very good interest coverage. The main risks are slow revenue growth, ongoing liquidity shortfalls compared with the industry, increasing debt and interest costs, negative equity, and paying dividends significantly higher than internally generated free cash flow.
The CFO focus should therefore be on maintaining the scalable fee-based model with share repurchases as a liquidity and leverage measure. Total distributions should be based on sustainable free cash flow, and excess cash should be used to pay down debt and provide a proper liquidity cushion. Only acquisitions, property investments or technology projects should be approved after NPV, IRR, payback and downside-sensitivity testing. It would preserve investment capacity while maintaining the vitality of employees, franchisees, hotel owners, and service quality without indiscriminate cost cutting. In summary, Marriott's business is strong and cash generative, but its capital-allocation discipline needs to be strengthened to sustain future growth financially and ethically (Sarfraz et al., 2023). 
2 [bookmark: _Toc235687063]Working Capital Management Analysis
2.1 [bookmark: _Toc235687064]Assessment of the Cash Operating Cycle
It is important to note that Marriott's working-capital position should be viewed in the context of its asset-light, fee-based business model. The company does not provide a material inventory balance or a conventional cost-of-sales figure, so the standard cash conversion cycle (CII) cannot be measured with certainty (CII = inventory days + receivable days - payable days). A modified operating-cycle assessment is consequently more appropriate.
[image: ]
Source: (Statista 2025).
The receivables turnover ratio at Marriott has risen from 7.39 in 2021 to 9.18 in 2025, bringing sales outstanding down from ~49.4 days to 39.8 days. In 2025, the operating profit of Marriott International, headquartered in the United States, was 4.14 billion U.S. dollars. The fiscal year ends December 31 (Statista 2025). This means that there is a higher chance of the recovery of amounts, mainly from hotel owners, such as the reimbursable amounts. Average accounts payable plus total operating cost is used as an approximation of 2025 payable days, which came out to around 13 days, giving an adjusted cash operating cycle of around 27 days. This was manageable, but a receivable of $2.909 billion remained significant. Furthermore, cash position was only $358 million versus current liabilities of $8.398 billion and a current ratio was around 0.4:1. Operating cash flow came in at $3.212 billion, which is good, but for Marriott, negative working capital suggests that it relies heavily on reliable income from collections, contributions via loyalty programs and continued access to financing (Marriott International, 2026).
2.2 [bookmark: _Toc235687065]WORKING CAPITAL Reforms to Improve Liquidity
The first reform should be a centralized program for receivables control, that includes owners, franchisees, credit cards partners and reimbursables spend. Marriott's automated invoice matching, along with real-time ageing dashboards, risk-based credit limits and escalation workflows for overdue balances that are not covered by agreed terms would be beneficial. For 2025 revenues, cutting days sales outstanding by five days would free up about $359 million. Second, Marriott should negotiate the terms of its suppliers, focusing on extending the terms for big, strategic suppliers, but doing so in an ethical manner, not simply passing the financial burden onto smaller businesses. Dynamic discounting should only be applied when the premium for early payment is greater than Marriott's funding cost for the short term. Thirdly, management should set minimum liquidity thresholds based on cash, operating cash-flow coverage and revolver availability. Also, the quarterly stress testing should incorporate scenarios for global travel disruptions, late owner payments, foreign exchange volatility and loyalty redemptions to make sure committed facilities always have enough capacity under realistic downside scenarios. Liquidity should be kept above these thresholds as share repurchases should be reduced when the liquidity drops. Finally, Marriott needs to provide better cash pooling by currency, better forecasts for the rolling thirteen weeks, and early reimbursement for hotel owners and ring-fencing of adequate cash to pay loyalty obligations. Efficient cash-cycle management generally improves liquidity, reduces external financing requirements and supports profitability (Ebben and Johnson, 2011).
2.3 [bookmark: _Toc235687066]Short-Term versus Long-Term Financing
Short term financing is suitable for short-term or temporary working capital shortages. Marriott can use commercial paper, which generally has maturities of 45 days or less, and its $4.5 billion multicurrency revolving credit facility. These are flexible, easy to access and only charge interest on money drawn. Commercial paper, however, is negatively leveraged with refinancing risk, market-demand risk, and interest-rate risk. The revolver is scheduled to expire in December 2027 and includes leverage covenants. It should therefore not become a funding partner, but a liquidity backstop (Sarfraz et al., 2023). 
The permanent part of working capital, the technology transformation, acquisitions, and the support of hotel development, is more applicable to long term financing. Marriott’s long-term debt had a weighted-average interest rate of 4.5%, an average maturity of 5.4 years and a high fixed-rate proportion at year-end 2025. Long term notes provide less roll over uncertainty and more funding stability, however, they carry higher committed interest costs and leverage and the risk of financing short-lived assets with costly capital. Marriott should therefore implement "maturity matching": commercial paper for temporary mismatches, operating cash flow for regular needs, and fixed-rate debt scheduled in a staggered manner for permanent requirements. A balanced policy would not compromise liquidity and would not lead to excess refinancing dependence or unnecessary long-term borrowing (Marriott International, 2026).
[bookmark: _Toc235687067]Strategic Financial Restructuring Plan
2.4 [bookmark: _Toc235687068]Recommended Restructuring Options
Marriott should implement a restructuring programme based on deleveraging, asset-light divestment and disciplined investment, not a transformational merger. Total debt at year-end 2025 was $16.204 billion, with $1.896 billion of debt due and interest payments of $3.3 billion due within a year. The initial step should thus be to suspend repurchases until the interest coverage ratio is above 6.0 times, and until the net debt to total assets ratio drops below 50%. The objective is to use free cash flow for scheduled maturities and then for growth projects with high returns (Marriott International, 2026).
Second, Marriott should reassess its list of 51 properties that it owns or leases and dispose of those that are mature and non-strategic, with valuations that make sense. Second, Marriott should re-evaluate its portfolio of 51 owned or leased properties and sell those properties that are no longer strategic, but mature and have an attractive valuation (Sarfraz et al., 2023). This will free up capital, lower lease and operating risk and maintain a steady cash flow stream. The citizenM transaction is an acquisition model: Marriott paid $355 million for the brand and intellectual property, the seller retains ownership of the hotel, and stabilised annual fees are estimated at around $30 million, with performance-based earn-outs of up to $110 million (Marriott International, 2025).
Third, Marriott should stagger near-term maturities and selectively retire high-cost debt when it's profitable. The goal is not to issue equity to the broad market, as Marriott is a profitable business and such a move would water down existing stockholders. Also, capital-intensive or riskier markets need to be expanded with project-level equity injections, joint ventures, and minority partnerships. Unless recognized synergies outweigh the acquisition premium, integration cost and regulatory risks, a major merger should be avoided (Eschenbrenner et al., 2023). 
2.5 [bookmark: _Toc235687069]Effects on Shareholder Value, Debt and Flexibility
The short-term impact on earnings per share will be reduced, but the long-term impact on shareholder value will be positive as the risk of refinancing is reduced, the cost of debt is lower and there is a reduced risk of financial distress. The long-term debt rate for Marriott was 4.5%, and its weighted average maturity was 5.4 years with 90% of fixed rates in 2025. A fixed-rate mix would ensure a smooth cash flow and a staggered mix would reduce over-dependence on refinancing in a given year (Marriott International, 2026).
Also, a return on invested capital should improve after asset sales as the brand and operating fees would continue to generate income without requiring property capital to be invested in Marriott.Additionally, a return on invested capital should improve following the sale of assets as the brand and operating fees would be generating income without requiring property capital to be invested in Marriott. However, over-divestment may compromise control of property standards and strip away valuable real-estate appreciation. Therefore, the sales decision ought to be weighed against the lost hotel cash flow, tax, contract durability and brand importance. Project-level partnerships would preserve Marriott’s operational flexibility and enable faster international expansion, although shared ownership may slow decisions and divide returns. The restructuring should consequently use measurable limits for leverage, liquidity, repurchases and acquisition spending (Sarfraz et al., 2023). 
2.6 [bookmark: _Toc235687070]International and Ethical Considerations
International restructuring should take account of taxes, currency transfers, inflation and ESG requirements. Marriott is subject to taxes in many tax jurisdictions and has a 23.4% effective tax rate and paid $1.070 billion of cash taxes in 2025. Restructuring should be done through transparent transfer pricing, substance-based legal entities and through full country-level compliance, not aggressive shifting, as tax disputes may affect cash flow and corporate legitimacy (Marriott International, 2026).
Foreign revenues and costs also create transaction and translation risk for Marriott. Natural hedging should balance local-currency fee income with local costs and debt, with forwards and/or swaps provided to cover material net exposures. Central treasury should conduct counterparty limits and stress test currencies, interest rates and inflation. Supplier contracts should be linked to inflation and incorporate productivity and reopening clauses, and franchise support should ensure weaker owners are not burdened with unmanageable costs without shifting those to employees or smaller suppliers.
Last but not least, restructuring needs to align with Serve 360 – responsible operations, opportunity, communities and human rights. Fair consultation, redeployment support, responsible sourcing and climate-resilience assessment and binding brand standards should accompany divestitures and efficiency reforms. Only targets on emissions, water, waste and workforce outcomes which have been independently assured should be used in sustainability-linked financing to prevent greenwashing. This comprehensive strategy would enhance Marriott's financial standing without compromising service quality, trust among stakeholders, or the potential for worldwide expansion (Marriott International, 2025; 2026).
[bookmark: _Toc235687071]Investment Appraisal and Capital Budgeting
2.7 [bookmark: _Toc235687072]Appraisal Framework and Assumptions
Three investment proposals of £50 million each are assessed in this report. There are five annual cash inflows in each project, no residual value, and an 8 per cent discount rate. The straight-line depreciation is then £10 million per annum, and the average investment is £25 million. The five methods used are the payback period, accounting rate of return, present net value, profitability index and the internal rate of return. The Payback is the period of time required to make up the outlay. Accounting rate of return is a ratio of average accounting profit to average investment. But both approaches are incomplete when it comes to the timing and risk of cash flow. The final decision should be made using NPV because it discounts all the cash flows relevant to the decision and directly measures the increase in shareholder wealth. The difference between IRR and PV is that the first shows the project return as a percentage, whereas the latter shows the present value generated per pound invested, which is used for capital rationing (Arnold and Lewis, 2019; Brealey et al., 2023). Detailed calculations are provided in Appendices G through I and the spreadsheets attached.
2.8 [bookmark: _Toc235687073]Project A Assessment
Project A has cash inflows of £10m, £12m, £14m, £10m and £8m, giving an undiscounted total cash inflow of £54m. After Year 4, the cumulative balance is £4 million and after Year 5 is £4 million. Thus, the payback period is 4.50 years. The accounting profit from the business in each year is £2 million, £2 million, £2 million, zero, and negative £2 million, respectively. The average profit is £0.8m and the ARR is 3.20 per cent (How and Lee, 2020). 
The present value of the inflows of Project A is £43.456 million at 8%. After accounting for the £50 million investment, this gives a negative NPV of -£6.544m and a PI of 0.869. The IRR is 2.72 per cent, which is less than the required return. The project is cost effective, but it does not pass any of the value-based tests. With cash flow decreasing after Year 3, exposure worsens if predictions are not met. Project A should be rejected because accepting will result in a loss of shareholder value and divert money that could be used for liquidity, debt repayment or better investments (Whelan, Atz and Clark, 2021). 
2.9 [bookmark: _Toc235687074]Project B Assessment
Project B provides £11 million of equal annual receipts over five years, with a total receipt of £55 million without discounting. This is a more stable pattern that can be more easily predicted. However, this total is still negative £6 million after Year 4, and the investment is paid back 0.545 times by Year 5. The payback period is about 4.55 years, which is the longest of any of the alternatives. The accounting profit for one year is £1 million (after depreciation) therefore the mean accounting profit is £1 million, and ARR is 4.00 per cent (Sarfraz et al., 2023). 
Discounted inflows are valued at £43.920 million, with an NPV of – £6.080 million and a PI of 0.878. It has an IRR of 3.26 per cent, which is far from the planned 8 per cent. Project B is slightly better than Project A with respect to NPV, PI, ARR and IRR; however, there is no acceptable project that is superior. No amount of predictability can overcome inadequate return. The project should then be rejected unless its price is renegotiated, cash inflows are increased in significant amounts, or cash inflows can be estimated and adjusted in updated forecasts to reflect strategic value (Sarfraz et al., 2023). 
2.10 [bookmark: _Toc235687075]Project C Assessment and Project Selection
Project C generates inflows of £5 million, £10 million, £20 million, £25 million and £5 million. Total undiscounted receipts are £65 million, but value is skewed towards Years 3 and 4. Payback is calculated as 3.60 years, as the cumulative deficit is £15 million after Year 3 and Year 4 provides £25 million. Accounting profits are negatively £5 million, zero, £10 million, £15 million, and negative £5 million. The average annual profit is £3 million, and ARR is 12.00 per cent.
Discounted inflows at 8 per cent are £50.858 million. NPV is positive £0.858 million, PI is 1.017, and IRR is 8.59 per cent. Project C is the only proposal meeting the acceptance conditions: NPV above zero, PI above one, and IRR above the required return. It also has the lowest Payback and highest ARR. As a result; Project C should be chosen. The value margin is, however, limited since the IRR is only 0.59 percentage points above the hurdle rate. The sensitivity analysis indicates that its NPV turns negative when the discount rate is increased to 10 per cent. Therefore, before significant funding is made available, strict cost controls, milestone reviews, and revised forecasts should accompany the approval (Sarfraz et al., 2023). 
2.11 [bookmark: _Toc235687076]Fit with Marriott Financial Performance and Strategic Risk
The recommendation should reflect Marriott's stance. In 2025, Marriott generated cash and profits, and had total debt of approximately $16.2 billion, cash and equivalents of approximately $0.4 billion, and continued a situation of low short-term liquidity. The current ratio from the previous ratio analysis was around 0.43, and the working capital had been negativing throughout. In addition, Marriott distributed over $4.0 billion to shareholders in 2025. These conditions allow for negative NPV projects to be rejected, even if they have a nominal payback (Marriott International, 2026a; Marriott International, 2026).
Project C is better as it generates value and utilises half of the available budget, £100 million. It is cash poor, execution risk, political risk, currency risk and demand risk. Later inflows may be delayed or diminished by development abroad, whereby regulatory approvals, tourism policy, taxation, exchange rates or local inflation may affect it. The use of pounds also creates potential currency mismatch with Marriott's mainly dollar denominated reporting. Treasury should be aware of the currencies of costs and benefits, be willing to hedge where it makes sense and selectively use forward contracts (ICAEW, 2026). 
Customer loyalty is another important consideration. At yearend 2025, Marriott Bonvoy had almost 271 million members, and member stays accounted for a significant portion of room nights. An improvement in digital service, property quality, or loyalty engagement could boost recurring fee income while disruption, weak data security, or mixed franchise execution could hurt trust (Marriott International, 2026b). Energy, emissions, water, waste, accessibility, labour standards, human rights, and community impacts should all be considered during the ESG screening process. Marriott's Serve 360 framework allows for these issues to be embedded in investment governance, not as peripheral concerns (Marriott International, 2025).
2.12 [bookmark: _Toc235687077]Capital Rationing under the £100 Million Limit

When the portfolio has a fixed amount of £100m, it is a capital rationing problem, and the portfolio that yields the greatest total NPV must be selected. Individual projects or pairs are affordable, as each project costs £50 million. The combined NPV of Project A and Project B is negative £12.624 million. The net benefit of Project A combined with Project C is negative £5.686 million, and the net benefit of Project B combined with Project C is negative £5.222 million. The three project portfolio costs £150 million, is over budget and has a negative NPV of £11.766 million (Whelan, Atz and Clark, 2021). 
Project C by itself is the optimum portfolio. It will need £50m and generate about £0.858m in value, leaving £50m uncommitted. Capital rationing does not mandate that the entire capital be used, only that it be used at its maximum. The addition of A or B would turn a positive portfolio into one that is negatively impacting value. If management had to spend exactly £100 million then B + C would have the lowest negative NPV, but that would be irrational. Unused capacity should be kept for debt reduction, liquidity protection, or subsequent positive NPV opportunity. PI comes to the same result due to the highest value per pound invested with C at 1.017.
2.13 [bookmark: _Toc235687078]Conclusion and Implementation Controls
Project C should be approved conditionally, while Projects A and B should be rejected. NPV consistently backed up by PI, IRR, ARR and Payback is decisive evidence. Prior to commitment, management must confirm cash flow projections, designate project owners, carry out political and ESG due diligence and implement stage gates based on cost, schedule, demand and customer outcome. Actual and forecast cash flows should be compared in quarterly review and a formal post investment audit should surface forecasting bias and lessons for future decisions. This approach maintains Marriott's liquidity, safeguards shareholder value and prevents a situation where existing capital is confused for an investment mandate (Lassala, Blat and Navarrete, 2021). 
3 [bookmark: _Toc235687079]Critical Reflection on AI Usage
3.1 [bookmark: _Toc235687080]Tool Disclosure and Purpose
I used ChatGPT as a limited academic support tool in the creation of this report, as indicated in the AI-use acknowledgement. It was expected to facilitate the report organization, enhance the clarity of expression, establish the need for further discussion of various parts of the report and propose preliminary interpretations of the financial ratios, working-capital policies, restructuring possibilities and capital-budgeting results. AI was not used to create financial evidence; nor was it used to replace independent financial judgement. The financial data, ratio calculations, investment-appraisal results and strategic recommendations were produced from the annual reports of Marriott International, the accompanying spreadsheet and my own calculations. Transparency matters because it allows readers to differentiate between technological support and actual authorship and analytical accountability (OECD, 2024).
3.2 [bookmark: _Toc235687081]Critical Evaluation and Verification of AI Output
Systematically, AI-generated content was reviewed to account for the potential to generate convincing, but incorrect statements, unsupported interpretations, invented information, and logical inconsistencies. I cross checked all of the financial data with the Form 10-K filings by Marriott and cross checked the calculations with the supporting Excel workbook. Revenue growth, profitability margins, turnover ratios, liquidity measures, interest coverage, free cash flow, NPV, IRR, ARR, profitability index and payback were re-calculated individually. I also included an evaluation of whether each interpretation was logical from the evidence. For instance, if a hotel like Marriott has negative equity, debt-to-equity is not appropriate, instead debt-to-assets and interest coverage are preferred. I corrected the output where AI made causality errors, misreaded currencies, rounded figures inconsistently or where it suggested that all available capital should be invested, using verified evidence and finance theory. This process accounts for the importance of identifying, quantifying, manage and monitoring AI-related risks (NIST, 2023). I have also assessed the consistency between sections, tested against accounting principles, challenged assumptions (particularly the optimistic ones), and applied the recommendations against the company's liquidity constraints, overall objectives, and responsibilities to its broader stakeholder groups.
3.3 [bookmark: _Toc235687082]AI Contribution and My Original Analysis
The overall contribution of AI was primarily in the areas of organisation, drafting support, and language refinement. It helped to minimise repetition, improve transitions and identify potential counter arguments. The original analysis work, however, was still my work. I chose the appropriate financial ratios, explained the nature of Marriott's asset-light business model, analyzed the company's liquidity challenges, determined how much shareholder distributions were correlated with free cash flow and how much negative equity and debt load were a concern. I also developed the restructuring priorities, working-capital reforms, financing recommendations, project-selection decision and implementation controls. My strategic conclusion was that “Marriott should continue to be operationally sound, but focus on liquidity, deleveraging and positive-NPV investment before repurchases” was drawn from the financial evidence and consequences and risk to Marriott's stakeholders.
3.4 [bookmark: _Toc235687083]Ethical and Professional Reflection
AI's impact on financial tasks introduces significant moral obligations. Its use must be disclosed by finance professionals, there must be an audit trail and finance professionals must remain accountable for decisions. Financial, employee or customer information must not be input into public AI systems without permission and proper data-governance measures. Over-reliance can diminish professional scepticism, magnify bias and lead executives to accept confident recommendations without questioning assumptions. The principles of integrity, objectivity, professional competence, confidentiality and professional behaviour continue to apply, when they use AI (ICAEW, 2025). So, while AI can help with productivity and critical thinking, it should never be used in place of verified evidence, independent judgement, ethical scrutiny or accountable human approval for executive financial decisions.
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[bookmark: _Toc235687086]Appendix A: Five-Year Financial and Ratio Summary
	Measure
	2021
	2022
	2023
	2024
	2025

	Revenue ($m)
	13,857
	20,773
	23,713
	25,100
	26,186

	Operating income ($m)
	1,750
	3,462
	3,864
	3,767
	4,141

	Net income ($m)
	1,099
	2,358
	3,083
	2,375
	2,601

	Operating cash flow ($m)
	1,177
	2,363
	3,170
	2,749
	3,212

	Free cash flow ($m)
	994
	2,031
	2,718
	1,999
	2,608

	Total debt ($m)
	10,138
	10,064
	11,873
	14,447
	16,204

	Operating margin
	12.6%
	16.7%
	16.3%
	15.0%
	15.8%

	Net profit margin
	7.9%
	11.4%
	13.0%
	9.5%
	9.9%

	Return on assets
	4.4%
	9.4%
	12.2%
	9.2%
	9.7%

	Current ratio
	0.57x
	0.45x
	0.43x
	0.40x
	0.43x

	Quick ratio
	0.53x
	0.42x
	0.39x
	0.37x
	0.39x

	Asset turnover
	0.55x
	0.82x
	0.94x
	0.97x
	0.97x

	Days sales outstanding
	49.4
	40.0
	40.7
	40.0
	39.8

	Debt to assets
	39.7%
	40.6%
	46.3%
	55.2%
	58.8%

	Interest coverage
	4.17x
	8.59x
	6.84x
	5.42x
	5.12x

	Diluted EPS
	$3.34
	$7.24
	$10.18
	$8.33
	$9.51

	Dividend per share
	–
	$1.00
	$1.96
	$2.41
	$2.64

	Distribution coverage
	–
	0.70x
	0.60x
	0.45x
	0.65x


[bookmark: _Toc235687087]Appendix B: Liquidity Comparison with Industry Benchmarks
	Measure
	2021
	2022
	2023
	2024
	2025

	Marriott current ratio
	0.57x
	0.45x
	0.43x
	0.40x
	0.43x

	Industry current ratio
	1.92x
	1.47x
	0.89x
	0.85x
	0.82x

	Marriott quick ratio
	0.53x
	0.42x
	0.39x
	0.37x
	0.39x

	Industry quick ratio
	1.42x
	0.85x
	0.72x
	0.63x
	0.69x

	Marriott cash ratio
	0.22x
	0.07x
	0.04x
	0.05x
	0.04x

	Industry cash ratio
	1.32x
	0.69x
	0.43x
	0.39x
	0.50x


[bookmark: _Toc235687088]Appendix C: Principal Ratio Formulae
	Ratio
	Formula

	Operating margin
	Operating income ÷ revenue

	Net profit margin
	Net income ÷ revenue

	Return on assets
	Net income ÷ average total assets

	Current ratio
	Current assets ÷ current liabilities

	Quick ratio
	Cash and receivables ÷ current liabilities

	Asset turnover
	Revenue ÷ average total assets

	Receivables turnover
	Revenue ÷ average accounts receivable

	Days sales outstanding
	365 ÷ receivables turnover

	Debt to assets
	Total interest-bearing debt ÷ total assets

	Interest coverage
	Operating income ÷ interest expense

	Dividend payout
	Dividend per share ÷ diluted EPS

	Free cash flow
	Operating cash flow − capital expenditure

	Distribution coverage
	Free cash flow ÷ dividends and share repurchases



[bookmark: _Toc235687089]Appendix D: GRAPHS 
	Year
	Revenue ($m)
	Operating income ($m)
	Net income ($m)

	2021
	13,857
	1,750
	1,099

	2022
	20,773
	3,462
	2,358

	2023
	23,713
	3,864
	3,083

	2024
	25,100
	3,767
	2,375

	2025
	26,186
	4,141
	2,601









	Year
	Operating margin
	Net margin

	2021
	12.6%
	7.9%

	2022
	16.7%
	11.4%

	2023
	16.3%
	13.0%

	2024
	15.0%
	9.5%

	2025
	15.8%
	9.9%











	Year
	Marriott current
	Industry current
	Marriott quick
	Industry quick

	2021
	0.57x
	1.92x
	0.53x
	1.42x

	2022
	0.45x
	1.47x
	0.42x
	0.85x

	2023
	0.43x
	0.89x
	0.39x
	0.72x

	2024
	0.40x
	0.85x
	0.37x
	0.63x

	2025
	0.43x
	0.82x
	0.39x
	0.69x












	Year
	Operating cash flow ($m)
	Free cash flow ($m)
	Shareholder distributions ($m)

	2021
	1,177
	994
	-

	2022
	2,363
	2,031
	2,887

	2023
	3,170
	2,718
	4,540

	2024
	2,749
	1,999
	4,444

	2025
	3,212
	2,608
	4,018




3.5 [bookmark: _Toc235687090]Appendix E: Comparative Investment Appraisal Results
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	Project
	Initial investment
	PBP
	ARR
	NPV
	PI
	IRR
	Decision

	Project A
	£50.000m
	4.50 years
	3.20%
	(£6.544m)
	0.869x
	2.72%
	Reject

	Project B
	£50.000m
	4.55 years
	4.00%
	(£6.080m)
	0.878x
	3.26%
	Reject

	Project C
	£50.000m
	3.60 years
	12.00%
	£0.858m
	1.017x
	8.59%
	Accept



3.6 [bookmark: _Toc235687091]Appendix F: Discounted Cash Flow at 8 Per Cent
	Year
	Discount factor
	Project A PV
	Project B PV
	Project C PV

	Year 1
	0.9259
	£9.259m
	£10.185m
	£4.630m

	Year 2
	0.8573
	£10.288m
	£9.431m
	£8.573m

	Year 3
	0.7938
	£11.114m
	£8.732m
	£15.877m

	Year 4
	0.7350
	£7.350m
	£8.085m
	£18.376m

	Year 5
	0.6806
	£5.445m
	£7.486m
	£3.403m

	PV of inflows
	-
	£43.456m
	£43.920m
	£50.858m

	Initial investment
	-
	(£50.000m)
	(£50.000m)
	(£50.000m)

	NPV
	-
	(£6.544m)
	(£6.080m)
	£0.858m



3.7 [bookmark: _Toc235687092]Appendix G: Capital Rationing Portfolio Analysis
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	Portfolio
	Investment
	Combined NPV
	Portfolio PI
	Within £100m?
	Assessment

	No project
	£0m
	£0.000m
	-
	Yes
	Neutral

	A only
	£50m
	(£6.544m)
	0.869x
	Yes
	Destroys value

	B only
	£50m
	(£6.080m)
	0.878x
	Yes
	Destroys value

	C only
	£50m
	£0.858m
	1.017x
	Yes
	Creates value

	A + B
	£100m
	(£12.624m)
	0.874x
	Yes
	Destroys value

	A + C
	£100m
	(£5.686m)
	0.943x
	Yes
	Destroys value

	B + C
	£100m
	(£5.222m)
	0.948x
	Yes
	Destroys value

	A + B + C
	£150m
	(£11.766m)
	0.922x
	No
	Destroys value



3.8 [bookmark: _Toc235687093]Appendix H: NPV Sensitivity Analysis
	Discount rate
	Project A NPV
	Project B NPV
	Project C NPV

	4%
	(£1.721m)
	(£1.030m)
	£7.313m

	6%
	(£4.232m)
	(£3.664m)
	£3.948m

	8%
	(£6.544m)
	(£6.080m)
	£0.858m

	10%
	(£8.676m)
	(£8.301m)
	(£1.984m)

	12%
	(£10.646m)
	(£10.347m)
	(£4.603m)

	14%
	(£12.469m)
	(£12.236m)
	(£7.021m)
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3.9 [bookmark: _Toc235687094]Appendix I: Graphical Analysis
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Figure I1: Net present value comparison. Project C is the only project with a positive NPV.


Figure I2: IRR comparison against the 8 per cent required return.


Figure I3: Cumulative cash flow and payback profiles for Projects A, B and C.


Figure I4: NPV outcomes for all capital rationing portfolios.

Figure I5: NPV sensitivity to changes in the discount rate.
Revenue and Earnings Trend
Revenue ($m)	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	13857	20773	23713	25100	26186	Operating income ($m)	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1750	3462	3864	3767	4141	Net income ($m)	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1099	2358	3083	2375	2601	Profitability Margins
Operating margin	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.12628996175218302	0.16665864343137726	0.1629485935984481	0.1500796812749004	0.15813793630184067	Net margin	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	7.9310095980370934E-2	0.11351273287440428	0.13001307299793363	9.4621513944223107E-2	9.932788512945849E-2	Liquidity versus Industry
Marriott current	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.5659434992976432	0.45142389971385749	0.42656531821695437	0.40293675569429993	0.42676827816146701	Industry current	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.92	1.47	0.89	0.85	0.82	Marriott quick	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.52676759793975336	0.41940318844529229	0.39293996392682301	0.36894438663429296	0.3890211955227435	Industry quick	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.42	0.85	0.72	0.63	0.69	Cash Flow versus Shareholder Distributions
Operating cash flow ($m)	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1177	2363	3170	2749	3212	Free cash flow ($m)	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	994	2031	2718	1999	2608	Shareholder distributions ($m)	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0	2887	4540	4444	4018	Net Present Value by Project
NPV (£m)	
Project A	Project B	Project C	-6.5440594186024157	-6.0801895921410676	0.85832495813094312	

IRR versus 8% Required Return
IRR	
Project A	Project B	Project C	2.7219684840601444E-2	3.2634958177834239E-2	8.5867557437232289E-2	Required return	
Project A	Project B	Project C	0.08	0.08	0.08	



Cumulative Cash Flow and Payback
Year 0	
Project A	Project B	Project C	-50	-50	-50	Year 1	
Project A	Project B	Project C	-40	-39	-45	Year 2	
Project A	Project B	Project C	-28	-28	-35	Year 3	
Project A	Project B	Project C	-14	-17	-15	Year 4	
Project A	Project B	Project C	-4	-6	10	Year 5	
Project A	Project B	Project C	4	5	15	



Capital-Rationing Portfolio Outcomes
Investment (£m)	
No project	A only	B only	C only	A + B	A + C	B + C	A + B + C	0	50	50	50	100	100	100	150	NPV (£m)	
No project	A only	B only	C only	A + B	A + C	B + C	A + B + C	0	-6.5440594186024157	-6.0801895921410676	0.85832495813094312	-12.624249010743483	-5.6857344604714726	-5.2218646340101245	-11.76592405261254	



NPV Sensitivity by Discount Rate
Project A NPV	
0.04	0.06	0.08	0.1	0.12	0.14000000000000001	-1.7205330426374843	-4.2324084779172964	-6.5440594186024157	-8.675823186444056	-10.645582941631467	-12.469106518386376	Project B NPV	
0.04	0.06	0.08	0.1	0.12	0.14000000000000001	-1.0299543588217404	-3.6639983587771567	-6.0801895921410676	-8.3013455365070854	-10.347461774204952	-12.236109342556944	Project C NPV	
0.04	0.06	0.08	0.1	0.12	0.14000000000000001	7.3129219208280105	3.9479636381446994	0.85832495813094312	-1.9838436271740107	-4.6030843152220839	-7.0210792229221823	
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Project Appraisal: PBP, ARR, NPV, Pl and IRR

The model uses an 8% discount rate and straight-line depreciation to zero. All calculations are formula-driven.

Linked assumption Value Units
Discount rate 8.00% %
‘Annual depreciation £10.00m £m
Average investment £25.00m £m
Project life 5 years
Project A

Measure Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Total / Result

Net cash flow (Em) (£50.00m) £10.00m £12.00m £14.00m £10.00m £8.00m £54.00m
Discount factor 1.0000 0.9259 0.8573 0.7938 0.7350 0.6806 -
Present value (£€m) (£50.00m) £9.26m £10.29m £11.11m £7.35m £5.44m (£6.54m)
Cumulative cash flow (£m) (£50.00m) (£40.00m) (£28.00m) (£14.00m) (£4.00m) £4.00m £4.00m
| Accounting profit (£Em) - - £2.00m £ ]! - (£2.00m) £0.80m
Payback period 4.50 years
ARR 3.20%
NPV (£6.54m)
Profitability index 0.869x

IRR 2.72%
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Project B
Measure Year 0 Year 1 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Total / Result

Net cash flow (Em) (£50.00m) £11.00m £11.00m £11.00m £11.00m £55.00m
Discount factor 1.0000 0.9259 0.7938 0.7350 0.6806 -

Present value (£m) (£50.00m) £10.19m £8.73m £8.09m £7.49m (£6.08m)
Cumulative cash flow (£m) (£50.00m) (£39.00m) (£17.00m) (£6.00m) £5.00m £5.00m
Accounting profit (€m) - £1.00m £1.00m £1.00m £1.00m £1.00m
Payback period 4.55 years
ARR 4.00%
NPV (£6.08m)
Profitability index 0.878x
IRR 3.26%
Project C

Measure Year 0 Year 1 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Total / Result

Net cash flow (Em) (£50.00m) £5.00m £20.00m £25.00m £5.00m £65.00m
Discount factor 1.0000 0.9259 0.7938 0.7350 0.6806 -

Present value (£€m) (£50.00m) £4.63m £15.88m £18.38m £3.40m £0.86m
Cumulative cash flow (£m) (£50.00m) (£45.00m) (£15.00m) £10.00m £15.00m £15.00m
Accounting profit (m) - (£5.00m) £10.00m £15.00m (£5.00m) £3.00m
Payback period 3.60 years
ARR 12.00%
NPV £0.86m
Profitability index 1.017x
IRR 8.59%
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Comparative Appraisal Summary

Project PBP ARR NPV (£m) Pl IRR Decision at8% e’

Project A 4.50 years 3.20% (£6.54m) 0.869x 2.72% Reject 3

Project B 4.55 years| 4.00%] (£6.08m) 0.878x 3.26% Reject 2

Project C 3.60 years 12.00% £0.86m 1.017x 8.59% Accept 1

Year 4 Year 5 Total / Result
£10.00m £8.00m £54.00m
0.7350 0.6806 -

£7.35m £5.44m (£6.54m)
(£4.00m) £4.00m £4.00m
- (£2.00m) £0.80m
4.50 years
3.20%

(£6.54m)
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A C E F G H | J

il Capital Rationing under a £100 Million Budget

2 |Objective: maximise total NPV subject to total initial investment not exceeding £100 million. Unused capital is permitted.
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