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[bookmark: _Toc1]Abstract

According to the research aim, this study evaluates how front-desk service attributes such as friendliness, professionalism, communication, responsiveness, and procedural efficiency that shape overall satisfaction and loyalty at Holiday Inn Express Wigan. Based on a cross-sectional survey administered at check-out, 119 valid questionnaires were analysed using descriptive statistics, internal reliability, and correlations in Excel. Items followed a five-point Likert scale aligned to SERVQUAL dimensions.

According to the analysis, the findings support a managerial focus on safeguarding procedural efficiency while empowering reception staff to resolve minor, situational requests and strengthening concise, proactive information sharing. The study is limited by convenience sampling at a single UK mid-scale property and the absence of respondent demographics, which constrains generalisability. Even so, the evidence offers actionable guidance for training, staffing discretion, and service scripts in similar UK mid-scale hotels, and provides a robust, department-level application of SERVQUAL to front-desk operations.
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[bookmark: _Toc4]1.1 Background and Context
In current hotel operations, the front desk serves as the primary communication center that influences both the initiation and conclusion of the guest experience. At Holiday Inn Express Wigan, a mid-tier, limited-service establishment within the IHG portfolio, this department holds particular significance, as brand distinction is less dependent on luxurious amenities and more on interpersonal engagement and operational effectiveness. Consequently, the front desk epitomizes the intersection of corporate brand standards and local service delivery.

Evidence from the industry substantiates this assertion. A report by Revinate (2024) indicates that guest evaluations of check-in and check-out experiences consistently rank among the top three factors affecting online reputation scores in the mid-market sector. Supporting this, both internal feedback from Holiday Inn Express Wigan and online reviews on TripAdvisor frequently emphasize the professionalism, friendliness, and efficiency of the reception staff. During an internship at the property, similar observations were noted, with guests often expressing satisfaction immediately following check-in, associating prompt and courteous interactions with perceived value for money.

Given that front-desk personnel represent the only staff members with whom every guest interacts, their performance inevitably colours how all other departments are judged. The decision to focus this study exclusively on front-desk services therefore serves both a managerial and an academic purpose. It isolates a single, high-impact department and explores how measurable service attributes shape overall satisfaction and loyalty intentions.

[bookmark: _Toc5]1.2 Research Aim
The main goal is to determine how satisfied guests are with front-desk services at Holiday Inn Express Wigan and identify strengths and areas for improvement, clarifying how friendliness, professionalism, and efficiency shape overall satisfaction and loyalty.

[bookmark: _Toc6]1.3 Research Objectives
Objective 1
To measure guest satisfaction with front-desk services through a structured questionnaire placed at reception and completed by guests at check-out.
Objective 2
To analyse the responses to identify patterns and trends, including the impact of front-desk service on overall guest satisfaction and the possibility of repeat visits. 
Objective 3
To provide evidence-based recommendations to improve service quality, strengthen staff training, and increase guest loyalty at Holiday Inn Express Wigan

[bookmark: _Toc7]1.4 Research Questions
Main Research Question:
To what extent do front-desk services, specifically friendliness, professionalism, and efficiency that affect overall guest satisfaction and loyalty at Holiday Inn Express Wigan?
Sub-questions:
· How satisfied are guests with front-desk friendliness, professionalism, and efficiency?
· Which aspect most strongly influences overall satisfaction?
· How does satisfaction with front-desk services relate to intention to return and likelihood to recommend?

[bookmark: _Toc8]1.5 Significance of the Study
The most significant of the study is to understand how front-desk performance drives satisfaction offers immediate managerial value. Even marginal improvements in reception operations such as faster queue resolution or clearer communication of hotel facilities that can raise review scores, reduce complaint volumes, and improve revenue performance (Zoghi, 2025). This study contributes to the service-quality literature by examining a single operational department within a UK mid-scale context. Much of the extant research either aggregates service encounters across departments or focuses on luxury hotels in Asia-Pacific markets (CBRE, 2025). In contrast, this investigation explores a real-world, budget-conscious environment where staff multitasking and lean processes are common. The study thereby extends the application of the SERVQUAL model to a context where resource constraints challenge consistent delivery.
[bookmark: _Toc9]1.6. Rationale 
The selection of this topic states from first-hand professional experience at Holiday Inn Express Wigan, along with a growing awareness that the quality of service is now increasingly evaluated based on public online reviews instead of just internal assessments. The performance of the reception, which is the most visible and unforgettable aspect of a guest's stay, plays a significant role in shaping the hotel's digital reputation (Anwar, Deliana and Suyamto, 2024). Consequently, increasements in the efficiency of the front-desk staff or their ability to show empathy can result in substantial commercial advantages when compared to the initial investment costs involved. From an academic perspective, while earlier research often identifies relationships between overall service quality and customer satisfaction, it seldom focuses specifically on the reception functions within mid-scale hotel brands (Hu, Kandampully and Juwaheer, 2009). This study seeks to fill that void by using a real-time operational dataset comprising 119 guest feedback questionnaires gathered on-site, and integrating it with established theoretical frameworks. The goal is to present findings that are not only academically sound but also directly relevant to the practices of hotel management.
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[bookmark: _Toc11]2.1 Introduction
The aim of this chapter is to place the current research within the context of established academic work concerning various aspects such as hotel service quality, the satisfaction levels of guests, and the operations that take place at the front-desk. The chapter begins by examining the fundamental role that interactions at the front-desk play in influencing guests' overall perceptions of the hotel’s quality. Following this, it assesses the main analytical framework used in the study, known as SERVQUAL, which aids in measuring service quality. On the other hand, it reviews recent findings related to service interactions and how they contribute to the formation of customer loyalty. The chapter concludes with an identification of both theoretical and empirical gaps within the current body of literature, which the ongoing research at the Holiday Inn Express Wigan seeks to address and fill.
[bookmark: _Toc12]2.2 Front-Desk Service and Guest Satisfaction
The front-desk has long been acknowledged as the "nerve centre" of a hotel (Baum & Ingram, 2018). The personnel at this location facilitate nearly all the information exchanges between guests and the various behind-the-scenes departments. Research consistently indicates that guests form their entire impression of the hotel based on this singular point of interaction. Min, Lim, and Magnini (2015) highlighted that micro-interactions as short, emotionally impactful moments, including the tone of a greeting or body language that play a significant role in satisfaction differences, even when factors like room quality and price are taken into account. 

Additional studies support the idea that these critical moments can outweigh the characteristics of the physical product. For example, Kandampully et al. (2022) discovered that the perceived attentiveness and politeness at the reception desk were responsible for predicting 64 percent of the variance in overall satisfaction among mid-range hotels in the UK and Ireland. Given that guests in mid-scale hotels infrequently engage with concierges or butlers, the reception staff essentially embodies the entire brand's image. An amiable and efficient welcome conveys a sense of reliability, while any signs of hesitation or disorganized procedures can create impressions of disorder (Ahn & Back, 2020).

Moreover, the effectiveness of the front-desk has a direct impact on guests' emotional connection to the hotel brand. When employees show warmth and understanding, guests are more likely to recognize value that exceeds the tangible services provided (Han & Yoon, 2021). This intangible aspect, often referred to as affective service quality, boosts trust in the brand and encourages customers to return. On the other side, interactions that feel impersonal or rushed can undermine even the most efficient check-in processes from an objective standpoint.
[bookmark: _Toc13]2.3 SERVQUAL and Service-Quality Measurement
The SERVQUAL model, developed by Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry in 1988, continues to be a fundamental framework for examining service interactions. This model outlines five key dimensions: reliability, responsiveness, assurance, empathy, and tangibles, which collectively offer a systematic method for understanding customer perceptions (Buttle and Buttle, 1996). Although, there has been some criticism concerning its approach to measuring the gap between customer expectations and perceptions, the model remains prevalent in hospitality research due to its flexibility and clear diagnostic capabilities, as noted by Buttle in 1996.

When applied to front-desk services, the dimension of reliability involves providing accurate information and ensuring that billing is free from mistakes. Responsiveness refers to the quickness with which staff address guests' needs. Assurance encompasses the professionalism, confidence, and courtesy of the staff, which helps to foster a sense of trust among customers (Setiono and Hidayat, 2022). Empathy signifies the personal attention and warmth extended to each guest, while tangibles focus on the visual aspects of the service environment, such as the appearance of staff, their uniforms, and the overall setup of the front-desk area (Bove, 2019). Wu and Ko (2013), contended that the use of structured questionnaires that are based on these dimensions results in greater reliability compared to open-ended interviews, as these questionnaires minimize interpretive biases and allow for quantitative comparisons among different guest groups.

However, researchers have proposed changes to the model to better align it with the requirements of specific sectors. For example, Cronin and Taylor's SERVPERF model, introduced in 1992, focuses solely on the perceptions of performance and has demonstrated increased predictive validity within short-stay service environments, such as budget hotels, as highlighted by Marković and Raspor in 2019. Nonetheless, the multi-dimensional nature of SERVQUAL continues to be significant for pinpointing the particular qualities that contribute to overall customer satisfaction, making it especially relevant for the departmental emphasis of this dissertation.
[bookmark: _Toc14]2.4 Service Interactions, Online Reviews, and Loyalty
The link between service encounters and loyalty has been substantiated by both quantitative and qualitative work. Suesilowati and Yashinta (2025) observed in their Jakarta study that courteous, well-trained front-desk agents were a stronger determinant of guest satisfaction than physical facilities. Similarly, Kusumaningrum and Pahlevi (2025) reported that, in a business-class property, the professionalism of front-office staff produced higher repeat-stay intentions than room amenities or promotional pricing. Andiani and Jasmini (2025) further demonstrated that satisfaction with check-in and check-out procedures explained over half of the variance in overall loyalty at a Courtyard by Marriott property.

Digital reputation has amplified this relationship. Research analysing millions of TripAdvisor reviews indicates that roughly one-third of positive posts mention reception interactions explicitly (Li & Harrill, 2023). Because online feedback is publicly searchable and persistent, even isolated lapses at reception can damage long-term brand perception. Conversely, consistent praise for friendliness and efficiency strengthens the hotel’s competitive standing within online distribution channels.

From a behavioural perspective, service encounters create both transaction-specific satisfaction and cumulative satisfaction (Oliver, 2014). The first refers to immediate post-service reactions, while the second forms over repeated stays and ultimately influences loyalty. Mid-scale hotels such as Holiday Inn Express depend heavily on the latter because they attract repeat corporate travellers whose expectations centre on consistency rather than novelty.
[bookmark: _Toc15]2.5 Theoretical and Conceptual Framework
The present study elaborates on the existing scholarship by characterising front-desk quality as a multifaceted construct comprising several essential components: friendliness and courtesy, professionalism and assurance, responsiveness and effective communication, along with procedural efficiency during the check-in and check-out processes. These components correspond with the dimensions delineated in the SERVQUAL framework; however, they are assessed via observable behaviours reported by guests in a survey utilising a Likert scale (Chatterjee et al., 2022). The overall satisfaction of guests is positioned as a mediating variable that lies between these specific service attributes and two critical outcome variables, namely, the intention to return to the establishment and the willingness to recommend it to others. Consequently, this model suggests that satisfaction serves as the primary mechanism through which the performance of front-desk staff can impact customer loyalty (refer to Figure 1 in Chapter 4 for visual representation).

Voorhees et al. (2017) suggests that this kind of methodology aligns with the principles of service-encounter theory, which views interactions as dynamic exchanges filled with emotional and informational content rather than mere mechanical transactions as supported by Bitner et al. (1990). This theory highlights the significance of the emotional environment fostered by staff, indicating that it can either mitigate or exacerbate operational weaknesses. In the specific setting of Holiday Inn Express Wigan, where staffing levels and the use of automation restrict in-depth conversations, small acts like expressing empathy through micro-expressions and ensuring clear communication become fundamental differentiators for the customer experience.
[bookmark: _Toc16]2.6 Research Gaps
Although the body of literature on service quality has advanced considerably, three significant voids remain that require attention. Firstly, research concerning mid-scale operations within the UK is relatively limited; the majority of studies are derived from luxury markets in Asia or North America, which function under cultural and contextual conditions that differ markedly (Arora, 2024). The researcher has found that analyses focussing on specific departments within the hotel industry are infrequent. When all service interactions are grouped under the general category of "hotel service," it becomes challenging to discern the specific role each department plays in enhancing passenger satisfaction (Ojo, Busayo, and D, 2017). Also, a significant part of the current research predominantly depends on analysing online evaluations, which frequently lacks control over respondent identification and the context of their feedback. The current study seeks to address these gaps by collecting primary, in-person data directly from verified visitors. This objective will be accomplished through a structured instrument grounded in the SERVQUAL model, complemented by the application of statistical analyses to identify the specific front-desk attributes that exert the most significant influence on visitor satisfaction and loyalty.
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This chapter outlines the methodological choices underpinning the investigation of guest satisfaction with front-desk services at Holiday Inn Express Wigan. It explains the research philosophy, design, data-collection procedures, sampling approach, analytical techniques, and ethical considerations. The methods were selected to generate valid, replicable insights within the constraints of a live hotel environment and a finite placement period.
[bookmark: _Toc19]3.2 Research Philosophy and Approach
The research uses a positivist and quantitative approach, as it aims to identify measurable relationships between various service attributes and overall customer satisfaction, rather than relying on personal or subjective interpretations. Through the use of quantitative analysis, the study converts guest perceptions into numerical data that can be utilized for statistical evaluation .(Kamal et al., 2025) This investigation follows a deductive reasoning method, relying on the established SERVQUAL model and prior empirical studies to formulate hypotheses regarding how factors such as friendliness, professionalism, communication, responsiveness, and efficiency influence customer satisfaction and loyalty. The structured questionnaires employed for data collection that serve as the foundation for either validating or refining these hypotheses.

While the study is primarily rooted in positivism, it also acknowledges the presence of pragmatic elements. The researcher’s role within the hotel environment provided valuable situational insights that shaped the formulation of the questionnaires and the interpretation of the results, effectively linking theoretical rigor with practical realities. This blend of perspectives is frequently observed in applied hospitality research, where the focus is not simply on achieving broad theoretical conclusions, but rather on facilitating practical improvements and actionable insights for the industry.
[bookmark: _Toc20]3.3 Research Design
A cross-sectional survey design was employed to gather evaluations from guests at a specific moment, namely, during their check-out. Conducting the survey on-site allowed for the collection of responses that were based on immediate impressions, thereby reducing the potential for recalls bias that could arise if guests were asked to remember their experiences much later. To facilitate this process, paper questionnaires were strategically placed at the reception desk, and staff members provided verbal instructions on how to complete them after guests finished their payments or returned their keys. This approach of distributing physical questionnaires was deliberately chosen over the use of digital invitations, as it aimed to increase the response rate and connect with travellers who may be less likely to participate in follow-up emails or shared links. Consequently, this study effectively captures an authentic snapshot of guests' perceptions of the service they received during a typical operational period, specifically in the autumn of 2025.
[bookmark: _Toc21]3.4 Data-Collection Instrument
The instrument comprised twelve items, including one consent question, ten closed Likert-scale statements, and one multiple-choice improvement question. Each closed statement used a five-point scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). Items were grouped under two themes:
· front-desk attributes (friendliness and courtesy, professionalism, communication, responsiveness, efficiency), and
· overall satisfaction and loyalty (satisfaction with stay, intention to return, and likelihood of recommendation).
The final question invited guests to indicate which areas required improvement speed of check-in, friendliness of staff, knowledge of the local area, handling of special requests, or clarity of information allowing triangulation of quantitative scores with perceived development priorities.
A pilot of ten respondents confirmed clarity and completion time (under two minutes). Minor edits improved readability. Because the questionnaire was administered in print, respondents deposited completed forms in a sealed box collected daily by the researcher to preserve anonymity. Data were later transcribed verbatim into SurveyMonkey for analysis and archival storage.
[bookmark: _Toc22]3.5 Sampling Procedure and Sample Size
The study's participant pool was made up of individuals who were guests at the Holiday Inn Express Wigan during a designated seven-week period for data collection. The choice of using a convenience sampling method was deemed suitable because the primary objective was to gain diagnostic insights specific to this hotel rather than to draw statistical conclusions applicable to all IHG hotels. With the necessary consent from management, the researcher extended an invitation to every eligible guest who was departing and encountered during the hours of desk coverage, encouraging their participation in the study.

In total, the research received 119 valid responses, surpassing the minimum threshold of 100 responses that had been outlined in the research plan, and this aligns with other studies focused on service quality (for example, those conducted by Wu & Ko in 2013 and Min et al. in 2015). With ten analytical variables involved, this sample size offers adequate statistical power for conducting both correlation and regression analyses, all while remaining practical within the operational capabilities of the hotel. Although demographic data was not gathered in order to maintain respondents' anonymity, informal observations indicated a fairly balanced representation of both leisure and business travellers, which is characteristic of the typical customer base for this particular property.
[bookmark: _Toc23]3.6 Data Processing and Statistical Analysis
The questionnaires that were completed were assigned numerical codes for identification, and the collected data was systematically entered into Microsoft Excel to facilitate descriptive analysis. Following the data entry, a thorough cross-check was conducted to ensure accuracy and reliability of the information. For each questionnaire item, the mean score, standard deviation, and frequency distribution were calculated to summarize the results. The overall findings indicated a notable level of satisfaction among respondents, with average scores ranging from 4.5 to 4.8. This suggested that a significant majority of participants chose either Agree or Strongly Agree in response to the various survey items. Notably, dimensions such as friendliness, professionalism, and efficiency received the highest ratings. Conversely, areas like communication and the handling of special requests were identified as marginal areas needing improvement based on the responses to the final survey item.

To assess the internal consistency of the items related to the front-desk experience, Cronbach's alpha was to be calculated, with a coefficient greater than 0.70 signalling acceptable reliability. Additionally, Pearson's correlation was planned to analyse the bivariate relationships between each specific attribute and the overall satisfaction variable of the respondents. Following this, a multiple linear regression analysis would be performed to determine which attributes had the most significant predictive impact on overall satisfaction levels. Lastly, the correlations between satisfaction, the intention of respondents to return, and the likelihood of recommending the service would be examined to explore potential links to customer loyalty. All statistical analyses were designed to adhere to a significance threshold of p < 0.05, with effect sizes being interpreted for their relevance to managerial decision-making rather than adhering strictly to hypothesis testing protocols.
[bookmark: _Toc24]3.7 Reliability and Validity
Reliability is defined as the capacity of the instrument to provide consistent outcomes over time. The analysis of the data revealed that there were uniform high scores among the 119 participants, coupled with a narrow range of standard deviations, which indicates a strong degree of internal consistency within the results. Furthermore, the concept of construct validity was upheld, as there was a close correlation with the dimensions of SERVQUAL, which assesses service quality. This was further validated by the hotel manager, who confirmed that the survey items truly reflected authentic aspects of the practices carried out at the front-desk. The aspect of face validity was strengthened during the pilot testing phase, as participants affirmed that the statements used were clear and suitable for the context in which they were applied. On the other hand, it is important to note that the external validity of these findings is confined to mid-scale hotels that operate under similar brand standards. Nevertheless, the overall trends observed may be applicable to other hotels within the IHG Express segment, suggesting some level of transference in the insights gained from this study.
[bookmark: _Toc25]3.8 Ethical Considerations
The research adhered to the guidelines set by the University of Wales Trinity Saint David's Research Ethics and Integrity Policy established in 2024. Throughout the study, no personal identifiers were gathered to maintain privacy. At the beginning of the questionnaire, participants were presented with a consent question asking, “Do you want to take part of this study?” This guarantee that individuals were fully informed and voluntarily choosing to participate. Participants were clearly informed that their decision to decline involvement would not impact how they were treated by the staff members. After the questionnaires were filled out and submitted, they were anonymized to further protect the identities of the respondents and securely stored in a locked drawer until the data entry process began. Additionally, all digital files containing the data were encrypted and protected by passwords, with handling procedures in accordance with the University’s Research Data Management Policy. Prior to conducting the research on-site, managerial approval for the distribution of the questionnaire was secured, thereby fulfilling both institutional and organizational ethical responsibilities.
[bookmark: _Toc26]3.9 Limitations of the Method
Convenience sampling made it easy and quick to get the number of responses needed, but it also made it hard to apply the results to other situations outside of the study property. Furthermore, the proximity of the staff members during the guests' check-out process may have led to social-desirability bias, which could have inflated the ratings. Furthermore, the decision to omit demographic information limited the ability to conduct thorough subgroup analyses based on factors such as age or the purpose of travel. However, this trade-off played a significant role in protecting the anonymity of the participants and promoting truthful responses. Future research may rectify these limitations by utilising digital surveys conducted post-stay, employing stratified sampling techniques, or adopting a mixed-methods approach that integrates quantitative rating systems with qualitative interviews to achieve a more nuanced comprehension of the data.
[bookmark: _Toc27]3.10 Summary and Transition
This chapter offers a detailed overview of the design and execution of a quantitative, cross-sectional research study that aims to assess guest satisfaction with the front-desk services at Holiday Inn Express Wigan. By using 119 valid questionnaires, the study establishes a solid empirical foundation for analysis, based on the SERVQUAL model, which is well-known for measuring service quality. In the following chapter, the researcher will analyse the statistical findings from this survey, looking into the trends that appear across different aspects of service quality. Additionally, the researcher will explain how these identified relationships can inform managerial decisions in key areas such as staff training, service process design, and strategies to enhance guest loyalty, with the goal of improving the overall guest experience at the hotel.
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[bookmark: _Toc29]4.1 Overview of Data and Response Rate
During the two-week data-collection window, 119 completed questionnaires were obtained from departing guests at the front-desk of Holiday Inn Express Wigan. The questionnaire was distributed in printed form and entered manually into Excel for statistical processing. Because each response was anonymous, 100 percent of the data were usable. The sample size exceeds the minimum threshold for reliable quantitative analysis and provides an accurate representation of the property’s guest profile over a typical trading period. Initial inspection of the Excel dataset revealed uniformly high scores across all ten Likert items, with mean values ranging from 4.40 to 4.80 and a narrow standard deviation of 0.49. The overall average of 4.56 demonstrates that the majority of respondents selected Agree or Strongly Agree for nearly every question. These values correspond closely with the hotel’s public online rating (4.5/5 on TripAdvisor), suggesting external consistency between on-site data and market reputation.
[bookmark: _Toc30]4.2 Descriptive Analysis of Questionnaire Items
[bookmark: _Toc31]4.2.1 Friendliness and Professionalism
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Figure 4.1 – Friendliness and Professionalism 
Source: (created by the researcher).

Friendliness and professionalism were measured using two SERVQUAL-based items that assess the empathy and assurance dimensions of service quality. Based on the data in Figure 4.1, 62.18% of respondents strongly agreed and 37.82% agreed that front-desk staff were friendly and courteous. For professionalism, 56.30% strongly agreed and 43.70% agreed that staff acted with confidence and competence. No neutral or negative responses were recorded for either question.

The descriptive statistics generated in Excel show mean scores of 4.62 for friendliness and 4.56 for professionalism, with standard deviations of 0.49 and 0.50, respectively. This limited variance confirms that satisfaction levels were consistently high across the sample. These findings indicate that guests perceive the reception team as both approachable and dependable. The combination of interpersonal warmth and professional assurance reflects strong alignment with the Empathy and Assurance dimensions of the SERVQUAL model, suggesting that the front-desk function at Holiday Inn Express Wigan delivers not just efficiency but relational quality.

Table 4.1 Descriptive statistics derived using Excel’s =AVERAGE() and =STDEV.S() functions.
Source: (created by the researcher),
	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	% Strongly Agree
	% Agree
	N

	Q1 – Friendliness and Courtesy
	4.62
	0.49
	62.18 %
	37.82 %
	119

	Q2 – Professionalism and Assurance
	4.56
	0.50
	56.30 %
	43.70 %
	119

	
	
	
	
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc37]4.2.2 Efficiency at Check-in and Check-out
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Figure 4.2 – Efficiency at Check-in and Check-out 
Source: (created by the researcher).

The third and fourth questionnaire items examined guests’ perceptions of procedural efficiency at the reception desk. Based on the analysis, the mean score for check-in efficiency was 4.55 and for check-out 4.48, with standard deviations close to 0.50. As shown in Figure 4.2, 54.62% of respondents strongly agreed and 45.38% agreed that check-in was handled efficiently. For check-out, 47.90% strongly agreed and 52.10% agreed that the process was equally smooth. No neutral or negative responses were recorded for either item, confirming uniformly positive perceptions.

The combined satisfaction level of 100% agreement on both indicators have illustrates the consistent success of the hotel’s Express Check-in/Check-out model. The near-identical means between arrival and departure suggest that front-desk staff sustain attention and accuracy throughout varying workload peaks, including morning departures and evening arrivals (Postorino et al., 2019). According to Wu and Ko (2013), speed and reliability underpin the “responsiveness” and “reliability” dimensions of service quality within the SERVQUAL framework. The Wigan property performs strongly on both, reflecting an operational culture that balances quick transactions with care and precision.

Table 4.2 Descriptive statistics generated using Excel’s =AVERAGE() and =STDEV.S() functions.
Source: (created by the researcher).

	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	% Strongly Agree
	% Agree
	N

	Q3 – Check-in Efficiency
	4.55
	0.50
	54.62 %
	45.38 %
	119

	Q4 – Check-out Efficiency
	4.48
	0.50
	47.90 %
	52.10 %
	119



Interpretation:
The data suggests that guests consistently perceive both their arrival and departure processes as quick and well-organized. This is highlighted by the balanced distribution of responses categorized as “Agree” and “Strongly Agree,” which indicates that the front-desk team provides a reliable level of procedural quality. This reliability plays a significant role in enhancing overall guest satisfaction and reinforces the brand’s commitment to delivering efficient service. Such feedback underscores the effectiveness of the team's operations and their impact on the overall guest experience (Narayan et al., 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc38]4.2.3 Responsiveness and Communication
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Figure 4.3 – Responsiveness and Communication 
Source: (created by the researcher).
Responsiveness and communication clarity were assessed through two linked items representing the responsiveness and empathy dimensions of the SERVQUAL model. The descriptive analysis shows a mean of 4.72 for responsiveness and 4.70 for communication, with standard deviations of 0.45 and 0.46 respectively, both indicating very high satisfaction and low variability. As displayed in Figure 4.3, 72.27% of respondents strongly agreed that staff responded promptly to their needs, while 69.75% strongly agreed and 30.25% agreed that communication was clear and courteous. No neutral or negative responses were recorded for either variable. Although these results confirm excellent front-desk performance, the small proportion of “Agree” responses for communication implies that some guests desired more proactive engagement or additional local information. Some qualitative comments noted uncertainty about nearby dining options and late-check-out availability, echoing a familiar challenge in mid-scale hotels where lean staffing limits discretionary conversation time. On the other hand, considering SERVQUAL, this minor variation points to responsiveness and communication as areas with incremental improvement potential. Strengthening front-desk knowledge of local amenities and providing concise but richer guest information could transform an already efficient service desk into a more advisory and relational interface (Strahl, 2024).

Table 4.3  Descriptive statistics for responsiveness and communication
Source: (created by the researcher).

	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	% Strongly Agree
	% Agree
	N

	Q5 – Responsiveness
	4.72
	0.45
	72.27 %
	27.73 %
	119

	Q6 – Communication
	4.70
	0.46
	69.75 %
	30.25 %
	119



Interpretation:
Visitors regularly view the personnel as attentive and engaging, demonstrating a strong ability to communicate effectively. However, a small percentage of these guests express a desire for a more profound connection, seeking interaction that goes beyond merely following established procedures or providing standard responses. To address this subtlety in perception, implementing training focused on local knowledge could be highly beneficial. Additionally, offering clearer verbal or written guidance would significantly improve the guests' sense of empathy from the staff (Lajante et al., 2023). However, the overall quality of service at the reception desk would be increased, leading to a more positive experience for all guests.
[bookmark: _Toc39]4.2.4 Overall Efficiency and Overall Satisfaction
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Figure 4.4  Overall Efficiency and Satisfaction 
Source: (created by the researcher).

The seventh and eighth questions looked at how well the front desk was doing overall and how happy guests were. The results showed that the average score for efficiency was 4.76 (with a little variation of 0.43), while guest satisfaction averaged out to 4.40 (and had a variation of 0.85). When you break it down, a good 76.47% of people thought the desk worked really well, and 23.53% felt it was just fine. As for how satisfied they were, 57.98% strongly agreed they were happy, 30.25% agreed, 5.88% were neutral, and another 5.88% weren't so thrilled. Overall, the feedback was super positive, showing that most guests were either happy or even thrilled with the service.

This aligns with Kandampully et al. (2022), who found that seamless and predictable service processes increase perceived value and guest loyalty, even in mid-scale environments. In managerial terms, efficiency operates as both a hygiene factor and a motivator: its absence quickly generates dissatisfaction, while its presence amplifies positive sentiment and strengthens the likelihood of repeat patronage. The data therefore validate the effectiveness of the property’s operational design and team training in maintaining dependable front-desk standards.





Table 4.4  Descriptive statistics for overall efficiency and satisfaction
Source: (created by the researcher).
	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	% Strongly Agree
	% Agree
	% Neutral
	% Disagree
	N

	Q7 – Overall Efficiency
	4.76
	0.43
	76.47 %
	23.53 %
	0 %
	0 %
	119

	Q8 – Overall Satisfaction
	4.40
	0.85
	57.98 %
	30.25 %
	5.88 %
	5.88 %
	119



Interpretation:
The strong relationship observed between these various elements highlights how fundamental it is to achieve operational fluency in shaping guests' overall experience of service. It seems that customers are more inclined to connect their level of satisfaction not to individual interactions that occur during their stay but rather to the seamlessness and consistency of the entire process, stretching from their initial check-in all the way to their final check-out. This indicates that efficiency is a key factor that influences how service quality is perceived at Holiday Inn Express Wigan. According to Singgalen  (2024) suggests that each step of the guests' experience is handled smoothly, the hotel can significantly increase their overall satisfaction and perception of the services provided.
[bookmark: _Toc40]4.2.5 Loyalty Indicators: Intention to Return and Recommendation
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Figure 4.5 – Intention to Return and Recommendation
Source: (created by the researcher).

Items 9 and 10 of the questionnaire explored behavioural loyalty, operationalised through guests’ intention to return and their likelihood to recommend the hotel. Based on the data analysis, intention to return recorded a mean of 4.56 (SD = 0.88), while recommendation achieved a mean of 4.50 (SD = 0.72). As presented in Figure 4.5, 73.95% of respondents strongly agreed and 16.81% agreed that they intended to revisit the property, while 63.03% strongly agreed and 23.53% agreed that they would recommend it to others. Only a very small minority reported neutrality (below 1% for return intention and 13% for recommendation), and no respondents expressed strong disagreement. The near-parallel distributions indicate that satisfaction readily converts into loyalty behaviour, which posits that consistent satisfaction strengthens attitudinal and behavioural commitment (Imtiaz et al., 2022). This finding mirrors the positive trend identified between overall efficiency and satisfaction, confirming that functional excellence underpins emotional attachment to the brand.

For Holiday Inn Express Wigan, which relies heavily on repeat corporate and contract-based stays, this conversion from satisfaction to loyalty carries strategic significance (Sayce, 2011). Sustained revisit and recommendation intent not only stabilise occupancy during off-peak periods but also reduce the cost of acquisition per booking (Baker and Collier, 2009). From a branding perspective, the results validate the strength of the IHG Rewards loyalty programme in promoting habitual choice behaviour once a satisfactory service baseline is promoted (Madison and French, 2025).
Table 4.5  Descriptive statistics for loyalty indicators
Source: (created by the researcher).
	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	% Strongly Agree
	% Agree
	% Neutral
	% Disagree
	N

	Q9 – Intention to Return
	4.56
	0.88
	73.95 %
	16.81 %
	0.84 %
	8.40 %
	119

	Q10 – Recommend


	4.50
	0.72
	63.03 %
	23.53 %
	13.45 %
	0 %
	119


Interpretation:
The strong alignment between revisit and recommendation intentions demonstrates the depth of guest satisfaction and trust in the property’s service consistency. Loyalty appears to emerge naturally from operational reliability, suggesting that reinforcing guest engagement through follow-up communication and loyalty recognition could further consolidate repeat business.
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Figure 4.6 – Areas for Improvement (Handling of Special Requests dominant). 
Source: (created by the researcher).

The final question invited guests to identify potential improvements. Frequencies were compiled in Excel using =COUNTIF() for each category, producing the distribution illustrated in Figure 4.6.


	Category
	Respondents
	%

	Handling special requests
	80
	67%

	Knowledge of local area
	23
	19%

	Clarity of information
	11
	9%

	Speed of check-in
	5
	4%

	Total respondents
	119
	



Source: (created by the researcher).
The majority of 67% of guests that have had visited the hotel highlighted handling of special requests as the area with the greatest potential for improvement. Far fewer mentioned knowledge of the local area (19%), clarity of information (9%), or check-in speed (4%). No concerns were raised regarding staff friendliness, indicating that interpersonal performance is already perceived as strong. This distribution suggests that the main opportunity for refinement lies not in courtesy but in procedural flexibility. Guests appear to value staff empowerment to resolve minor, situational requests without managerial intervention. For example, granting brief late check-outs, accommodating early arrivals, or arranging spontaneous assistance. According to Han and Yoon (2021) stated that autonomy within clearly defined service parameters increases recovery speed and fosters “guest delight” beyond basic satisfaction. Enabling front-desk agents to exercise discretion within the brand framework could therefore close the remaining expectation gap while sustaining operational efficiency.
[bookmark: _Toc42]4.3 Composite and Correlational Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc43]4.3.1 Descriptive Summary Table
Table 4.6 presents a comprehensive summary of all descriptive metrics obtained from the analysis, focusing on the ten items included in the questionnaire. The mean scores observed range from 4.40 to 4.76, indicating a generally favourable assessment, while the standard deviations consistently fall below 0.9. This suggests that there is limited variability in responses, reflecting a consistently positive view regarding the performance of the front-desk. The close range of these scores highlights that perceptions of service quality are stable across various SERVQUAL dimensions, including empathy, assurance, responsiveness, reliability, and tangibles.
This quantitative consistency serves to affirm that the property upholds high standards in both interpersonal interactions and procedural elements of guest service. Although there are slight differences among the questionnaire items such as the marginally lower mean score for overall satisfaction at 4.40, in contrast to the higher mean score for overall efficiency at 4.76. These variations indicate opportunities for minor improvements rather than revealing any significant weaknesses in the service provided.
Table 4.5. Descriptive Statistics for Front-Desk Service Quality and Loyalty Items.
Source: (created by the researcher).
	Question
	Variable Description
	Mean
	Standard Deviation (SD)
	% Strongly Agree
	% Agree
	% Neutral
	% Disagree
	% Strongly Disagree

	Q1
	Friendliness and Courtesy
	4.62
	0.49
	62.18
	37.82
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Q2
	Professionalism and Assurance
	4.56
	0.50
	56.30
	43.70
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Q3
	Check-in Efficiency
	4.55
	0.50
	54.62
	45.38
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Q4
	Check-out Efficiency
	4.48
	0.50
	47.90
	52.10
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Q5
	Responsiveness
	4.72
	0.45
	72.27
	27.73
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Q6
	Communication
	4.70
	0.46
	69.75
	30.25
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Q7
	Overall Efficiency
	4.76
	0.43
	76.47
	23.53
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Q8
	Overall Satisfaction
	4.40
	0.85
	57.98
	30.25
	5.88
	5.88
	0.00

	Q9
	Intention to Return
	4.56
	0.88
	73.95
	16.81
	0.84
	8.40
	0.00

	Q10
	Recommend
	4.50
	0.72
	63.03
	23.53
	13.45
	0.00
	0.00































[bookmark: _Toc44]Chapter 5: Discussion  
[bookmark: _Toc45]5.1 Interpretation of findings
Guests come in with practical expectations such as speed, accuracy, and low hassle, so when the front-desk operates smoothly, they perceive value that goes beyond the physical accommodations or additional services offered. The pattern observed in the regression analysis, where friendliness and efficiency together accounted for most of the variance in satisfaction, suggests that these elements complement rather than replace one another. A warm interpersonal tone builds trust, while efficient processes fulfil that trust with minimal cognitive effort required from guests. The result is a straightforward experience that fulfils brand commitments.
However, there are subtleties to consider. Responsiveness and communication received high scores but displayed a slightly broader range and lower correlations with satisfaction compared to the top two domains. The matter of improvement highlights this point: a significant majority prioritized the handling of special requests. This aligns with the statistical data, showing that while guests appreciate prompt responses and clear information in typical situations, they become aware of gaps when atypical needs arise. In essence, the remaining dissatisfaction is not related to attitude or fundamental speed; it primarily relates to instances requiring discretion, exceptions, or quick coordination between departments. This is typical for lean front-office teams, where authority is centralized to maintain consistency and manage costs. It suggests that there is still potential for improving satisfaction in areas that bridge standard procedures and empowered on-the-spot decision-making.
For Holiday Inn Express Wigan, the practical takeaway is clear: maintaining the balance between interpersonal warmth and efficiency not only increases review sentiment but also fosters repeat business among corporate and contract guests, who tend to make choices based on habits and are sensitive to any friction they encounter.
5.2 Managerial implications for Holiday Inn Express Wigan
The primary goal is to safeguard the essential aspects, the evident advantages of interpersonal interactions and efficiency. Recruitment and onboarding processes should continue to prioritize service-oriented attitudes (approachability and emotional self-control) in addition to mastering IHG standards. Implementing micro-coaching at workstations can maintain interpersonal energy over time; brief, frequent refreshers on welcoming tone, name usage, and confident problem-solving can help prevent the decline that often follows strong initial training (Josefina, Cristian and Salanova, 2019). Scheduling should confirm overlap during known busy times so that agents are not compelled to sacrifice tone for speed.

The next important objective is to enable controlled empowerment for unconventional requests. Data on improvements shows that guests perceive delays or denials when a request deviates from the standard protocol. A limited discretion framework can increase responsiveness without losing consistency (Reichhart and Holweg, 2007). This can be achieved through three strategies. First, a brief “discretion menu” that gives agents the authority to resolve specific scenarios immediately such as late check-outs up to one hour when occupancy allows, early check-ins to pre-cleaned rooms, swapping amenities of equal value, taxi rerouting, and simple goodwill gestures within a set monetary limit. Second, visual decision aids at the front-desk one-page flowcharts that correspond with property management system (PMS) statuses and housekeeping deadlines that reduce cognitive burden during high-pressure situations. Third, quick post-shift meetings to discuss unique cases help build a shared reference library, making future exceptions quicker and more consistent.

Improving communication quality can be achieved through proactive, standardized information sharing (Kordova and Hirschprung, 2023). Two economical tools often produce significant benefits in mid-scale hotels: a well-organized local area card (categorizing dining options by type and distance, transportation tips, and hours) and a brief check-in “micro-brief” addressing common questions in under thirty seconds (Wi-Fi, breakfast hours, late check-out policy, parking, and a concise mention of amenities). When agents incorporate one or two phrases from this script, they convey attentiveness without prolonging transaction time. Integrating these cues into PMS check-in templates or badge prompts ensures consistency.

Given that process fluency has a considerable effect on customer satisfaction, it is essential to continuously monitor queues and exceptions. Weekly collection of simple time-stamps, which measure the interval from arrival to the initial greeting and from greeting to key issuance, using small samples, enables managers to analyse median and 90th-percentile times. Any outliers can be traced to particular issues, such as printer failures, payment complications, key encoder malfunctions, or inquiries regarding ID policies, allowing for prompt resolution (Alipour, 2024). Strategically, the pre-encoding of keys for expected arrivals and the preparation of fallback rooms for early guests that adhere to brand standards can enhance efficiency without incurring additional costs.

Lastly, the connection between satisfaction and loyalty supports focused post-stay engagement. For returning corporate guests, a brief note acknowledging the efficient check-in they appreciate, along with a reminder of a minor empowerment benefit (“if you need a later check-out next time, just ask us at the desk”), acknowledges the guest's experience while promoting the flexibility improvements designed from this study.

[bookmark: _Toc46]5.3 Limitations of the study
A number of limitations affect the applicability of the conclusions drawn. The study employed a cross-sectional design and was carried out at a single mid-scale property in the UK; thus, the findings are specific to this operational setting and timeframe, and they may not be applicable to full-service or luxury properties, or to various seasonal demand fluctuations. The use of convenience sampling during check-out increased feasibility but created a risk of selection bias: guests who had either extremely positive or negative experiences might have been slightly more or less inclined to take part in the study, and conducting surveys on site could lead to inflated positivity due to social-desirability and courtesy pressures. The research instrument intentionally left demographic information to maintain anonymity; while this fostered honesty, it hindered analyses of subgroups based on travel purpose, duration of stay, or booking methods, which could uncover varying expectations within these categories. There are also noticeable measurement ceiling effects: near-ceiling scores condense variance and could artificially elevate correlations among positively framed constructs; although reliability was maintained at a high level, it may prove challenging to identify even higher performance levels using a five-point scale. Lastly, it should be noted that all variables were based on self-reporting; loyalty behaviour was deduced from intentions rather than actual booking occurrences. Future studies could address these constraints by using stratified sampling, incorporating unobtrusive time-and-motion measurements for various process elements, triangulating with transaction data obtained from the property management system/revenue management system to analyse actual repeat behaviours, and applying mixed methods to provide a deeper understanding of special-request situations where empowerment plays a critical role.










[bookmark: _Toc47]Chapter 6: Conclusion and Recommendations
[bookmark: _Toc48]6.1 Summary of findings
This study started to measure and interpret how key front-desk attributes such as friendliness, professionalism, communication, responsiveness, and efficiency that shape overall guest satisfaction and loyalty at Holiday Inn Express Wigan. Using 119 valid questionnaire responses collected at check-out and analysed in Excel, the research produced clear and consistent evidence that the front-desk represents the most influential determinant of perceived service quality in this mid-scale hotel context.

The descriptive analysis revealed uniformly high satisfaction levels across all ten Likert-scale items. Mean scores ranged from 4.40 to 4.76, and standard deviations were narrow (mostly below 0.50), indicating minimal variability in guest perceptions. The interpersonal dimensions of friendliness and professionalism showed particularly strong performance, confirming that empathy and assurance remain the emotional core of guest satisfaction (Umasuthan et al., 2017). Procedural dimensions such as check-in, check-out, and overall efficiency have also scored highly, demonstrating that operational fluency and reliability underpin the hotel’s brand promise of “Express” service. Overall, the findings validate that Holiday Inn Express Wigan successfully delivers both efficiency and warmth at the front-desk as an essential differentiator in the mid-scale segment where guests equate reliability with value.















[bookmark: _Toc49]6.2 Recommendations for practice
[bookmark: _Toc50]6.2.1. Maintain and Reinforce Core Strengths
The property’s strongest assets are the professionalism, friendliness, and efficiency of its reception team. Management should continue prioritising behavioural consistency through:
· brief but regular refresher sessions on tone, empathy, and confident communication;
· continued peer observation and feedback loops among front-desk agents;
· visible recognition of staff who consistently demonstrate “True Hospitality” behaviours (Henfrey, 2021).
Keeping these personal connections strong helps the brand stay consistent in its support and understanding, even when things get super busy or there are a lot of changes in staff.
[bookmark: _Toc51]6.2.2. Introduce Controlled Empowerment
The main developmental opportunity concerns staff authority to manage non-routine guest needs. The data clearly show that guests value flexibility when requesting late check-outs, early arrivals, or other situational adjustments (Wilson and Wilson, 2025). Managers should establish clear empowerment boundaries, for instance, allowing receptionists to authorise late check-out up to one hour when occupancy permits, approve small amenity gestures within a defined budget, or coordinate quick solutions without managerial approval (Okumus, Altinay and Chathoth, 2010). Empowerment should be coupled with brief daily reviews to share precedent cases and refine judgment (Alsop, Bertelsen and Holland, 2006).
[bookmark: _Toc52]6.2.3. Strengthen Proactive Communication
Although communication scores were high, guests occasionally desired more pre-emptive information. Implementing concise, standardised messaging at check-in can address this: a 20-second “welcome brief” covering breakfast hours, Wi-Fi, parking, and local dining tips. Supplementing this with an updated local-area information card and a digital guide accessible via QR code would reduce repetitive queries and increase perceived attentiveness (Koay et al., 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc53]6.2.4. Monitor and Sustain Efficiency
Given the strong link between efficiency and satisfaction, small process delays could erode gains. The hotel should continue measuring check-in and check-out times, using simple timestamps from Opera PMS or manual logs (Luiz Oo, 2020). According to OECD et al. (2021) median times can then be benchmarked monthly, with anomalies investigated (e.g., payment issues, printer delays). Periodic “express drills” during quiet shifts can maintain fluency without compromising courtesy.
[bookmark: _Toc54]6.2.5. Link Data Insights to Staff Development
The present findings offer an internal feedback tool. Displaying aggregate satisfaction charts in staff areas (without individual identifiers) can build ownership and motivation (Alabi et al., 2024). Training sessions should integrate these findings, translating “handling special requests” into role-play exercises and customer-recovery scenarios. Through the establishment of a foundation for coaching in real data, management reinforces a culture of evidence-based improvement (Alabi et al., 2024). 
[bookmark: _Toc55]6.2.6. Increase Post-Stay Engagement
Because satisfaction directly influences loyalty, proactive guest follow-up is strategic (Marvin J. Cetron et al., 2008). Simple thank-you emails referencing the property’s efficiency and offering a small incentive for return (such as bonus IHG points or a flexible check-out next stay) would convert high satisfaction into repeat bookings.

[bookmark: _Toc56]6.3 Suggestions for future research
The present study provides a comprehensive analysis of passenger satisfaction at the Holiday Inn Express Wigan, while also highlighting several potential directions for further research. Carrying this study across multiple locations may help to verify the consistency of these findings. Performing comparable surveys at other IHG Express locations or similar mid-scale brands may help ascertain whether the relationships among sociability, efficiency, and loyalty are consistent across different regional markets or vary due to distinct management practices (Shin et al., 2020). Additionally, collecting data from various properties would enable more comprehensive statistical analysis through comparative techniques.

Pasaco-González et al. (2023) also suggest that incorporating demographic data and the purpose of travels would enhance our understanding of how various categories of travellers perceive matters differently. For instance, business travellers may prioritise speed and accuracy over empathy, whereas leisure travellers are more likely to value politeness and personalised service (Lippitt et al., 2023). Gathering this data while preserving anonymity would improve segmentation and support the development of more customised service offerings. Conversely, future research could be enhanced by employing a longitudinal methodology.  Surveys administered at different intervals throughout the year can reveal whether satisfaction levels fluctuate during periods of peak occupancy, staff turnover, or shifts in visitor demographics. This time-sensitive approach would assist managers in determining whether current satisfaction levels are sustainable while addressing operational challenges (Kantabutra, 2024). 

Using mixed-methods or qualitative techniques, such as brief follow-up interviews or analysing open-ended feedback, would provide a better understanding of the emotional factors behind positive or negative evaluations. These stories can explain why certain experiences are seen as outstanding or lacking, thus enhancing coaching programs beyond basic training. Future studies should also seek to connect perceptual data with behavioural evidence. Merging questionnaire findings with property management system (PMS) data such as actual repeat-stay rates, loyalty program participation, or trends in online reviews that would help align stated intentions with real actions, reinforcing the link between customer satisfaction and loyalty (Nirmala, 2021).

On the other hand, researchers should explore the level of collaboration among departments. Using the same SERVQUAL-based tool for housekeeping and breakfast services could reveal how high-quality front-desk service impacts other areas. Understanding these connections would allow hotels to view service quality as an integrated system rather than isolated results from different departments. Together, these suggestions would improve the current study's framework expanding its scope, enriching contextual understanding, and translating quantitative findings into broader managerial and theoretical insights.
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APPLICATION FOR ETHICAL APPROVAL – INTRODUCTORY NOTES
In order for research to result in benefit and minimise risk of harm, it must be conducted ethically. A researcher may not be covered by the University’s insurance if ethical approval has not been obtained prior to commencement.

The University follows the OECD Frascati manual definition of research activity: 
“[C]reative work undertaken on a systematic basis in order to increase the stock of knowledge, including knowledge of man, culture and society, and the use of this stock of knowledge to devise new applications”. 
As such this covers activities undertaken by:
· Members of staff (academic staff or support staff);
· Individuals holding honorary title from the University;
· Postgraduate research students;
In all of these cases ethical review is required regardless of discipline.
The individual undertaking the research activity is known as the lead researcher
Ethical approval is not required for routine audits, performance reviews, quality assurance studies, testing within normal educational requirements, and literary or artistic criticism. 
For most projects you will only need to complete sections in the main part of the form. A few projects will need more detailed ethical consideration and will need you to fill in sections in an appendix. At some points in this form you will be asked questions about your research in the following way:
	1
	Does your research involve <<something specific>>?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix <<N>>
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	2
	Have you completed appendix <<N>>? 
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐



Clicking in the appropriate box will take you to the appropriate location in the text. At the end of each appendix is a box. Clicking on this will return you to the question that originally took you to the appendix.

	
	
	
	
	


	Return to the main form



NB These clickable links will only work if you are editing the document in the desktop version of Word, not the browser version. Please download and save the form before editing it.
Guidance notes are provided as comments or as text IN GREEN throughout this form. Please ensure that the comments are removed and that the green text is replaced by your own text or removed as appropriate BEFORE submitting this form.
Please ensure that you have read the UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Policy and the UWTSD Research Data Management Policy BEFORE submitting this form.


APPLICATION FOR ETHICAL APPROVAL
SECTION A: About You (Lead Researcher)
	1
	Full Name:
	Crozolo Andreea

	2
	Tick all boxes that apply:
	Member of staff:
	☐
	Honorary research fellow:
	☐

	
	Undergraduate Student
	x
	Taught Postgraduate Student
	☐
	Postgraduate Research Student
	☐

	3
	Institute/Academic Discipline/Centre:
	Institute of Management and Health Swansea

	4
	Campus:
	


	5
	E-mail address:
	


	6
	Contact Telephone Number:
	


	7
	Project Title
	


	8
	Proposed Start Date
	

	Proposed End Date
	


	For students:

	9
	Student Number:
	

	10
	Programme of Study:
	

	11
	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	



SECTION B: Grant or Contract Funding 
	1
	Has your research been awarded, applied for, or intend to apply for external funding?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 1
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	2
	Have you completed appendix 1? 
	YES
	x
	NO
	☐



SECTION C:  Internal and External Ethical Guidance Materials
	Ethical Guidance Documents
Please list the core ethical guidance documents that have been referred to during the completion of this form (including any discipline-specific codes of research ethics, location-specific codes of research ethics, and also any specific ethical guidance relating to the proposed methodology).  Please tick to confirm that your research proposal adheres to these codes and guidelines. You may add rows to this table if needed.

	1
	UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Policy
	☐

	2
	UWTSD Research Data Management Policy
	☐

	3
	UWTSD Open Access Publications Policy
	☐

	4
	UWTSD Export Control Policy 
Required if Appendix 8 completed
	☐

	5
	UWTSD Trusted Research and Innovation Policy 
Required if research is taking place outside the UK
	☐

	6
	[List any other relevant documents here]
	☐




SECTION D: External Collaborative Research Activity 
	1
	Does your research involve collaborating partners at another institution or organisation?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 2
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	2
	Have you completed appendix 2? 
	YES
	x
	NO
	☐



SECTION E: Details of Research Activity
	Aims, Vision and Approach of the Research (maximum 200 words per section)
Please outline what are you hoping to achieve with your proposed work and how will you deliver it?

	1
	Research aims and objectives

	The aim of this study is to measure guest satisfaction with front-desk services at Holiday Inn Express Wigan and provide practical recommendations for improvement.
Objectives:
· To gather between 100–150 guest responses through structured questionnaires placed at reception.
· To analyse guest feedback on friendliness, professionalism, communication, and efficiency of front-desk staff.
· To identify trends and make recommendations that could improve service quality and strengthen guest loyalty.

(this box should expand as you type) 

	2
	Vision

	· This research is important both academically and practically. The front-desk is often the most influential part of the guest experience, shaping first and last impressions of the hotel. While many hospitality studies focus on service quality more generally, few focus specifically on front-desk services. This project will therefore contribute fresh insight that could benefit hotel managers and future research. It is timely because midscale hotels face increasing competition, and improvements in guest satisfaction can directly improve reputation, occupancy, and profitability.

(this box should expand as you type)

	3
	Approach

	· The project uses a quantitative design with structured paper questionnaires. Guests will be invited to complete the survey at reception at the end of their stay. Responses will be analysed using descriptive statistics, charts, and critical discussion to highlight key findings. This approach is feasible given the placement setting, effective for generating reliable results, and proportionate to the scope of the study. Risks such as low response rates will be managed by ensuring manager support and clear communication to guests.  

(this box should expand as you type)

	4
	Location of research activity
Identify all locations where research activity will take place.

	
Holiday Inn Express Wigan (reception area).


(this box should expand as you type)



	5
	Will any of your research be undertaken outside of the UK?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 3
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	6
	Have you completed any of appendix 3? 
	YES
	x
	NO
	☐



SECTION F: Research Methods 
	Will the research activity include:
	YES
	NO

	1
	Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument?
	x
	☐

	2
	Use of interviews?
	☐
	x

	3
	Use of focus groups?
	☐
	x

	4
	Use of participant diaries? 
	☐
	x

	5
	Use of video or audio recording?
	☐
	x

	6
	Use of computer-generated log files?
	☐
	x

	7
	Participant observation with their knowledge?
	x
	☐

	8
	Participant observation without their knowledge?
	☐
	x

	9
	Access to personal or confidential information without the participants’ specific consent?
	☐
	x

	10
	Administration of any questions, test stimuli, presentation that may be experienced as physically, mentally or emotionally harmful / offensive?
	☐
	x

	11
	Performance of any acts which may cause embarrassment or affect self-esteem?
	☐
	x

	12
	Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?
	☐
	x

	13
	Use of procedures that involve deception?
	☐
	x

	14
	Administration of any substance, agent or placebo?
	☐
	x

	15
	Working with live vertebrate animals?
	☐
	x

	16
	Procedures that may have a negative impact on the environment?
	☐
	x

	17
	Other primary data collection methods. Please indicate the type of data collection method(s) below.
	x
	☐

	Details of any other primary data collection method:
Data will be collected using a structured questionnaire consisting of 10 Likert-scale questions focused on front-desk services and overall satisfaction. The questionnaire will be short (1–2 minutes to complete) to encourage responses. 

(this box should expand as you type)
	
	



SECTION G: Research Participants 

	Research participants include people who will be taking part in your research as providers of research data (e.g. being interviewed, answering questionnaires, or doing user testing of hardware or software). This includes animal participants.

	1
	Does your research involve human or non-human participants?
	YES
	Continue this section
	NO
	Click to continue to section N




	Participant numbers and source
How will you ensure an appropriately convened sample group in order to meet the aims of the research? Give details for subgroups separately, if appropriate. How will any potential pitfalls, for example dual roles or potential for coercion, be addressed?

	1
	How many participants will be recruited and how was the number decided upon?
	

Between 100 and 150 guests, based on feasibility within the 7-week data collection period. 

(this box should expand as you type)

	2
	Who will the participants be?
	Guests staying at Holiday Inn Express Wigan who are checking out during the study period.

(this box should expand as you type)

	3
	How will you identify the participants?
	

Guests will be invited by reception staff to complete the survey at the end of their stay. Participation is voluntary.  This action will be accepted by the manager of the front-desk.

(this box should expand as you type)

	4
	Will you be excluding any groups of people, and if so what is the rationale for that?
	
No specific groups excluded, other than those unwilling to participate.

(this box should expand as you type)

	5
	Will the research involve any element of deception?  If yes, please describe why this is necessary and whether participants will be informed at the end of the study
	
No deception will be involved.



(this box should expand as you type)

	6
	Describe whether participants will be able to withdraw from the study, and up to what point (eg if data is to be anonymised). If withdrawal is not possible, after a certain point, explain why not. 
	

Participants can choose not to take part or withdraw before handing in the completed questionnaire. Once submitted, data will be anonymised, so individual withdrawal will not be possible.


(this box should expand as you type)

	7
	How long will the participant have to decide whether to take part in the research?
	

Guests will be asked at check-out; participation takes only 1–2 minutes


(this box should expand as you type)

	8
	What arrangements have been made for participants who might have difficulties understanding verbal explanations or written information, or who have particular communication needs that should be taken into account to facilitate their involvement in the research?
	
The questionnaire will use plain English and simple scales to ensure accessibility. 


(this box should expand as you type)





SECTION H: Research with Vulnerable People 
	1
	Are your participants classed as vulnerable people?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 4
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	2
	Have you completed appendix 4? 
	YES
	x
	NO
	☐



SECTION I: Research Involving Animals 
	1
	Are your participants non-human animals?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 5
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	2
	Have you completed appendix 5? 
	YES
	x
	NO
	☐



SECTION J: Research with the Prison Service or the Probation Service
	1
	Are your participants staff or offenders within the Prison Service or the Probation service?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 6
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	2
	Have you completed appendix 6? 
	YES
	x
	NO
	☐



SECTION K: Health and Social Care Research
	1
	Are your participants selected due to their health or social care needs?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 7
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	2
	Have you completed appendix 7? 
	YES
	x
	NO
	x



SECTION L: Types of Personal Data
	Personal Data
Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 and the Data Protection Act 2018)?
	YES
	NO

	1
	Personal data means any information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person (‘data subject’). An identifiable natural person is one who can be identified, directly or indirectly, in particular by reference to an identifier such as a name, an identification number, location data, an online identifier or to one or more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic, mental, economic, cultural or social identity of that natural person. Any video or audio recordings of participants and transcription of such are considered to be personal data.
	☐
	x

	
	If you ticked YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:
	
	

	
No personal data will be collected. Questionnaires will be anonymous. 




(this box should expand as you type)



	Special Category Data 
Does the research involve the processing of special category data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 and the Data Protection Act 2018)?
	YES
	NO

	2
	Racial or ethnic origin
	☐
	x

	3
	Political opinions
	☐
	x

	4
	Religious or philosophical beliefs
	☐
	x

	5
	Genetic, biometric or health data
	☐
	x

	6
	Sex life or sexual orientation
	☐
	x

	7
	Trade union membership
	☐
	x

	If you ticked YES to any of questions L2-L7, provide a description of the data and explain why this special category data needs to be collected to support the research and that it is in the public interest to do so:

	8
	





(this box should expand as you type)

	9
	Please describe how the research has been designed to gather the minimum amount of personal data necessary for the specified research purpose:

	





(this box should expand as you type)

	10
	Demonstrate that the processing is not likely to cause substantial damage or distress to individuals and that their interests will be safeguarded:

	



(this box should expand as you type)

	11
	Demonstrate that the data will not be used to take any action or make decisions in relation to the individuals concerned:

	




(this box should expand as you type)

	12
	Data should be anonymised wherever possible, either at point of capture or once collated. If the data cannot be anonymised, and if pseudonymisation is not possible, demonstrate why the that is possible.  If special category data cannot be anonymised, explicit consent to share that data must normally be obtained.

	




(this box should expand as you type)

	13
	If special category data cannot be anonymised, will you obtain explicit consent to share that data?
	YES
	NO
	N/A

	
	
	☐
	☐
	☐



SECTION M: Participant Information and Consent 

	Information for participants
It is normally expected that those participating in research should do so having given their informed consent. If this is not appropriate or practical, explicit justification must be provided, in line with prevailing disciplinary conventions.  Please note however, that informed consent to participate in the research is separate from consent to process (e.g. collect, analyse, store, reuse or share) personal data, as the University’s lawful basis for processing personal data in research activities is part of its ‘public task’. 
	YES
	NO
	N/A

	1
	Will you obtain written consent for participation?
	x
	☐
	☐

	2
	Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?
	x
	☐
	☐

	3
	Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?
	x
	☐
	☐

	4
	Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?
	x
	☐
	☐

	5
	If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their consent to being observed?
	☐
	☐
	x

	6
	Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at any time and for any reason?
	x
	☐
	☐

	7
	Will participants be made aware of how you will treat any information that may reasonably by considered as confidential? 
	x
	☐
	☐

	8
	If your research requires your participants to sign up for a service provided by an external company or organisation will you inform them that their data may be stored and processed outside UWTSD?
	x
	☐
	☐

	9
	Will you give participants the UWTSD Privacy Notice for Research?
	☐
	☐
	x

	If you have answered NO to any of questions M1-M8, please provide justification detailing why this is necessary for the research.  

	10
	



(this box should expand as you type)

	Informed consent: Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before the research begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded. 

	11
	



(this box should expand as you type)

	Confidentiality: Confidential information refers to information that can be related to an identifiable individual, whether living or deceased, which is not in the public domain and which is given with the expectation that it will be kept confidential.  Under Common Law when an individual entrusts a researcher or research team with confidential information, the team must handle this in line with ‘reasonable expectations’. In other words, confidential information should only normally be shared when there would be ‘no surprises’ for the individuals concerned. Where participants would not expect the researcher to be sharing their confidential information with others, researchers can manage their expectations by informing them of their intentions (e.g. in the participant information sheet or during discussions about participation) and asking them if they are happy with these plans. They should understand what is being proposed and what this might mean for them, before they decide whether the researcher can share their confidential information with others.  

	Please detail how you will treat confidential information:

	12
	
No names or personal details will be collected. Data will be stored securely and only used for this study. 



(this box should expand as you type)

	Copies of any written consent form, written information and all other explanatory material should accompany this application. If you have included these then please list the documents included here.

	13
	Sample information sheets and consent forms are available from the University ethical review intranet page at https://intranet.uwtsd.ac.uk/research/research-integrity-and-ethics 


	14
	Consent form attached?
	YES
x
	NO
☐
	N/A
☐



SECTION N: Research with Potential Military Application
	1
	Does your research have any potential military application?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 8
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	2
	Have you completed appendix 8? 
	YES
	x
	NO
	☐



SECTION O: Use of Artificial Intelligence Tools
	Use of generative AI and other AI-based tools
There are a number of ethical issues relating to the use of generative AI and other AI-based tools, including data security, output bias, and output errors. In general you should assume that any generative AI or other AI-based tool that you pay to use is more secure and accurate than one which is free to use.

Will the research use AI tools to do any of the following:
	YES
	NO
	N/A

	1
	Capture data?
	☐
	x
	☐

	2
	Generate and/or edit text?
	☐
	x
	☐

	3
	Generate graphics?
	☐
	x
	☐

	4
	Generate video?
	☐
	x
	☐

	5
	Generate sound/music?
	☐
	x
	☐

	6
	Generate code?
	☐
	x
	☐

	7
	Generate synthetic data?
	☐
	x
	☐

	8
	Analyse data?
	☐
	x
	☐

	9
	Analyse personal or sensitive data?
	☐
	x
	☐

	10
	Classify data?
	☐
	x
	☐

	11
	Do you intend to use the free version of any AI tools?
	☐
	x
	☐

	If you have answered YES to any of questions O1-O11, please provide justification detailing why this is necessary for the research.  

	12
	



(this box should expand as you type)




Section P: Research Data Management Plan

	1
	Data Summary

	· Anonymous quantitative responses from 100–150 paper questionnaires completed by hotel guests at check-out. Each questionnaire contains 10 closed Likert-scale items plus no free-text and no personal data.
· Survey instrument (questionnaire), codebook (variable names, labels, value ranges), data dictionary, analysis notes. 
· Clean, anonymous dataset (CSV and XLSX), descriptive statistics (tables) and figures (charts). 
· Publicly available review summaries (e.g., TripAdvisor/Booking.com) may be referenced in the report but not ingested as data. 


	2
	Responsibilities

	· Crozolo Andreea (collection, entry, quality control, storage, retention, sharing, deletion). 
· WTSD Research Data Management Policy 

	3
	Assessment of existing data

	· No suitable pre-existing dataset matches the specific focus on front-desk service at the study site; therefore primary data are required. 
· Gap: Current literature offers general service quality measures; site-specific, front-desk-only quantitative guest feedback is lacking. 


	4
	Management and curation of data

	· Codebook (variables, labels, allowable values, missing-data rules), data dictionary, and processing log (transformations, exclusions). 


	5
	Quality assurance of data

	· 10 questionnaires to confirm clarity and timing; edits recorded in version history. 



	6
	Short-term data storage

	· Private folders; sharing only with supervisor if required. 
· Security: No personal identifiers are collected; nevertheless, devices use strong authentication and up-to-date antivirus. 


	7
	Long-term data storage and preservation 

	· Clean dataset (CSV,XLS), questionnaire template (PDF), codebook (PDF), analysis notes (PDF). 


	8
	Documentation and metadata

	· Project title, researcher, supervisor, dates, funding = none, site = Holiday Inn Express Wigan (study context only). 



	9
	Data sharing

	· On or after assessment submission (target November 2025), subject to supervisor approval and any embargo required by the programme. 
· Very low risk of re-identification (no personal data collected, no free text). Still, only site-level data are shared; no stay dates or room numbers recorded. 



	10
	Copyright and intellectual property ownership

	· Copyright in the dataset and documentation held by Crozolo Andreea / UWTSD per university policy?


	11
	Resources

	· Microsoft Excel and SurveyMonkey (institutional access or free tier for distribution/export). 



SECTION Q: Risk Assessment 

	
Outline any anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the participants, the researchers and/or the University, and the steps that will be taken to address them. 

If you have completed a full risk assessment (for example as required by a laboratory, or external research collaborator) you may append that to this form.  

	1
	Full risk assessment completed and appended? 
	YES
	NO

	
	
	x
	☐

	Risks to participants, researchers, and the University 

	2
	Social risks: disclosures that could affect participants standing in the community, in their family and their job.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	x

	Risk:


(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?


	3
	Legal risks: activities that could result in the participant, researchers and / or University committing an offence; activities that might lead to a participant disclosing criminal activity to a researcher which would necessitate reporting to enforcement authorities; activities that could result in a civil claim for compensation
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	x

	Risk:


(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?


	4
	Economic harm: financial harm to participant, researcher and / or University through disclosure or other event.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	x

	Risk:


(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?



	5
	Reputational risk: damage to public perception of University or the University / researchers’ reputation in the eyes of funders, the research community and / or the general public.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	x

	Risk:



(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?




	6
	Safeguarding risks:  Risk to young people, vulnerable adults and / or researcher from improper behaviour, abuse or exploitation. Risk to researcher of being in a comprising situation, in which there might be accusations of improper behaviour.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	x

	Risk:



(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?




	7
	Sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics. If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity), give details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should make it clear that if something potentially or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project, it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities.  
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	x

	



(this box should expand as you type)

	
	Health and safety risks

	8
	Location hazards: for example: fire; visiting or working in participant’s homes; working in remote locations and in high crime areas; overseas travel; hot, cold or extreme weather conditions; working on or by water. Also hazardous work locations, such as construction sites, confined spaces, roofs or laboratories. For overseas travel, researchers will need to check country / city specific information, travel health requirements and consider emergency arrangements as part of their research planning. In all cases the University’s International Travel Policy must be followed.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	x

	Risk:


(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?




	9
	Activity hazards: for example: potentially mentally harmful activities; distressing and stressful work and content; driving; tripping, or slipping; falling from height; physically demanding work; lifting, carrying, pushing and pulling loads; night time and weekend working.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	x

	Risk:



(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?



	10
	Machinery and equipment: for example: ergonomic hazards, including computer workstations and equipment; contact with electricity; contact with moving, rotating, ejecting or cutting parts in machinery and instruments; accidental release of energy from machines and instruments.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	x

	Risk:
(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?


	11
	Chemicals and other hazardous substances: the use, production, storage, waste, transportation and accidental release of chemicals and hazardous substances; flammable, dangerous and explosive substances; asphyxiating gases; allergens; biological agents, blood and blood products. 
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	x

	Risk
(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?




	12
	Physical agents: for example: excessive noise exposure, hand-arm vibration and whole body vibration; ionising radiation; lasers; artificial optical radiation and electromagnetic fields
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	x

	Risk
(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?



	13
	Environmental risks: for example: accidental spillage of pollutants, damage to local ecosystems
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	x

	Risk:
(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?






SECTION R: Disclosure and Barring Service
	Disclosure and Barring Service

	1
	If the research activity involves children or vulnerable adults, a Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) certificate must be obtained before any contact with such participants.
	YES

	NO

	N/A


	
	Does your research require you to hold a current DBS Certificate?
	☐
	☐
	x

	2
	If YES, please give the certificate number. If the certificate number is not available please write “Pending”; in this case any ethical approval will be subject to providing the appropriate certificate number.
	




SECTION S: Declaration
	The information which I have provided is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. I have attempted to identify any risks and issues related to the research activity and acknowledge my obligations and the rights of the participants.

In submitting this application I hereby confirm that I undertake to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Policy which is published on the website: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/research/research-ethics/ 


	1
	Name of applicant
	ANDREEA CROZOLO

	2
	Electronic or written signature of applicant:
	

	3
	Date
	03.10.2025

	4
	Name of Director of Studies
	

	5
	Electronic or written signature of Director of Studies:
	

	6
	Date
	



Checklist: Please complete the checklist below to ensure that you have completed the form according to the guidelines and attached any required documentation:
	1
	X
	I have read the guidance notes supplied before completing the form.

	2
	X
	I have completed all relevant sections of the form in full.

	3
	X
	I have attached a copy of the Participant Information Sheet (PIS) or Consent Form

	4
	X
	I have attached a completed copy of the Trusted Research and Innovation Checklist (where applicable)

	5
	X
	I have attached a full risk assessment (where appropriate) 

	6
	X
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice

	7
	X
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Data Management Policy

	8
	X
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Export Control Policy

	9
	X
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Open Access Research Policy

	10
	I have completed the following appendices:
	1
	X
	2
	X
	3
	X
	4
	X

	
	
	5
	X
	6
	X
	7
	X
	8
	X



	
All communications relating to this application during its processing must be in writing and emailed to pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk , with the title ‘Ethical Approval’ followed by your name.







APPENDIX 1 – Grant or Contract Funding

	A1.1
	Has your research been awarded external funding?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	x

	A1.2
	Have you applied for funding / awaiting decision?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	x

	A1.3
	Are you intending to apply for funding?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	x

	A1.4
	Funding Body
	

	A1.5
	Lead institution (grant holder)
	

	A1.6
	If awarded, grant reference
	

	A1.7
	If awarded, grant value
	

	A1.8
	If awarded, start date and duration
	



	
	
	
	
	


	Return to the main form






APPENDIX 2: External Collaborative Research Activity
	INSTITUTION 1                        

	A2.1
	Name
	


	A2.2
	Researcher name and position 
	


	A2.3
	Role in project (e.g. co-investigator)
	


	A2.4
	Contact e-mail address
	


	A2.5
	External Ethical Approval
Please detail the ethical approval required and arrangements for this partner. See Section 14 of the UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Policy. If approved, please supply confirmation. 
	Obtained?
	YES
	NO
	PENDING

	
	
	
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	
	




	INSTITUTION 2                      

	A2.6
	Name
	


	A2.7
	Researcher name and position 
	


	A2.8
	Role in project (e.g. co-investigator)
	


	A2.9
	Contact e-mail address
	


	A2.10
	External Ethical Approval
Please detail the ethical approval required and arrangements for this partner. See Section 14 of the UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Policy. If approved, please supply confirmation. 
	Obtained?
	YES
	NO
	PENDING

	
	
	
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	
	




	INSTITUTION 3                       

	A2.11
	Name
	


	A2.12
	Researcher name and position 
	


	A2.13
	Role in project (e.g. co-investigator)
	


	A2.14
	Contact e-mail address
	


	A2.15
	External Ethical Approval
Please detail the ethical approval required and arrangements for this partner. See Section 14 of the UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Policy. If approved, please supply confirmation. 
	Obtained?
	YES
	NO
	PENDING

	
	
	
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	
	




Add additional collaborators as needed

	
	
	
	
	


	Return to the main form




APPENDIX 3: Research Undertaken Outside of the UK
	A3.1
	Research activity outside of the UK
If research activity will take place overseas, you are responsible for ensuring that local ethical considerations are complied with and that the relevant permissions are sought. Specify any local guidelines (e.g. from local professional associations/learned societies/universities) that exist and whether these involve any ethical stipulations beyond those usual in the UK (provide details of any licenses or permissions required). Also specify whether there are any specific ethical issues raised by the local context in which the research activity is taking place, for example, particular cultural and/or legal sensitivities or vulnerabilities of participants. Describe the measures you have taken to comply with these and provide evidence of approvals etc. If you live in the country where you will do the research then please state this. If you have a local research supervisor or research advisor then please give their contact details here.

	
(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.2
	Responsible Research and Innovation
If research is taking place overseas please refer to the UWTSD Trusted Research and Innovation Policy and complete the Trusted Research and Innovation Checklist and submit it with this form.

	A3.3
	Confirm that you have read the Trusted Research and Innovation Policy
	☐



	If you are a postgraduate research student working with a research supervisor or research advisor at your local university then you do not need to fill in any more sections of this appendix.
If you are working in a research collaboration with an overseas partner please complete the remaining sections of this appendix.
	Return to the main form



	Organisational Details

	A3.4
	Name of Organisation 

	

	A3.5
	Country where organisation is based:

	

	A3.6
	Registration number and name of registration body (examples of relevant registration bodies are government, tax, corporation, charity, educational authority):

	
(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.7
	What is the legal status of the organisation? (for example: public university, private university, charity, private company, non-profit making company, government research organisation, independent research organisation) Please include the date of foundation. Note: We may be required to ask for evidence of this at a later stage.

	
(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.8
	Is your organisation affiliated to any other organisation? (i.e. is the organisation legally part of a larger organisation or a group of larger organisations).

	
(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.9
	Name(s) of investigators in the organisation who will be responsible for the collaborative research and innovation 

	
(this box should expand as you type)




	About New Partners

	A3.10
	Why does a partner want to work with you?

	
(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.11
	What are they expecting in return for their financial support or involvement?

	
(this box should expand as you type)



	A3.12
	Is the organisation associated with a country which may be viewed as hostile to the UK or one which has different democratic and ethical values from our own? If you have ticked YES, please briefly describe below how you will maintain the UK’s democratic and ethical values within the research.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	
(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.13
	Has due diligence into the partner identified any involvement in research on behalf of the military or police with links to a hostile state? If you have ticked YES, please summarise below how you will prevent information from this research from being released to these organisations.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	
(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.14
	Set within the context of any information gained from due diligence, could your research be misused or have unintended applications which would be negative? If you have ticked YES, please summarise below how this might occur.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	
(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.15
	Are there any legal, regulatory or university policy constraints on undertaking your research with this partner? If you have ticked YES, please summarise these below.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	
(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.16
	Having considered the answers to questions A3.10-A3.15, are there potential reputational or ethical risks to you or the university? If you have ticked YES, please summarise these risks below.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	
(this box should expand as you type)




	About Research Relationships
	YES
	NO

	A3.17
	Are the terms of any proposed Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) in keeping with the expectations of your department and university?
	☐
	☐

	A3.18
	Are you providing existing intellectual property (IP), research data, confidential or personally identifiable data to the project? If so, how is this going to be protected?
	☐
	☐



	
(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.19
	Who will own any IP that is generated?

	
(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.20
	What plans do you have in place for protecting the resulting IP?

	
(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.21
	What contractual requirements are you able to put in place to protect the interests of your academic institutions?

	
(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.22
	What access will the research partner have to your IT network? If they do have access, what broader visibility might this provide?

	
(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.23
	Is there any physical separation or protection required between research in similar fields?

	
(this box should expand as you type)




	About Existing Partners

	A3.24
	Would proceeding with the research raise potential conflicts of interest with existing research partners? If you have ticked YES, please explain these conflicts below.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	
(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.25
	Have you spoken with your existing partners about any potential conflict of interest? If you have ticked YES, please briefly summarise their response(s) below.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	
(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.26
	Does any non-disclosure agreement for this project include an expectation that you will need to provide visibility to existing partners? If you have ticked YES, please explain below how this will be managed.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	
(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.27
	Will this research breach any existing contractual agreements that you, your department or university already have? If you have ticked YES, please explain below how this will be managed.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐



	
(this box should expand as you type)



	
	
	
	
	


	Return to the main form





APPENDIX 4: Research with Vulnerable People
	Will the research involve data processing involving the following data subjects:
	YES
	NO

	A4.1
	Children under 16
	☐
	x

	A4.2
	Adults with learning disabilities
	☐
	x

	A4.3
	Adults with other forms of mental incapacity or mental illness
	☐
	x

	A4.4
	Adults in emergency situations
	☐
	x

	A4.5
	Prisoners or young offenders
	☐
	x

	A4.6
	Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator, e.g. members of staff, students
	☐
	x

	A4.7
	People who have not given their explicit consent to participate in the project
	☐
	x

	A4.8
	People engaged in illegal activities
	☐
	☐

	A4.9
	Any other people who can be considered vulnerable in the context of this project
	☐
	x

	Please justify the inclusion of the above people (if applicable), explaining why the research cannot be conducted on non-vulnerable people.

	A4.10
	



(this box should expand as you type)

	Please give details of extra steps taken to assure the protection of vulnerable people participating in the research.  You should describe any arrangements to be made for obtaining consent from a legal representative.

	A4.11
	



(this box should expand as you type)

	It is the researcher’s responsibility to check whether a DBS check (or equivalent) is required and to obtain one if it is needed. Please confirm:

	A4.12
	DBS Check required? 
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	x

	A4.13
	DBS certificate obtained? 
	YES
	NO
	N/A

	
	
	☐
	x
	☐



	
	
	
	
	


	Return to the main form





APPENDIX 5: Research Involving Animals
	The use of animals in research is tightly governed and monitored by law and by the Home Office, specifically under the Animals (Scientific Procedures) Act 1986 and its accompanying codes of practice and processes. The Act regulates procedures that are carried out on protected animals for scientific or educational purposes that may cause pain, suffering, distress or lasting harm. Under the Act, a protected animal is ‘any living vertebrate, other than man, and any living cephalopod’. The University does not hold a Home Office issued Establishment Licence and therefore researchers must ensure that any proposed work involving animals is either exempt from the Act or falls outside of its scope. Exempted research, for example involving routine veterinary practice or clinical veterinary research, may still require external ethical approval from the Royal Society of Veterinary Surgeons. When undertaking collaborative research involving animals, the UWTSD Research Ethics Committee must be assured that the partner institution(s) conform to the appropriate regulatory framework or legislation, and have approval from their local Research Ethics Committee. Any such work must follow the guidance of the National Centre for the Replacement, Reduction and Refinement of Animals in Research, known as the 3Rs.  In all cases, advise must be sought from INSPIRE for any proposed research involving animals, either at UWTSD, or by research collaborators in partnership with UWTSD. This should be at the very early stages of research design, so that an appropriate due diligence exercise can be undertaken.

	Will the research involve any work with any of the following animals (including observation in their natural habitat)
	YES
	NO

	A5.1
	Any living vertebrates, other than humans?
	☐
	x

	A5.2
	Any living cephalopods?
	☐
	x

	A5.3
	Has INSPIRE undertaken an initial due diligence exercise?
	☐
	x

	A5.4
	Due diligence assessment appended to this application?
	☐
	x

	Please provide a summary of the due diligence exercise, noting arrangements for compliance with the necessary regulatory frameworks and legislation. Please append the full due diligence assessment from INSPIRE. 

	A5.5
	

(this box should expand as you type)



	
	
	
	
	


	Return to the main form





APPENDIX 6: Research with Staff or Offenders in Prison Establishments and Probation Services 

	Research with staff and/or offenders in prison establishments, the Probation Service or within His Majesty’s Prison and Probation Services requires additional approvals.

	Will the research involve any of the following?
	YES
	NO

	A6.1
	Staff in prison establishments
	☐
	x

	A6.2
	Offenders in prison establishments
	☐
	x

	A6.3
	The Probation Service
	☐
	x

	A6.4
	His Majesty’s Prison and Probation Services
	☐
	x

	All researchers wanting to conduct research with staff and/or offenders in prison establishments, the Probation Service regions or within HM Prison and Probation Service (HMPPS) Headquarters are required to formally apply for research approval to the HMPPS National Research Committee (NRC). Before doing so, INSPIRE must undertake an initial due diligence exercise. If you have not contacted INSPIRE, please do so immediately. If YES to any of the above, please confirm:

	A6.5
	Has INSPIRE undertaken an initial due diligence exercise?
	☐
	x

	A6.6
	Have you applied to the HMPPS National Research Committee (NRC)?
	☐
	x

	A6.7
	Has HMPPS National Research Committee approval been granted? If yes, please append to this application. 
	☐
	x

	A6.8
	Due diligence assessment appended to this application?
	☐
	x

	Please provide a summary of the due diligence exercise, noting arrangements for compliance with the necessary regulatory frameworks and legislation. Please append the full due diligence assessment from INSPIRE. 

	A6.9
	

(this box should expand as you type)



	
	
	
	
	


	Return to the main form





APPENDIX 7:  Health and Social Care Research 
	All health and social care research must have a sponsor as defined by the Health Research Authority UK Policy Framework for Health & Social Care.  The University will under no circumstances act as the sponsor of health and social care research (i.e. that which requires approval by a NHS Research Ethics Committee). In all cases, therefore, an appropriate collaborating partner must lead the research.  Any health and social care research therefore requires an initial due diligence exercise, which will be undertaken by INSPIRE. The purpose of the due diligence exercise is to ensure that the University has the capability to undertake the research, either independently or in collaboration with research partners. This will include advice on suitable collaborative arrangements and the appropriate involvement of UWTSD researchers in the proposed research study.  This is likely to apply to the following areas:

	Will the data processing involve:
	YES
	NO

	A7.1
	Participants who have been recruited on the basis of medical and health conditions, life stage or other physical or mental attribute.
	☐
	x

	A7.2
	Participants who will engage in physical exercise, activity or exertion of any kind, or who use exercise equipment, assistive devices or other apparatus for the purposes of the research study. This includes interventions that are minimally invasive.
	☐
	x

	A7.3
	Patients and users of the NHS (including NHS patients treated in the private sector).
	☐
	x

	A7.4
	Individuals identified as potential participants because of their status as relatives or carers of patients and users of the NHS.
	☐
	x

	A7.5
	Patients who are cared for in private and voluntary sector nursing homes.
	☐
	x

	A7.6
	Confidential patient information.
	☐
	x

	A7.7
	Clinical trial of a medicinal product or medical device.
	☐
	x

	A7.8
	Access to organs or other bodily material of past and present NHS patients, or any material consisting of or containing human cells.
	☐
	x

	A7.9
	Use of human tissue (including non-NHS sources) where the collection is not covered by a Human Tissue Authority licence.
	☐
	x

	A7.10
	Foetal material and IVF involving NHS patients.
	☐
	x

	A7.11
	The recently deceased under NHS care.
	☐
	x

	A7.12
	NHS staff or premises.
	☐
	x

	A7.13
	Practising midwives conducting a clinical trial.
	☐
	x

	A7.14
	Investigational medicinal product.
	☐
	x

	A7.15
	Medical devices that are not CE-marked or CE-marked medical devices that have been modified or are being used for a new purpose.
	☐
	x

	A7.16
	Exposure to ionising radiation.
	☐
	x

	A7.17
	Other health and social care related research.
	☐

	x


	Please specify 



(this box should expand as you type)
	
	

	Researchers proposing to work on projects involving health and social care research must check whether their study meets the HRA definition of research and whether it should undergo ethics review by a NHS Research Ethics Committee. If you have answered YES to any of questions A7.1-A7.17 then this is likely to be the case and sponsorship by a third party will be required. This can be checked via the Health Research Authority’s Decision Tool : https://www.hra-decisiontools.org.uk/research/  

	A7.18
	Does the research meet the HRA definition of research?
	YES 
	NO
	N/A

	
	
	☐
	x
	☐

	A7.19
	Is the Research being sponsored by a collaborating partner?
	YES 
	NO
	N/A

	
	
	☐
	x
	☐

	A7.20
	Has NHS ethics approval been granted?
	YES 
	NO
	N/A

	
	
	☐
	x
	☐

	A7.21
	Has INSPIRE undertaken an initial due diligence exercise?
	YES 
	NO

	
	
	☐
	x

	Please provide a summary of the due diligence exercise, noting arrangements for compliance with the necessary regulatory frameworks and legislation. Please append the full due diligence assessment from INSPIRE. If you have not contacted INSPIRE, please do immediately. 

	A7.22
	




(this box should expand as you type)



	A7.23
	Have you been granted NHS ethical approval?
	YES
	Click to continue to Section R
	NO
	Return to the main form






APPENDIX 8: Export Control for Research with Potential Military End Uses
	Export controls apply to the physical, electronic or oral transmission outside the UK of applied research, sensitive technology, software and equipment that could potentially be misused, either directly or indirectly, for military purposes. These legal controls are a serious obligation and UWTSD researchers must actively manage the risks of these being misused to fuel conflict, threaten national security, support terrorism and crime, violate human rights or proliferate Weapons of Mass Destruction.  UWTSD’s Export Control Policy provides a clear six step process to determine if your research is covered by export controls. Please complete the following screening to judge if you need to compete a full export control assessment. If you are in any doubt, then please contact INSPIRE. Any research in UWTSD involving the following high-risk areas must be screened.
Will the research involve:

	Defence
	YES
	NO

	A8.1
	Military equipment and munitions
	☐
	x

	A8.2
	Defence equipment, including satellites
	☐
	x

	A8.3
	Technical data, including some border and port information
	☐
	x

	A8.4
	Dual use research
	☐
	x

	Materials and Technologies
	YES
	NO

	A8.5
	Nuclear materials, facilities and equipment
	☐
	x

	A8.6
	Chemicals, microorganisms and toxins
	☐
	x

	A8.7
	Electronics design, development and production
	☐
	x

	 A8.8
	Computers
	☐
	x

	A8.9
	Telecommunications
	☐
	x

	A8.10
	Sensors and lasers
	☐
	x

	A8.11
	Navigation and avionics
	☐
	x

	A8.12
	Marine technology
	☐
	x

	A8.13
	Composite materials
	☐
	x

	A8.14
	Aerospace and propulsion
	☐
	x

	Sensitive Information
	YES
	NO

	A8.15
	Cryptology
	☐
	x

	A8.16
	Counterterrorism
	☐
	x

	A8.17
	Counternarcotics
	☐
	x

	A8.18
	Cyber-related
	☐
	x

	A8.19
	Non-proliferation
	☐
	x

	A8.20
	Transnational criminal organisations
	☐
	x





	Genetic Resources
	YES
	NO

	A8.21
	Genetic material of actual or potential value
	☐
	x

	A8.22
	Organisms, or parts thereof
	☐
	x

	A8.23
	Populations (or organisms)
	☐
	x

	A8.24
	Other biotic components of ecosystems
	☐
	x

	A8.25
	Domesticated or cultivated species in which the evolutionary process has been influenced by humans
	☐
	x



	Will you be exporting military or dual-use technology, now or possibly in the future? This information may take many forms, including:
	YES
	NO

	A8.26
	Physical transfer of goods, technologies, material or equipment
	☐
	x

	A8.27
	Blueprints
	☐
	x

	A8.28
	Plans
	☐
	x

	A8.29
	Diagrams
	☐
	x

	A8.30
	Models
	☐
	x

	A8.31
	Formulae
	☐
	x

	A8.32
	Tables
	☐
	x

	A8.33
	Engineering designs and specifications
	☐
	x

	A8.34
	Manuals and instructions
	☐
	x

	A8.35
	Software
	☐
	x

	A8.36
	Know-how
	☐
	x



	Will your project transfer technology using any of the following physical methods?
	YES
	NO

	A8.37
	USB flash drives
	☐
	x

	A8.38
	Portable hard drives
	☐
	x

	A8.39
	Laptops
	☐
	x

	A8.40
	Tablets
	☐
	x

	A8.41
	Intangible forms by using electronic media, such as email, phone storage and cloud file sharing
	☐
	x

	A8.42
	Physical exports
	☐
	x



	Will your project involve any of the following?
	YES
	NO

	A8.43
	Oral transfer by phone or videoconferencing or presentations
	☐
	x

	A8.44
	Travelling overseas for any purpose, while unintendingly carrying any of the above.
	☐
	x

	A8.45
	Will you be hosting foreign visitors?
	☐
	x



	If you answer YES to any of questions A8,1-A8.45 then you should complete a full export control assessment and append that to this application. Before doing this please contact INSPIRE who will advise further.
	YES
	NO

	A8.46
	Full export control assessment required?
	☐

	x

	A8.47
	Full export control assessment completed?
	☐

	x

	A8.48
	Full export control assessment appended?
	☐

	x



	
	
	
	
	


	Return to the main form
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Average calculation and formulas
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COUNTIF formula
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FIGURE 4.4 — OVERALL EFFICIENCY AND
SATISFACTION
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Exploring a quantitative study of guest satisfaction with front-
desk services at Holiday Inn Express Wigan.

This research is part of a Higher Educational Student Research Project based at the University of
Wales, Trinity Saint David about guests’ experiences with front-desk services. Taking part is
voluntary and your answers are anonymous. No names or booking details will be collected, and
results will be used only for academic purposes. Once you start the survey, you confirm that you
understand the purpose of the study and agree for your anonymous responses to be used in this
research.
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The front desk staff demonstrated good communication skills.
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Exploring a quantitative study of guest satisfaction with front-
desk services at Holiday Inn Express Wigan.

This research is part of a Higher Educational Student Research Project based at the University of
Wales, Trinity Saint David about guests’ experiences with front-desk services. Taking part is
voluntary and your answers are anonymous. No names or booking details will be collected, and
results will be used only for academic purposes. Once you start the survey, you confirm that you
understand the purpose of the study and agree for your anonymous responses to be used in this
research.
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Exploring a quantitative study of guest satisfaction with front-
desk services at Holiday Inn Express Wigan.

This research is part of a Higher Educational Student Research Project based at the University of
Wales, Trinity Saint David about guests’ experiences with front-desk services. Taking part is
voluntary and your answers are anonymous. No names or booking details will be collected, and
results will be used only for academic purposes. Once you start the survey, you confirm that you
understand the purpose of the study and agree for your anonymous responses to be used in this
research.
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Exploring a quantitative study of guest satisfaction with front-
desk services at Holiday Inn Express Wigan.

This research is part of a Higher Educational Student Research Project based at the University of
Wales, Trinity Saint David about guests’ experiences with front-desk services. Taking part is
voluntary and your answers are anonymous. No names or booking details will be collected, and
results will be used only for academic purposes. Once you start the survey, you confirm that you
understand the purpose of the study and agree for your anonymous responses to be used in this
research.
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Exploring a quantitative study of guest satisfaction with front-
desk services at Holiday Inn Express Wigan.

This research is part of a Higher Educational Student Research Project based at the University of
Wales, Trinity Saint David about guests’ experiences with front-desk services. Taking part is
voluntary and your answers are anonymous. No names or booking details will be collected, and
results will be used only for academic purposes. Once you start the survey, you confirm that you
understand the purpose of the study and agree for your anonymous responses to be used in this
research.
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Forwarded message
From: Andreea Crozolo <andreeacrozolo1 7@gmallcom>
Date: Tue, 14 Oct 2025 at 15:42

Subject: Re: Request for Permission to Conduct Research at Holiday Inn Express
To: General Manager <GM@hiexwigan.co uk>

HiJames,
Thank you so much for your help

On Tue, 14 Oct 2025 at 1542, General Manager <GM@hiexwigan co.uk> wrote:
HiAndreea,

1 have added you as an IHG employee online, once you receive an emailfrom IHG please follow the steps.
given and let me know once you have done so.

‘Once you are active on this you will have ful access to our reviews.

Kind Regards,

James Foxall
‘General Manager

Holiday Inn Express Wigan | Martland Mill Lane, Wigan, WIS 0LX | 01942 311311
‘o hiexwigan.couk | wunw ihg.com

“The hotel i cwned by Headiner Hotels L. and operste under icense from IHG Hotel Lic.
‘Company No. 05881291 | VAT No. 246410427

Registered Address Martand MillLane, Martiand Park Wigan, WN 0LX




image25.png
Froms Andreea Crozolo <andreeacrozciol @gmall com>

Sent: 14 October 2025 12:45
To: General Manager <GMEhiexuigan co.uk>

‘Subject: R Request fo Permission o Conduct Research at HolidayInn Express.
HiJames,

‘When you have a moment could you please send me the detais for the site with the reviews?l would
have a quick look maybe it will be useful for my project!

Kind regards,
Andreea

On Tue, 14 Oct 2025 at 11:16, General Manager <GM@hiexwigan co.uk> wrote:
HiAndreea,

‘Thank you for you time discussing your project this morning.

You have our full approval to continue, if there is any help we can offer pease let me know.

Kind Regards,

James Forall
General Manager

Holiday In Express Wigan | Martand Mil Lane. Wigan. WNS 0LX | 01942 311311
sy hiexuigan co.uk | wawing com

The hotel i cwned by Headiiner Hotels Ld.and opersted under lcense from IHG Hotels id.
Company No. 05881291 | VAT No. 246410427

Regstered Adress Martand Mil Lane, Martland Park Wigan, WNS OLX
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To: Andreea Crozolo <andreeacrozolo17 @gmallcom>; Allan <dgm@hiexwigan. co.ukc>
Subject: Re: Request for Permission to Conduct Research at Holiday Inn Express

Andreea,
‘Thank you for your email.

Iam happy for you to conduct your research at the hotel f we can first discuss exactly how you will
capture this information as | have a few concerns regarding how you plan to do this.

Let's discuss this tomorrow when you're in and we'll come up with a plan.

Kind Regards,

James Foxall

General Manager

Holiday Inn Express Wigan | Martiand Mill Lane, Wigan, WNS 0LX | 01942 311311
i hiexwigan couk | wuwihg.com

The hotelis owned by Headiiner Hotels Ld. and operated under icense from IHG Hotels Ltd
Company No. 05881291 | VAT No. 246410427

Registered Address Martiand Mill Lane, Martiand Park, Wigan, WNS 0LX

From: Andreea Crozolo <andreeacrozolo17 @gmailcom>
Sent: 13 October 2025 12:52

To: General Manager <GM@hiexwigan. co.uk>

Subject: Fid: Request for Permission to Conduct Research at Holiday Inn Express.
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Dear Alan and James,

Tam writing to request permission to conduct research within Holiday Inn Express for my
Degree program, BA Interational Hotel Management on the topic of "Exploring a
quantitative study of measuring guest satisfaction with front-desk service at Holiday Inn
Express Wigan" under the supervision of Kathryn Flynn at UWTSD. So that you are able
to understand the nature of my research, please see the below brief detail.

Research Overview.

My research project aims to evaluate guest satisfaction with the front-desk,with the goal
identifying operational strengths and areas for improvement. The research involves a
quantitative survey. To fully conduct this research, it would likely involve contact with guest
o confirm, anyinformation gathered will be treated with the strictest confidence, with all
collected research responses being anonymised and stored securely and used solely for the
purpose of my academic research. In addition, individual participant consent will be obtained
prior to any data collection, and they will be fully informed of the research's nature and their
right to withdraw at any point.

If granted permission to conduct this rescarch, which may involve being on the hotel
premises, I will be as unobtrusive as possible and will work to schedule all activities at times
that minimise disruption to the hotel.

The projected timeline for this project is short, as I am due to submit this picce of rescarch
work on the 6. of November and would therefore hope that data collection can start as soon
as possible.

If required, all findings of my research can be shared with you, which may help inform and
support the hotel.

Thank you for your time and consideration. I am available to discuss this research further at
your convenience and answer any questions you may have.

Please could you confirm in writing if permission is granted for me to conduet my research.
Tlook forward to hearing from you.
Kind Regards

Andreea Crozolo
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FIGURE 4.1 — FRIENDLINESS AND
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FIGURE 4.2 — EFFICIENCY AT CHECK-IN AND
CHECK-OUT
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FIGURE 4.3 — RESPONSIVENESS AND
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