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[bookmark: _Toc144927733]Leading and Implementing Workplace Change at Lextan
[bookmark: _Toc151308048] Introduction
[bookmark: _Int_rXzBLtwQ]Lextan operates in a tightly regulated and reputation-sensitive service sector in which technological innovation, customer expectations, health concerns and economic pressures interact. This report critically analyses the forces for change affecting Lextan and evaluates how organisational stakeholders can be led through the implementation of Luxura Jewel LED hybrid sunbeds and associated red-light technology. The analysis is organised around the two assessment tasks. Task One applies PESTLE and SWOT to examine the macro and micro environments and their implications for workplace culture and organisational capability. Task Two uses stakeholder theory, a power-interest matrix and change-management literature to evaluate leadership, communication, participation and resistance during implementation.
The main argument is that the new equipment could help Lextan modernise its service and stand out from competitors. However, being newer or described as premium does not prove that it will be successful. It could also increase costs, make working practices more complicated and damage trust if customer demand, staff knowledge or the evidence supporting the technology is weaker than expected. Success will depend on legal and honest communication, effective leadership, continued stakeholder involvement and results that can be measured. The models used in this report help to organise the analysis, but they do not prove what will happen in a real workplace.
[bookmark: _Toc381648702]Organisational context and focal change
Lextan describes itself as a large regional chain of tanning salons operating across Wales and the West of England. Its public information emphasises advanced facilities, trained employees, specialist products and premium Luxura Jewel equipment (Lextan, n.d.-a). As company material is designed to promote the business, it cannot independently confirm service quality, staff capability or customer outcomes. The workplace considered in this report is a Lextan salon with 11 beds and a small operational team. The focal change is the introduction and continued implementation of Jewel LED hybrid beds, including red-light features, and the working practices required to operate, explain and promote them.
This is more than replacing one piece of equipment with another. It changes what Lextan offers customers, what staff need to know, cleaning and safety routines, sales conversations, pricing and the evidence needed to support advertising claims. Head office, salon managers, employees, customers, suppliers, regulators and health organisations are all connected to the change. It affects the technology, daily work and workplace culture. Employees must provide good customer service and promote the business while still following the law and communicating responsibly.
[bookmark: _Toc539105213]Current forces for change
[bookmark: _Toc2101494671]Analytical approach and limitations
PESTLE provides a structured way to examine political, economic, social, technological, environmental and legal influences. Yüksel (2012) argues that it can help an organisation understand its external environment and prepare for future conditions. However, it mainly relies on judgement, does not provide an objective way to rank issues and can separate factors that are connected. This matters at Lextan because regulation, attitudes to health, technology and customer trust affect one another. The full PESTLE analysis is presented in Appendix A and ranks the issues by their likely effect instead of treating every heading as equally important.
SWOT adds to the wider PESTLE analysis by linking external opportunities and threats to internal strengths and weaknesses. Gürel and Tat (2017) describe SWOT as a widely used method, although Puyt et al. (2023) show that it is more complicated than a simple four-box exercise. Its main weakness is that it depends on personal judgement. For example, a manager may call something a strength without evidence from customers, competitors or performance data. The full SWOT analysis is presented in Appendix B and should be treated as a starting point. Its findings need to be checked against staff feedback, training results, complaints, repeat use, equipment use and compliance records.
Using both models reduces some blind spots but does not remove them. PESTLE can identify pressure without showing whether Lextan could respond, while SWOT can mix facts, assumptions and wishes in the same box. Their value comes from the questions they create rather than the labels themselves. Conclusions should therefore be triangulated using branch records, employee views, customer behaviour, regulatory guidance and supplier evidence. Where these sources disagree, management should record the uncertainty instead of selecting the evidence that best supports investment.
[bookmark: _Toc732158317]PESTLE analysis of the macro environment
The PESTLE analysis in Appendix A shows that political and legal pressures are the most immediate constraints. The Sunbeds (Regulation) Act 2010 makes it unlawful for under-18s to use commercial tanning equipment in England and Wales. The Welsh Regulations add duties concerning supervision, prescribed health information and display materials, while Carmarthenshire County Council states that premises are inspected to protect customers from potentially harmful radiation (Carmarthenshire County Council, n.d.; Welsh Government, 2011). Compliance is necessary but should not be confused with proof that the change is desirable, safe in every circumstance or commercially sound. It establishes a minimum standard. Lextan must still test whether employees can apply age verification, eye-protection and escalation procedures consistently when commercial pressure or customer disagreement makes compliance difficult.
Legal requirements cannot be separated from public opinion and Lextan’s reputation. NHS guidance identifies ultraviolet light from sunbeds as a main cause of melanoma and non-melanoma skin cancer. Cancer Research UK also reports a higher melanoma risk among people who have used sunbeds (Cancer Research UK, n.d.; NHS, 2026). This puts Lextan in a difficult position. Customers may value tanning and new technology, while health organisations focus on reducing risk. Management should not play down this conflict. Clear health information and responsible marketing may help to protect trust. Exaggerated claims could instead damage the brand and leave staff dealing with difficult questions from customers.
Technological change creates an opportunity to refresh the customer experience and differentiate Lextan. Lextan’s public materials identify Luxura Jewel as a premium model and describe investment in LED hybrid technology (Lextan, n.d.-a; Lextan, 2026). Red-light or photo research suggests potential benefits for selected conditions, but the evidence varies by wavelength, dose, indication and study quality; a recent review also notes discrepancies between peer-reviewed evidence and commercial claims (Glass, 2026). Consequently, the technology should be marketed within the manufacturer’s validated specification and legal boundaries. Staff should describe the service accurately rather than converting emerging evidence into guaranteed cosmetic or health outcomes.
Economic conditions may affect both Lextan’s costs and the number of customers willing to pay for the service. ONS data show continued pressure from housing and household costs. This can leave customers with less money for non-essential spending while also increasing business costs (Office for National Statistics, 2026). Premium technology may help Lextan stand out, but higher prices could make customers visit less often or go elsewhere if they cannot see enough value. Lextan should examine profit after energy and maintenance costs, use at different times of day, repeat bookings, complaints and customer retention. Newer equipment should not be assumed to produce higher profits automatically.
Social demand for technology-enabled and personalised beauty experiences provides an opportunity, although commercial trend evidence should be interpreted cautiously. Boots’ 2026 report indicates rising interest in attainable wellness and personalised solutions, but its findings reflect the retailer’s own customer base and cannot be generalised automatically to tanning-salon customers (Boots UK, 2026). Lextan should test local demand using booking data, short customer surveys and trial conversion rates. This illustrates why PESTLE categories must be connected: social interest becomes commercially useful only if customers can afford the service, trust the claims and experience competent delivery.
[bookmark: _Toc160118403]SWOT analysis of the micro environment
The SWOT analysis in Appendix B suggests that Lextan’s most relevant strength is not the equipment itself, but the brand reach, customer access and operational knowledge needed to convert it into a consistent service. However, these strengths are partly inferred from internal experience, and company claims rather than independent performance data. A recognised brand can also magnify reputational harm if standards vary. The small team creates a capability bottleneck because one or two uncertain employees could produce inconsistent explanations and safety advice. Training completion should therefore be assessed through observed competence and customer outcomes rather than attendance, although even these measures may be influenced by managers who have an interest in reporting successful implementation.
The main opportunity is to use the new technology to improve consultations and the overall customer experience. However, the red-light feature cannot be assumed to attract enough customers. The investment could become a weakness if equipment downtime, energy costs or claims without enough evidence outweigh the income it produces. This is why the SWOT must lead to action rather than remain a list. Lextan should use the experience of its staff and supplier to create clear working procedures, test customer information, monitor results and respond quickly to faults or misunderstandings.
[bookmark: _Toc1830860688]Implications for workplace culture and capability
The change could support a learning culture if employees are encouraged to question claims, practise customer consultations and report problems without being blamed. It could weaken the culture if sales targets are placed above safety or if decisions are announced without enough explanation. Lextan’s ability to manage the change depends on operating the equipment, following the law, understanding evidence, communicating with customers and learning from data and mistakes. An expensive machine cannot make up for poor working practices.
At branch level, Lextan should look for clear evidence that the team can manage the change. This includes competent employees, consistent age and health checks, accurate information, few complaints or errors, reliable equipment, repeat use and enough profit after energy, maintenance and finance costs. These measures can also guide later decisions. Task One shows that outside pressures may make innovation necessary, but they also increase the need for careful leadership and control.
[bookmark: _Toc240650606]Leading stakeholders through complex change
[bookmark: _Toc1632795511]Stakeholder identification and analysis
Freeman (1984) defines stakeholders broadly as groups or individuals who can affect or are affected by organisational objectives. This is useful for Lextan because the change affects more than owners and customers. Internal stakeholders include senior leaders, branch managers and employees. External stakeholders include customers, equipment suppliers and maintenance partners, local authorities and Trading Standards, health organisations and the wider community. Stakeholder analysis is important because these groups differ in power, interest, legitimacy, knowledge and urgency; a single communication plan would therefore be inefficient and potentially unfair.
A power-interest matrix is a useful first step, but its ratings are based on management judgement rather than fact. Power and interest can change, and the person completing the matrix decides whose concerns are taken seriously. One customer may appear to have little power but can gain influence through a complaint or social-media post. A regulator may also become much more interested after an incident. Mitchell et al. (1997) add legitimacy and urgency to the assessment, but these are still open to interpretation and may favour formal organisations over quieter employees or customers. The models are only useful when the ratings are explained, questioned and regularly reviewed with stakeholders.
The main stakeholders connected to the change are Lextan’s owners and senior leaders, salon managers, salon employees, customers, the equipment supplier, maintenance partners, local authorities, Trading Standards, health organisations and the wider community. Owners and senior leaders have high power and interest because they control the investment and are responsible for organisational performance. The salon manager has high operational power because they control staffing, daily priorities, training and the application of procedures at branch level.
Employees may possess less formal authority, but they have considerable practical influence because they operate the equipment and communicate directly with customers. Customers also have collective influence through their purchasing choices, complaints and online reviews. Suppliers hold technical knowledge that Lextan depends upon, while local authorities and Trading Standards have legal powers if safety or consumer-protection requirements are not met. Health organisations may not control the business directly, but their information can affect public opinion and Lextan’s reputation.
The analysis shows that salon employees need more attention than their job title might suggest. They put the change into practice during every customer conversation, which gives them considerable influence. Customers also have collective power because their reviews and complaints can affect Lextan’s reputation. Regulators may show little interest during normal operation, but they have strong legal powers if a problem occurs. Stakeholder analysis should therefore guide who takes part in decisions, rather than simply placing people into boxes (Bryson, 2004).
Employee voice needs particular care because asking for an opinion does not prove that people feel able to speak honestly. A meeting led by the manager may favour confident staff, while quieter employees or those worried about targets may remain silent. Anonymous questions, individual check-ins and observation of actual practice could expose concerns that a group meeting misses. Even then, managers choose what action follows. Lextan should therefore record the issues raised, the decision made and the reason for it, so participation can be judged by influence rather than attendance.
[bookmark: _Toc1918750793]Organisational politics power and the change agent
Stakeholder analysis must also examine organisational politics: the informal use of power, relationships and influence to shape decisions. Politics can support the change when a respected manager builds a coalition, secures resources, protects time for training or persuades sceptical colleagues to test the new service. It becomes damaging when individuals protect status, targets or departmental interests at the expense of safety, employee voice or reliable evidence. Buchanan and Badham’s (1999) study of change agents found that political behaviour can serve organisational goals as well as personal career interests. Politics is therefore not automatically irrational or unethical, but neither should it be treated as neutral. The relevant questions are whose interests are advanced, who carries the risk and whether the conduct could be justified openly.
Power at Lextan comes from different sources. Senior leaders control money and resources, the salon manager controls rotas and daily priorities, experienced employees have practical knowledge and influence within the team, the supplier holds specialist information, and regulators have legal authority. These differences can make consultation misleading. Employees may appear to agree while keeping concerns to themselves. A person focused on sales may also dismiss a safety concern raised by someone with less authority. Frontline staff can still slow the change through inconsistent use or negative informal conversations. The analysis must therefore consider job authority, expertise, access to information, working relationships, reputation and the ability to delay or strengthen the change. It must also recognise that power can shift quickly after a complaint, inspection, equipment fault or social-media post.
The change leader must be aware of their own power and should not assume that being a manager means knowing what is best for everyone. The role requires judgement, patience, tact, resilience and the ability to influence people. Lewin’s wider work considers the forces supporting and holding back change and encourages groups to take part in understanding the problem. However, the simplified three-stage model can hide conflict between different interests (Burnes, 2004). Kotter (1995) deals with power more clearly through urgency, a guiding group, removing barriers and involving more people. Even so, a guiding group may simply repeat the existing hierarchy if it only contains powerful supporters. Neither model guarantees success. Stakeholder analysis is still needed to uncover missing voices, different agendas and changing relationships. Politics is not the only reason change fails, but ignoring power can explain why a sensible plan may still produce poor results.
[bookmark: _Toc535650898]Stakeholder leadership and communication
Leadership should be participative but not ambiguous. Employees should help identify operational risks, refine scripts and test routines because their proximity to customers provides knowledge that senior leaders may lack. Participation can increase ownership and surface problems early, but consultation must have boundaries: legal requirements and validated safety procedures are not optional. The manager should explain which elements are fixed, which are open to influence and how employee input changed the implementation plan.
Communication should continue throughout the change, allow people to respond and be suited to each stakeholder. However, communication cannot fix weak evidence, unfair workloads or a decision that staff are not genuinely allowed to influence. Errida and Lotfi’s (2021) review of 37 change models identifies leadership, stakeholder involvement, motivation and communication as important. However, evidence from sectors does not prove that the same approach will succeed at Lextan. Senior leaders need information about cost and risk, employees need demonstrations and clear roles, customers need straightforward information, suppliers need fault and usage data, and regulators need accurate records. Engagement should be judged by whether concerns lead to changes, not by how many messages are sent.
The salon manager must also behave consistently. Employees are unlikely to take careful consultations seriously if leaders reward speed and sales while ignoring shortcuts. A clear purpose and encouragement can build commitment, but these must be supported by competence checks, written records and action when standards are not met. The leadership style should fit the situation. Coaching may help a nervous employee, while direct instruction may be needed when somebody misunderstands an important safety rule.
[bookmark: _Toc1092184775]Implementing and sustaining the change
Lewin’s three stages of unfreezing, changing and refreezing give a clear outline for preparing, making and settling a change. Burnes (2004) argues that Lewin’s work is often made too simple, especially when it is treated as a fixed set of steps. At Lextan, unfreezing would mean explaining the evidence and reasons for the investment, finding gaps in current practice and listening to concerns. The change stage would include supplier training, staff practice, customer testing and quick feedback. Refreezing should mean making safe routines part of normal work, not refusing to make further improvements when the evidence, equipment or regulations change.
Kotter’s (1995) eight-step approach includes creating urgency, building a group to lead the change, communicating a vision, removing barriers and maintaining progress. These steps are useful because they draw attention to leadership support and momentum. However, the model can suggest that managers have more control than they really do in a small service workplace. Appelbaum et al. (2012) found that Kotter’s model remains influential but has limited strong evidence behind it. Lextan should therefore use the steps as a checklist, not as proof that following them will guarantee success.
Implementation should take place in five practical stages: record current performance, agree working procedures, train and assess staff, test customer information, and review results after two, six and twelve weeks. This is easier to test than an immediate full rollout, but the evidence can still be biased. The supplier is likely to support adoption, customer feedback may mainly come from enthusiastic users, and a short review may miss longer-term health or reputation concerns. Higher sales also do not prove that the equipment caused the improvement because promotions, seasonal demand and competitor activity may change at the same time. Decisions should combine financial, safety, staff and customer evidence and consider other possible reasons for the results.
The review should operate as a learning loop rather than a pass-or-fail launch decision. If use is high but consultations become rushed, management should not call the change successful on sales alone. If use is low, the cause might be price, weak explanation, customer concern or poor availability rather than rejection of the technology. Each review should compare results with the baseline, investigate unexpected effects and agree one or two changes before the next review. This creates accountability while avoiding the false certainty of a single performance figure.
[bookmark: _Toc334226254]Resistance emotions and conflict
Resistance should first be seen as a sign that something needs to be understood, not as a problem to remove straight away. It may be caused by missing or conflicting information, fear of making mistakes, extra workload, loss of confidence or status, reduced control, doubts about the evidence, previous failed changes or distrust of the leader. At Lextan, an employee who questions claims about red light may be trying to protect customers and the business rather than rejecting new technology. The same behaviour could show misunderstanding, a real safety concern, fear, self-protection or several of these at the same time. Maurer’s (2010) three levels “I do not get it”, “I do not like it” and I do not like you are easy to understand, but managers still need to listen to each person rather than force them into a category.
A manager’s behaviour can make each type of resistance worse. Ford et al. (2008) argue that change leaders may help to create resistance through broken agreements, poor communication and defensive reactions. Mistakes include treating questions as negativity, making decisions before consultation, sharing only selected information, promising support that never arrives, questioning an employee’s ability in public, increasing targets without considering workload and asking for feedback without showing what changed. Repeating facts will not solve fear or lack of trust. Pressure may also create visible agreement while staff quietly avoid the new practice. This shows that resistance is not always caused by employees. The leader’s behaviour, trustworthiness and use of power can also contribute to it.
A possible branch example shows how this might happen at Lextan. When the Jewel hybrid bed and its red-light feature are introduced, an experienced employee may question how the benefits should be explained to customers. They may also worry that a longer consultation will create queues at busy times. If management is under pressure to promote the investment quickly, this concern could be treated as negativity. Other employees may then stop asking questions and give customers different explanations. The resistance would not simply be opposition to technology. It could be caused by unclear evidence, time pressure, fear of giving the wrong advice and a belief that the decision has already been made. This example is not a claim about an actual incident. It is used to show how a manager could make resistance worse by demanding quick agreement instead of listening to staff.
Level-one concerns require clear information, demonstrations and opportunities to check understanding. Level two reactions may reflect fear of errors, additional workload or loss of confidence; coaching, practice and psychological safety are more appropriate than further facts alone. Level three resistance concerns trust and credibility, often shaped by previous initiatives or unfulfilled promises. It requires leaders to acknowledge history, act consistently and deliver agreed support. Applying the wrong response for example, repeating technical information to someone who distrusts the messenger can intensify resistance.
Conflict may also arise between commercial targets and safety, between experienced and less confident employees, or between customers’ expectations and lawful practice. Constructive disagreement should be channelled through short debriefs, incident learning and escalation routes. The manager’s role is not to eliminate conflict but to prevent it becoming personal and to ensure that evidence, customer welfare and legal obligations remain the decision criteria. Reactions will vary over time, so stakeholder mapping and resistance assessment should be repeated throughout implementation.
[bookmark: _Toc1438940530]Recommendations
The recommendations below are prioritised controls rather than guaranteed solutions. Each carries costs in management time, training and data collection, and each should be stopped or revised if it produces burden without better evidence, safer practice or improved customer outcomes.
Create a branch implementation group involving the salon manager, one employee representative, head office and the equipment supplier, with clear decision rights and weekly reviews during rollout.
Introduce a documented competence assessment covering equipment operation, age verification, health information, eye protection, customer consultation, cleaning, fault reporting and claims that staff must not make.
Use evidence-approved customer scripts and promotional materials that separate UV tanning from red-light features and avoid guaranteed health or cosmetic outcomes.
Measure utilisation, repeat use, contribution margin, energy and maintenance costs, equipment downtime, complaints, safety incidents and staff confidence at baseline and after two, six and twelve weeks.
Refresh the stakeholder analysis whenever an incident, inspection, significant complaint, supplier issue or major marketing change alters power, interest, legitimacy or urgency.
Add a political map to stakeholder reviews, recording formal authority, expertise, informal influence, alliances, excluded voices and whose interests or risks each proposed decision advances.
Provide two-way communication through shift briefings, individual coaching and an easy route for employees to report uncertainty or challenge unsafe practice without blame.
[bookmark: _Toc890412199]Conclusion
Introducing Jewel LED hybrid and red-light technology is a reasonable response to competition and changing customer expectations. However, the available evidence does not prove that it will create lasting value. Lextan faces legal, economic, social and reputational pressures. The SWOT also shows that staff confidence and consistency could limit success. These findings should be treated with caution because some of the information comes from company material and general market research rather than long-term data from the branch. Lextan should therefore test the change carefully instead of assuming that buying new equipment means it has been successful.
Stakeholder analysis shows that owners, managers, employees, customers, suppliers and regulators need different levels and types of involvement. It must also look at informal influence, conflicting interests and the change leader’s own power. Change is not a politically neutral process. Effective leadership needs staff involvement and support, but it also needs firm safety rules, honest evidence and regular review. PESTLE, SWOT, the power-interest matrix, Lewin, Kotter and Maurer can help managers think through the change, but none should be followed without question. Success is not simply installing the equipment. It means legal and safe practice, confident employees, honest customer communication, reliable results and a willingness to learn when the evidence shows that something needs to change.
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No problem. Here they are as plain text, with no tables. Copy each appendix separately into Word.
[bookmark: _Toc1691286445]Appendix A PESTLE analysis
This analysis supports the critical discussion in the main report. It summarises the external forces affecting the implementation of Luxura Jewel LED hybrid and red-light technology at Lextan.
[bookmark: _Toc375728330]Political and public-health factors
Public policy seeks to reduce the harm caused by artificial UV exposure. Public-health scrutiny could increase following safety campaigns, adverse media coverage or customer complaints.
Lextan must position the change around responsible service, legal compliance and informed customer choice. Aggressive marketing or exaggerated benefit claims could weaken trust and attract greater scrutiny.
Priority: High.
[bookmark: _Toc1068468885]Economic factors
Household budgets remain under pressure, while energy-intensive equipment can increase Lextan’s operating costs. Premium beds may support differentiation and generate additional income, but customers may reduce the frequency of their visits or resist higher prices.
Lextan should measure profit after energy, maintenance and finance costs rather than relying on sales figures alone. High sales would not necessarily prove that the equipment is profitable if its running and maintenance costs are also high.
Priority: High.
[bookmark: _Toc1736345555]Social factors
Beauty and wellness routines are becoming increasingly personalised and technology led. However, public awareness of the health risks associated with UV exposure remains high.
This creates demand for upgraded experiences but also produces reputational tension. Employees need balanced customer information that explains the service accurately and avoids unsupported health or medical claims.
Priority: High.
[bookmark: _Toc1430347581]Technological factors
Hybrid LED and red-light features create opportunities for service innovation. They also introduce new training, maintenance, data and customer-education requirements.
Early adoption could improve Lextan’s competitive position, but success depends on equipment reliability, supplier support and employee competence. New technology could become a weakness if employees lack confidence or customers receive inconsistent information.
Priority: High.
[bookmark: _Toc1337056984]Environmental factors
Replacing and operating equipment has energy, maintenance and end-of-life implications. Customers increasingly expect businesses to demonstrate responsible use of resources.
Lextan should consider energy efficiency, maintenance requirements and equipment disposal across the full lifecycle. Environmental claims must be supported by evidence and should not be assumed simply because the equipment uses LED technology.
Priority: Medium.
[bookmark: _Toc467109680]Legal and regulatory factors
The Sunbeds (Regulation) Act 2010 and the Welsh regulations impose age restrictions and operating duties. Welsh guidance requires prescribed health information and warning notices, while local authorities are responsible for inspecting compliance.
The new equipment must be included within Lextan’s age-verification, supervision, health-information, eye-protection, exposure, cleaning and maintenance procedures. Failure to comply could result in legal, financial and reputational damage.
Priority: Very high.
[bookmark: _Toc906000830]Overall, PESTLE conclusion
The analysis shows that legal and regulatory factors should receive the greatest attention because non-compliance could have immediate consequences for Lextan. Political, economic, social and technological factors are also important because they affect customer trust, demand, operating costs and employee capability.
The factors should not be considered separately. For example, technological innovation could create a commercial opportunity, but it will only be valuable if customers can afford the service, employees can explain it responsibly and Lextan continues to meet its legal obligations.
[bookmark: _Toc1510862374]Appendix B SWOT analysis
This analysis supports the critical discussion in the main report. It summarises Lextan’s internal capability and the opportunities and threats associated with the implementation of Luxura Jewel LED hybrid and red-light technology.
[bookmark: _Toc260692008]Strengths
Lextan has an established regional brand and an existing customer base. The salon has 11 beds, experienced management, trained frontline employees and established products and promotions.
The organisation also has access to premium Luxura equipment and can receive technical knowledge and training from its equipment supplier. These resources could support the introduction and continued use of the new technology.
However, these strengths do not guarantee that the change will be successful. A recognised brand could increase the effect of reputational damage if customers receive inconsistent information or poor service. Access to premium equipment is only valuable if employees can operate and explain it confidently.
[bookmark: _Toc1224772469]Weaknesses
The salon has a small team, making it vulnerable to employee absence and uneven levels of knowledge. Busy periods may limit the time available for training and detailed customer consultations.
Employees could provide inconsistent explanations about the hybrid bed and red-light features. This could confuse customers and damage their trust in the organisation.
The branch also depends on decisions made by head office and on continued technical and maintenance support from the equipment supplier. There may also be limited branch-level performance information available to prove whether the investment is producing the expected benefits.
[bookmark: _Toc249645689]Opportunities
Lextan could differentiate itself from competitors by offering premium hybrid technology. The change may attract customers interested in modern beauty and wellness experiences.
The equipment could create opportunities to improve customer consultations, promote related products and deliver a more personalised service. Customer feedback and usage information could also be used to improve employee training and the customer experience.
However, customer demand should be tested rather than assumed. Interest in beauty and wellness technology does not automatically mean that customers will use the service regularly or pay a higher price.
[bookmark: _Toc851029165]Threats
The main threats include health criticism, reputational damage, regulatory breaches and unsupported claims about the benefits of red-light technology.
Equipment failure, maintenance problems and increasing energy or finance costs could reduce the financial value of the investment. Price-sensitive customers may also be unwilling to pay more for the service.
Competitors could introduce similar technology, reducing Lextan’s ability to stand out. Employee resistance, low confidence or inconsistent working practices could also prevent the investment from achieving its expected benefits.
[bookmark: _Toc2036338149]Overall SWOT conclusion
The SWOT analysis suggests that Lextan has the brand, customer access and operational experience needed to introduce the new technology. However, these strengths must be supported by effective training, reliable evidence and consistent working practices.
The most important issue is whether Lextan can convert the equipment into a safe, trusted and financially sustainable customer service. The SWOT should therefore be reviewed regularly using employee feedback, customer responses, equipment usage, complaints, maintenance costs and financial results.
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