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This section provides a critical review of the independent project of the ITT Future You Conference on the 10th March at the Swansea Building Society Arena, evaluating its effectiveness, outcomes and areas of improvement, looking at the feedback, reflective analysis and theories. The review would identify what worked well and where improvements are required. Based on these findings, a recommendation would be made to enhance future delivery of the event.
Goals and Objectives from the Bid Pitch
When reviewing the goals and objectives set out in the bid pitch (See Appendix A: Goals), several were achieved, but not always to the level originally intended. One key aim was to inspire students to explore different career paths. While the welcome speeches and alumni contributions helped create this atmosphere, their impact varied depending on how relevant students found the speakers and how engaged they already were
We also aimed to strengthen the careers brand and support students in identifying their next steps. Although the positive feedback and comments suggest that many students gained useful insights, this mainly reflects immediate reactions. It does not show whether the event led to longer‑term action or whether students felt supported beyond the day itself. These points, along with the challenges faced during delivery, will be discussed further in this review.

Another key objective was to develop leadership skills and work effectively with new team members. This aligned closely with Tuckman’s (1965) stages of group development, as our team naturally moved through forming and storming while establishing roles, negotiating ideas, and managing early disagreements regarding theming and speakers. Leadership behaviours emerged organically during the norming stage, when clearer communication patterns and shared problem‑solving began to develop. However, these behaviours were not always consistent and decision making often fell to a small number of confident individuals, suggesting that the team had not fully reached the performing stage where leadership becomes more distributed.

We also aimed to incorporate interactive elements such as workshops, quizzes, and a Q&A session to enhance engagement. While some of these were delivered successfully, time constraints and limited resources restricted our ability to implement the full program. This gap between our initial intentions and the outcome highlights the importance of realistic planning during the early forming stage. A more thorough assessment of resources and clearer delegation of responsibilities may have enabled the team to progress more effectively through Tuckman’s stages and deliver these sets of activities.

Our SMART objectives (Doran, 1981) were largely achieved (See Appedix B: Smart Objectives), we secured more than five industry professionals, facilitated networking through the exhibition space, and delivered the event on the planned date. However, the objective relating to interactive activities was only partially met. Although we incorporated some engagement elements, the number and depth of these activities fell short of what was originally proposed. This suggests that our initial planning may have overestimated the available time, resources, and team capacity. A more realistic assessment during the early planning stages could have prevented this gap between intention and delivery.

Overall, the event aligned with the core aims outlined in the bid pitch, but the experience also highlighted areas for improvement. While the team found the process rewarding, relying solely on positive reflections risks overlooking important learning opportunities. A more critical evaluation shows that, although the event was memorable, future projects would benefit from clearer prioritisation, stronger time management, and more robust contingency planning to ensure all objectives are fully achievable.




Attendee Feedback- Survey
To collect attendee feedback, an online survey was distributed to the schools and colleges that participated (See Appendix C: Survey Link). Results indicate high levels of satisfaction, with the conference receiving an overall experience rating of 4.44/5, suggesting that the event met or exceeded expectations for most participants. Session relevance scored 4.50/5, demonstrating strong alignment between the content delivered and students’ interests and career aspirations. While these quantitative findings are encouraging, they also highlight the value of incorporating more qualitative feedback in future evaluations to gain deeper insight into participant experiences.
.

Strengths
Respondents highlighted industry specialists and student speakers as particularly valuable, and comments emphasised they enjoyed the inspirational career journeys and relevance to industry pathways talks. 27 out of 30 respondents said the event increased their understanding of a career in the sector, which shows the event successfully met its educational and industry awareness objectives.
Respondents highlighted the industry specialists and student speakers as particularly valuable, noting that the inspirational career journeys and clear links to industry pathways enhanced the event’s relevance. 28 of the 30 respondents reported an increased understanding of careers in the sector, indicating that the conference effectively met its educational and industry‑awareness objectives.
Attendees also praised the smooth organisation, clear structure, and professional delivery of the event. This reflects strong performance in the SERVQUAL dimensions of reliability and assurance (Parasuraman et al., 1988), which emphasise consistent service delivery and confidence‑building interactions. The positive feedback on both industry and student speakers further reinforces the event’s perceived credibility and motivational impact.
This aligns with Kolb’s Experiential Learning Theory (1984), which emphasises learning through real‑world experience and reflection. The conference supported this by providing authentic insights from both student presenters and industry professionals, illustrating the range of career pathways available.
However, while the event offered strong concrete experiences and opportunities for reflection, alignment with the later stages of Kolb’s cycle, abstract conceptualisation and active experimentation was limited. The lack of more interactive or applied activities reduced opportunities for attendees to test or apply new knowledge, indicating only partial fulfilment of the experiential learning process.

Weaknesses
A key weakness in the survey was the limited detail in the qualitative responses. Many open‑ended questions were answered with “n/a”, “no”, or a single symbol, which reduced the amount of useful insight we could gather. Dillman et al. (2014) stress that surveys should be designed with the respondents’ age, background, and motivations in mind. Our audience was mainly students aged 16–25, a group that often prefers short, simple, and mobile‑friendly surveys. This may explain why many chose not to write longer comments.
These short responses weaken the qualitative analysis and may point to survey fatigue or unclear question wording. This pattern reflects Porter et al. (2004), who note that respondents often give minimal answers when they feel overloaded or disengaged. A better understanding of the attendee demographic could have helped us design questions that reduced this cognitive strain.
Cognitive Load Theory (Sweller, 1988) also supports this, explaining that people have limited mental processing capacity. If questions are too long or unclear, response quality drops. This suggests that clearer, more focused prompts could have encouraged richer feedback.
Some attendees asked for more interactive elements such as hands‑on activities, photobooths or TikTok‑style engagement. A key weakness was the limited interactivity within the program. While the event provided strong concrete experiences through industry speakers, Kolb’s Experiential Learning Theory (1984) highlights that learning is incomplete without opportunities for active experimentation. This reduced students’ ability to apply new knowledge, limiting deeper engagement. To address this, future events should incorporate more short, hands‑on activities such as skills stations or interactive demonstrations, ensuring the full learning cycle is supported. 
Event design theory (Getz,2018) highlights the importance of creating participatory and multisensory experiences to maintain attention and support deeper engagement. The absence of these features suggests the conference relied mainly on traditional presentation formats, which may not fully meet the expectations of younger audiences. Including more interactive elements would have strengthened experiential learning and created a more engaging atmosphere.
Many attendees praised the organisation of the ITT Future You Conference, including the inspiring speakers, clear layout and relevance of the sessions. However, this contrasts with lower ratings for catering, exhibitor variety and the limited time available to visit all stands. Getz,(2018) stresses that successful events require consistency across all touchpoints. These mixed responses show that although the programme content was strong, several operational areas did not fully meet expectations and should be improved to create a more balanced attendee experience.
The NPS framework (Reichheld, 2003) helps explain the gap between high overall satisfaction and the weaknesses identified in the survey. The model shows that even small issues can shift respondents into passive or detractor categories, which reduces the likelihood that they will recommend the event or engage with future university activities. This highlights the importance of addressing these weaknesses to improve satisfaction and strengthen long‑term attendee loyalty.
While the quantitative scores indicate strong satisfaction with the event’s structure and educational value, the qualitative feedback shows that some expectations were not fully met. This suggests that although the conference performed well in terms of content delivery and professional insight, improvements to experiential elements such as refreshments, interactive activities and exhibitor diversity would enhance the overall event experience.

Project Limitations: 
During the planning stages, we faced several challenges. Time was the most significant issue. Although it initially seemed that we had months to prepare, the workload increased quickly due to multiple assignments running alongside the event. This reduced the time available for detailed planning and meant we had to respond rapidly to last‑minute changes from speakers. Our original plan included two full industry panels, but ongoing travel sector issues meant several speakers could not attend. As a result, we adapted the programme by placing industry specialists in the morning session and focusing the afternoon on student speakers and course opportunities. This demonstrated flexibility, but it also showed that our contingency planning could have been stronger.
Another challenge was limited staffing. Students had to multitask across several roles, such as supporting wayfinding during the conference sessions and managing exhibition stands. This required clear communication, efficient time management and a high level of enthusiasm from the student team. Event design theory (Bladen et al,2018) highlights the importance of matching resources to the scale and complexity of an event, and in this case our small team meant that tasks were stretched across fewer people. This increased pressure on student volunteers and showed the need for more structured role allocation and support in future events.
A key staffing limitation was that we did not fully understand the strengths and weaknesses of the student team, which made it difficult to place people in the most suitable roles. This reduced our ability to plan tasks confidently in advance. However, by staying flexible on the day and maintaining clear communication between organisers, we were able to adjust roles where needed.
 Belbin’s team role theory (2010) suggests that teams perform best when individuals are matched to roles that fit their natural behaviours, so having more time to understand the team would have supported better role allocation. Future groups would benefit from team‑building activities to get to know each other’s working styles before the event.
Reflecting on these challenges shows how complex event management can be. The experience highlighted the importance of early planning, clear role definitions and strong contingency plans. These lessons will support our own professional development and provide useful recommendations for next year’s group.

 




Conclusion and Recommendations: 
In conclusion, the ITT Future You Conference delivered strong educational value and positive attendee experiences, particularly through its industry insights and clear programme structure. However, the evaluation also highlights several areas for development. Limited qualitative feedback, gaps in interactivity and operational challenges such as time pressure and unclear role allocation show that the event did not fully meet the expectations of all attendees or align with best practice in event design. 
Applying theories such as Kolb’s learning cycle, Belbin’s team roles and cognitive load theory demonstrates that improvements in planning, communication and engagement strategies are needed to strengthen future delivery.
The recommendations proposed, including increasing interactive activities, introducing an early exhibitor sign‑up system and improving coordination tools, offer practical ways to address these issues. Implementing these changes would enhance the overall attendee experience, support more effective learning and create a smoother planning process for future student teams. By reflecting critically on this year’s challenges, the organisers can contribute to continuous improvement and help ensure the event remains valuable and sustainable for next year’s group and participating schools and colleges.











Appendix A- Bid Pitch aims and objectives
· By delivering a welcome speech or placement experience
· Build careers brand and help with students find their career
· Leadership abilities of volunteers and work with new people
· Opportunity to reflect and acknowledge experience and milestones
To inspire students and graduates to pursue careers in their chosen sector:
· Deliver engaging keynote speakers from industry professionals
· Facilitate interactive workshops such as cv writing, interview prep and practical career tips
· Encourage attendees to net work by walking around and talk to the multiple exhibitors
· Alumni involvement to showcase what opportunities this degree gave them and took them
· Invite and have 400 attends




Appendix B: Smart Objectives (Doran,1981)
S-Host a career focused event featuring at least 5 industry professionals from diverse sectors relevant to the student sectors
M-Achieve a minimum of 80% positive feedback from attendees from post event surveys or a basic email to the lecturers of the schools/collages
A-Facilitate three interactive quiz/ games or Q&A 
R-Align all event content with current market trends and focus on the audience opportunities for future careers
T-Deliver the event by 10th March 2026 with all attendees and speakers finalised by 20th February





Appendix B- Online Survey
ITT Future You Attendee feedback – Results
ITT Future You Attendee feedback – Fill in form
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