CMHE Annual Research Conference 2011
Planning and Organisation 

The decision to host the 20th Research conference was taken at the AGM at Surrey University May 2010. One of the key objectives was to ensure the continuity of the research conference for CHME as emphasised by the members at the meeting and it provided an ideal opportunity to showcase the new facilities at Leeds Met. 

The theme for the conference was established very early during the process and was aimed at capturing the 20th milestone but also the location for the conference.  This then enabled the team to engage with key note speakers early on in the process and get bookings in diaries.  

The decision to host within the university meant that costs could be kept to a minimum as no room hire would be incurred and whilst there was no accommodation available as part of the package- this in many ways decreased the workload and simplified the process. 

Local hotels within easy travelling distance were contacted and rates negotiated and it was agreed that delegates would book and pay directly with their preferred hotel- this decreased the complexity of the booking process and ensured that we did not have to guarantee rooms and hence incur any costs.

Marketing 
By November a leaflet was produced detailing key information- this was emailed out to create awareness; it was followed with a call for papers to a large database. 

Key difficulties were faced with details on the database being no longer up-to date and several being returned. It was later established that Leeds Met system had also rejected several but this was not obvious until many colleagues in CHME alerted us by informing us that they had not received any details- 3 emails had been sent by this stage! 

It was also realised that many colleagues belong to many groups and were being bombarded with emails so again we had to handle complaints of receiving too many messages! 

Details were published on the CHME website as soon as was possible – including the link directly to the on-line store.

Overall despite the early problems- this process worked and sending reminders every 4 weeks appeared to work for most with only a few rude emails being received asking to stop! 
On-line booking
The university uses its own on-line booking system for all events being held within the campus.  The system is very good but has many restrictions and peculiarities are not user friendly i.e. it can only be set up, managed and maintained by one member of staff who is not always readily available.  Only specific information can be uploaded and not always in the format preferred. 

That said, it was much easier to manage the bookings and payments than previous or manual systems and any glitches were easily resolved.  Reports on numbers, payments and delegate information were easily and readily available. 

The system was set up by 1st November and went live on 1st December- it was agreed that it would remain open up to 1 week prior to the start of the conference to allow for late bookings and this did not present any real issues other than numbers for the dinner. 

Bookings were slow at first with only international booking being confirmed with 6-8 weeks to go. This is as result of the paper review being slow and UK university staff having to present before funding is released. 

The conference attracted 99 delegates (see attached for full details) 
Breakdown- 

40 delegates from CHME members

8 non members

6 students + 10 Leeds Met masters students 

19 day delegates

18 international delegates 

Conference committee 

During the autumn term a conference committee was established and was formed with most of the hospitality tutors within the centre. 

Each member of staff were assigned specific roles which they were responsible for- including- sponsorship; facilities management and coordination with university estates; paper reviews; social calendar; sourcing keynote and panel speakers and catering.  The team met monthly until nearer the date when weekly meetings were scheduled. 

Admin support was covered by ourselves until March when we employed a 12 week appointment – the maximum allowed on a temporary contract- this was adequate and suited out requirements well.

The most valuable support mechanism was the checklist which was very comprehensive and in some sections included areas which were not relevant to our needs- however, it ensured that nothing was missed and was used a very reliable check on all aspects up to and including the post conference period- this document has been passed to UCB. 

Sponsorship was one of the key objectives of the team and overall this proved successful. Whilst sponsorship of finance was difficult to secure, sponsorship in kind was more readily available.

However, the team secured over £3000 + bottled water; beer; all stationary and other food and beverage products from a number of local suppliers. 

Paper submissions and the reviewing process

Originally, and because of the late agreement for Leeds Metropolitan University to host the conference, the deadline for receipt of papers was set as 8/01/11. This was the extended by a month in order to encourage a second tranche of papers, as the following table illustrates. Six papers were accepted after the second deadline, with the final acceptance being made as late as 23/02/11. This pressure on deadlines reflects the tension between the need for a viable number of papers (the quantity) and the time required for a robust reviewing system (the quality). This was a persistent tension throughout the whole build up to the conference. 
	Date / deadline 
	Number 
	Cumulative

	08/01/11
	9
	9

	01/02/11
	18
	27

	23/02/11
	6
	33


· A deadline of 1st December 2011 (at the latest) is recommended for the next conference and this should be feasible given the earlier acceptance of the conference venue for 2012.

The process of paper review was jointly co-ordinated by two members of staff from the conference hosts. This worked well in that one co-ordinator operated a physical (hard copy) system whilst the other operated an electronic system. This “belt and braces” approach ensured that a backup was always in place and that the progress of individual submissions could be consistently tracked.  

The papers were submitted under 4 thematic streams:

1 Cultural and critical studies in Hospitality

2 Hospitality, Corporate and Event Management 
3 Developments in Applied Hospitality Management Research

4 Research and practice in teaching learning and assessment
Within each stream, the papers were sent to a theme chair who in turn forwarded each paper to 2 independent reviewers. In total, 43 reviewers were used. The reviewers were asked to complete a standard evaluation form for each paper. These were sent back to the co-ordinators, via the theme chairs, and then back to the authors themselves.  When amended papers were received, the coordinators then checked to ensure that the reviewers’ comments had been addressed by the author before final acceptance of the paper. This process resulted in 28 papers being accepted. 

Two types of paper were accepted, full papers and work in progress, with the ratio between the two being approximately 1:2. Whilst the standard review form was suitable for full papers, it was not as appropriate in the case of work in progress. Therefore, it is recommended that a separate and distinct review form be designed and used for work in progress. 

The system whereby the theme chairs communicated with, and coordinated, the reviewers whilst the coordinators communicated only with theme chairs and directly with authors was felt to work well and ensured “objectivity” in the process.  
Recommendations for future 
Market early and to as wide an audience as possible using several databases- e.g. EuroCHRIE.

Keep costs to a minimum as this is clearly a key factor when organisations are agreeing to send delegates. 

Each chair with the reviewing committee to select the reviewers for their theme and inform all other chairs- this avoids duplication of reviewers across themes. 

A list of all reviewers to be shared with each chair.

