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Evalnation of Menu Quality Management in Business & Industry
Contract Foodservice on Customer's Viewpoint
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Department of Food & Nutrition, Yonsei University, Seoul 120-749, Korea

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to analyze sensory evaluation, to assess visual serving size and plate waste estimates of daily menu,
and to identify customer expectation, perception and satisfaction. Questionnaires of sensory evaluation, serving size and waste were
developed and hand-delivered to 2,520 people. A total of 2,255 questionnaires were usable; a 89.5% response rate. Customer
satisfaction questionnaires were handed out to 700 customers: (100 each at seven operations). A total of 551 were returned
completed(78.7%). The data was analyzed using the SAS package program for Descriptive Analysis, t-test and ANOVA. The result
of sensory evaluation showed that ‘taste’ was 3.20, ‘freshness 3.17, ‘temperarure’ 3.25, ‘texture 3.13, ‘appearance’ 3.12, ‘overall
evaluation” 3.21, so these were little higher than "normal ;, that is 3.0. There was positive correlation among ‘taste’, ‘freshness,
‘temperature’, ‘texture’, ‘appearance and ‘overall evaluation'(p < .001). Serving size score was 2.97 and plate waste was 4.87, thus
plate waste percentage was about 22~33%. As the result of customer expectation, perception and satisfaction of menu quality,
‘freshness of food in customer expectation and ‘nutritional balance’ in perception were the highest score of 10 menu quality
characteristics. Customer satisfaction was defined as the difference expectation and perception and customer perceptions in this
survey were lower than expectation, thus this result implied customers dissatisfied in all menu quality characteristics. IPA analysis
showed thar ‘diversity of menu selection’ and ‘menu price’ was included in A area ‘Focus here'. (Korean J Nutrition 32(8) : 967~
973, 1999)

KEY WORDS: business & industry contract foodservice, menu quality, sensory evaluation, serving size, plate waste, customer

satisfaction.
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Table 1. Sensory evaluation by foodservice operation type"
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FS operation type Taste Freshness Temperature Texture Appearance Overall evaluation
Type of F§
Office 3.21 + 1.08* 3.19 4 1.01* 3.26 £ 1.02 3.17 = 1.00* 3.14 £ 1.04%** 322098
Factory 316+ 1.14 313+ 1.08 3.24 £ 1.04 311+ 1.06 3.05 + 1.09 3.19+£1.02
Type of menu served
Set menu 307 £ 1.2 3.15 £ 1.05%#* 325+ 1.03 3.4 £ 1.04% 3.09 £ 1.08*** 319 = 1.01*+
Cafeteria menu 3324+ 097 3.30 £ 0.90 3.28+0.99 3.25 £ 091 3.25+£ 092 3302088
No. of meals served
<. 1000 3.6 £ 1.09%* 3.13 + 1.02% 3.26 £ 0.99%** 3.14 £ 0.98* 3.10 + 1.04** 3.20 = 0.98*
1000 - 1500 3194+ 1.09 3.16 £ 1.02 321 +£1.03 31212103 3.08 +£1.06 3.18 = 099
1500 < 326 £1.11 323+ 1.04 3314+ 1.05 3.21 £ 1.03 3.18 + 1.06 327 =099
Total 3.20+ 110 3.17 £ 1.03 325+ 1.03 335+ 1.02 312+ 1.06 3.21 =099
*p < .05 w01 +##+p <001

1) 5-piont Likert-type scale of taste, freshness, termperature, texture, appearance & overall evaluation: 1 = very poor, 2 = poor, 3 = fair, 4

= good, 5 = excellent
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Table 2. Evaluation of serving size and plate waste by foodservice
operation type Mean + S.D.

FS operation type Serving size" Plate waste”

Type of F§
Office 299 £ 0.68** 4.93 £ 1.37%
Factory 293+ 078 4.71 £ 1.50
Type of menu served
Set menu 297 £ 0.72* 4.83 + 1.45%**
Cafeteria menu 3.00 = 0.61 510+ 1.2
No. of meals served
<1000 297 + 071 487 + 141
1000 - 1500 2.96 = 0.70 4.88 &+ 1.40
1500 < 299+ Q.72 4.86 £ 142
Total 297 £ 0.71 4.87 = 1.41

*p < .05 *p < .01 **p <001 “Not significant at p < .05

1) 5-point Likert-type scale of serving size evaluation: 1 = very lit-
tle, 2 = litle, 3 = enough, 4 = much, 5 = too much

2) 6-point Likert-type scale of plate waste evaluation: 1 = ate
none, 2 = tasted it, 3 = % remaining, 4 = % remaining, 5 = %
remaining, 6 = Ate all
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Table 3. Custorner expectation, perception and satisfaction of menu quality characteristics Mean = S.D.

Menu quality characteristics Expectation” Perception” T-value” Satisfaction(Gap)®
1. The food is well seasoned with salt. 332 £ 097 316 £ 094 — 3.62%%* -019+ 1.6
2. The appearance of food looks good. 3.15 + 0.96 314 + 091 ~0.39 -002x£1.16
3. The food is fresh. 371+ 1.02 330092 —9.17¥% -047 =112
4. The temperature is appropriate. 3.42 £ 095 322+ 097 - 3.55%% -020+1.25
5. Menus have good nutrition balance. 366 £ 107 3.35 + 1.00 —5.65%** ~033 + 1.26
6. The proper serving size is served. 333 =097 325+ 1.01 -1.64 -0.09 £+ 1.20
7. The choice of menu is given diversely. 363 = 1.18 3.00£1.09 —10.85%** -067 £1.34
8. Favorite menus are served. 334 £1.22 291 £ 1.02 —7.30%*= -046 £ 1.37
9. Adequate nutrition is served. 351+ 1.06 327 £ 096 — 5.5 -029 £ 1.12
10. The price of menu is acceptable. 350 = 1.10 318 £1.09 -5, 2wk -034+142
Mean 3.46 + 0.66 3.20 £ 0.70 — B.o4*** -030 % 0.7
= <001

1) 5-point Likert-type scale of expectation of menu quality characteristics: 1 = Strongly unexpect, 2 = unexpect, 3 = neutral, 4 = expect,

5 = strongly expect

2) 5-point Likert-type scale of perception of menu quality characteristics: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 =

strongly agree
3) T-test between expectation and perception
4) Satisfaction(Gap) = Perception - Expectation
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Fig. 1. The analysis matrix of customer expeclation & perception of
menu quality characteristics.

1. The food is well seasoned with salt.

2. The appearance of food looks good.
3. The food is fresh.

4. The temperature is appropriate.

5. Menus have good nutrition balance.
6. The proper serving size is served.

7. The choice of menu is given diversely.
8. Favorite menus are served.

9. Adequate nutrition is served.

10. The price of menu is acceptable.
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