EREE2g5 38010 : 880~8%4, 2005

AFAREGA ARAL SPETe) £4AY
x‘:]-***

=2
QAo AEGPTHeATL" AT A E A

Practical Evaluation of Intellectual Capital (IC) Measurement Tool for
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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this study were to a) measure the IC identified of CFMC (contract foodservice management company),
b) examine IC circumstance of CFMC, ¢) evaluate practically IC measurement tool of CFMC, and d) present informa-
tion for selecting an adequate CFMC to clients. The questionnaires of IC measurement were handed out to 108 CFMCs,
there composing of main office employees, foodservice managers, customers, and clients of 207 school, 38 hospital, and
86 business/industry foodservices. The statistical data analysis was completed using SPSS Win (ver 12.0) for descriptive
analysis, t-test, Mann-Whitney U test. First, CFMCs had operational experience for an average of 8 years and § months,
and served an average of 38,540 meals a day. Most of the respondent companies specialized in the school foodservice
field and managed an average of 66 clients for the contract period of 2 years and 3 months. Second, the respondent
companies had gotten a score of 77.78 points for the total average, 77.7 points in the large enterprise group and 78.1 points
in the small and medium-sized enterprise group. Therefore, the minimum number of points for the accrediting license on
qualification is suggested to be over 70 out of a 100 point scale; this study would be serve as reference for the certification
license on qualification. On the level of evatuation category, the scores were 14.15 to 20 points on 'finance s, 19.24 to 25
points on "customer s, 19.33 to 25 points on "process., 14.31 to 20 points on "human resource i, and 8.6 to 10 point
on renewal and development). "Renewal and development) and customer focus] received better grades than other
evaluation categories. Third, "Finance, indicated similar distribution overall. Small and medium-sized companies had
lower grades than large companies on ‘market ability’ of customer,, but, clients of small and medium-sized companies
had higher grade for ‘client satisfaction’ than large companies. Most of the companies supported ‘infrastructure support
for foodservice operation’ of "process] by the main office of CFMCs, but, the branch chain offices of CFMCs were not
applied efficiently. Large companies made more effort to improve the ‘employee ability’ of Thuman focus | than small and
medium-sized CFMC. The ‘research and development cost’ of renewal and development was increased compared to
the previous year. In conclusion, if CFMCs were to perform self-evaluation and a routine checkups by utilizing CFMC’s
IC measuring tool, improvements in CFMC operational capacities as well as foodservice quality can be noted. (Korean J
Nutrition 38(10) : 880 ~894, 2005)

KEY WORDS : foodservice industry, contract foodservice management company, intellectual capital, measurement tool,
category, indicator, attribute.
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Table 1. Measurement tool and respondent
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AF, 24, 3, AAA, i 2 galo 5711 &5
(category) 2] A A £ (indicator) & o1& A|FE+= Zpzt &
A (attribute) 2 BEHE] 2% B3 A432 AEdg?
PS5, Ty, by, TIAAR,, T84 9 7o) 5
7} B2 (category)® AE (indicator) 2+ AT ol 3l
2 7199 N, A, A, w8, AR
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Measurement type and content

Respondent (persons)

A Operation and management of CFMC
B System for operating and managing branch office Officer (1)

Official-man (1)

Headquarters of CEMC
C Job satisfaction of CFMC’s employee Random sample (30)
D Job safisfaction of foodservice manager Foodservice manaager
(official leader, dietitian, cook) (5)
E System for operating and managing branch office Official leader (1)
School of CFMC

F Customer satisfaction on school foodservice

I Client satisfaction

Customer (20)
Client (3)

D Job satisfaction of foodservice manager

Foodservice manaager
(official leader, dietitian, cook) (5)

E System for operating and managing branch office Official leader (1)

Branch office Hospital of CEMC

G Customer satisfaction on hospital

| Client satisfaction

Customer (20)
Client (3)

D Job satisfaction of foodservice manager

Foodservice manaager
(official leader, dietitian, cook) (5)

E System for operating and managing branch office Official leader (1)

Business & Industry of CFMC

H Customer satisfaction on B&l foodservice

| Client satisfaction

Customer (20)
Client (3)
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Table 2. Demographic factor of CFMC
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Categories Frequency (%) Mean SD

1984 2( 63)
Foundation year (yr) 1985 - 1989 4 (125

1990 — 1995 9(281)

1996 — 2000 17 ( 83.1)
Total 32 (100.0) .
Operation period” 32 8 yr 8 mon 5 yr 6 mon
Capital (won)® 31 4,612,570,968 14,729,012,560

CFMC: Contract foodservice management company
" Median: 6 yr

2 Minimum: 50,000,000 won, maximum: 81,000,000,000 won, median: 250,000,000 won
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Table 3. Operation circumstance of respondent CFMC (N = 33)

Foodservie No.

Average meal volume a day

N n
Foodservice Operation possessed (eq) (meal) Sales a day (won)
fype  Opera-  Non- SD MinMAX M D Min MAx M D Min  MAx
fion operation
Hospital 11 (33.3) 22 (66.7) 4721461 0 80 3,016.20 7,707.22 0 26,152 198,794,233 684,269,102 G 3,500,000,000
School® 31 (93.9) 2(59) 14552433 0 128 10.860.56914,324.19 0 069,669 488,526,467 1,320,505,442 0 6,600,000,000
College & 12 (36.4) 21 (63.6) 4971343 0 63 7.292.2928,999.60 0O 160,983 451,786,457 1,299,699,465 O  5,900,000,000
Univ
B&P 11 (33.3) 22 (66.7) 25.5662.01 0 227 8,956.0033,996.51 0O 179,9382,018,476,4838,500,759,200 0 45,000,000,000
(factory)
B&I® 13 (39.4) 20 (60.6) 14.1935.69 0 135 5,664.4318,662.53 0 83,138 699,198,7502,213,280,109 0 10,000,000,000
(office)
B&I® 11(33.3) 22 (66.7) 3.72 982 0 50 950.77 2,499.21 0 11,000 192,132,104 926,584,611 0 5,000,000,000
(government
and public
office)
B& P 7(21.2) 26(788) 091 236 0 9 42161 1,68252 0 9,120 83,694,467 248,761,504 G 1,000,000,000
(training
institute)
Millitery 5(152) 28 (84.8) 0.16 045 0 2 7003 25901 0 1,301 30,982,183 148,354,028 O 800,000,000
Wellfare 3(9.1) 30909 016 057 0 3 3065 1583.12 0 850 18,176,667 99,501,058 O 545,000,000
facilities
Transpor- 1(30) 32970 006 0350 2 0.00 0.00 O 0 66,666,667 36,514,837 0 200,000,000
tation
Sports 3(9.1) 30909 003 018 0 1 917 5021 0O 275 695,404 3,744,862 0 20,166,700
facilities

CFMC: Contract foodservice management company
Y Frequency (%)

? Median - average meal volume a day: 5000 meal, sales a day: 54,640,000 won
Median of other foodservice was analyzed a zero as non-operation

¥ B & I: business and industry
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Table 4. Measurement by intellectual capital categories of CFMC
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o) dieid 1270 SEFAREG A7 e 19.710152
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score

Categories Total Large corporation Smaller corporation

—_— Z-value
(distribution of score) RESPONCIENT s ppegion  RERONTENT 1 wieciian Res%%”ﬁjem M Median
Finance (20) 19 1416 140 5 14.40 14.0 14 14.07 140 -0.140
Customer (25) 12 19.71 19.6 5 19.94 19.9 7 1954 1946 —0.488
Process (25) 23 1783 170 6 19.33 19.0 17 1729 170 -1.803
Human resource (20) 13 14.31 14.4 5 14.36 15.0 8 1428 143 -0.147
Renewal and 10 8.62 9.0 4 9.43 9.4 6 8.08 7.8 -1.506

development (10)
Total (100) 5 77.78 78.1 4 77.70 77.4 1 7810 781 0.000

CFMC: Confract foodservice management company

" CFMC ditogether responded IC (intellectual capital) measurement categories could be calculated
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Table 5. Measurement by the indicators on each category of CFMC's intellectual capitail score
Indicators Totdl Large corporation Smaller corporation Velug?
(distribution of score) Res%oongenf M  Median Res%%”,?em M  Median Res;éoonf)j et M Median e
Finance catogory
Profitabiity (5) 28 350 35 7 379 35 21 3.40 35 z=-0847
Activity (3) 29 200 20 7 186 20 22 2.05 20 z=~0614
Growth (4) 27 3.00 30 7 286 30 20 3.0 30 z=-0847
Flexibilty (3) 29 200 20 7 214 20 22 1.95 20 z=-0614
Stability (3) 22 186 20 6 1.75 1.8 15 197 20 z=-1277
Capital (2) 31 1.61 1.5 6 1.75 18 25 1.58 15 t= 098]
Total (25) 19 1416 140 5 1440 140 14 1407 140 z=-0.140
Customer category
Market abilty (5) 25 298 24 7 409 34 18 2.56 21 z= 285"
Client security (5) 18 386 38 5 3.60 30 13 3.96 38 z=-0673
Customer satisfaction (6.5) 44 530 55 8 526 50 36 531 55 t=-0181
Client maintencance (6) 26 502 55 5 450 456 21 5.14 556 z=-1726
Client profitability (2.5) 24 192 20 5 210 25 19 1.87 20 z=-0634
Total (25) 12 1971 196 5 1994 199 7 1954 196 z= -0488
Process category
Business and operation 23 1470 140 6 1517 150 17 1453 140 z= -0499
infrastructure system (20)
Certification property (2.5) 33 120 15 6 217 25 27 0.98 05 t= 4208
Quality management (2.5) 33 165 15 6 200 20 27 1.57 16 t= 1.85
Total (25) 23 17.83 17.0 19.33 190 17 1729 170 z=-1.803
Human resource category
Employee ability (6) 16 500 50 5 510 50 11 495 50 z=-0240
Human resource (5) 22 362 37 5 356 35 17 3.64 3.8 z=-0317
Employee satisfaction (5) 49 298 30 8 250 25 41 3.07 30 t=-2130
Employee maintenan (4) 23 3N 3.0 5 310 35 18 3.1 30 z=-0.115
Total (20) 13 1431 144 5 1436 150 8 1428 143 z= ~0.147
Renewal and development category
Research and 14 430 37 5 476 A7 9 404 44 z2=-1777
development (5)
Information technology (2.5) 31 202 25 6 250 25 26 1.90 15 t= 5367
New business/market 20 185 18 4 223 24 16 1.76 7 z=-1777
development (2.5)
Totat (10) 10 862 90 4 943 94 6 8.08 78 z= 1.506

CFMC: Contract foodservice management company

" CFMC altogether responded IC (intellectual capital) measurement categories could be calcurated
? t-test on parameter and Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Mann-Whitney U on non-parameter
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Table 6. Measurement of CFMC's intellectual capital

B 19.24%0132H, tiZ1ge] 19.94%, $471°] 18.80
Aoz AEHAH 539 wige] E3E ARY 9 B¢
ol B 2983 0% F4vIdo] 2569 *2 wPE &
< Rl 7198 R o7 ekttt :
‘WAL ol I DAL RAD A dEiM w2 )
He wgkon], ‘WAL FA' 9 Aol d7IdRe $4
7190 Bl &2 AGE 92 ZAeZ Yttt o] Yol 1
AL SR, CDARE o FA7ide) gi7IgRct o At
Ak ‘TARE 9 Aol M 6.5 5.37 2
Z WIS F4719 BF 248 UL Je Ao

a3l
K=X
=

fregency (%)

(distrigS’rfiirginoc?fiscore) (dist(itlarlctl;gr?zrzcore) (distri&rtrxxu:)icore) c?r?fgriz Total Large co.  Smaller Co.
3 7 ( 25.0) 3(429) 4(19.0

2 15 ( 53.6) 3(429 12 ( 57.1)

Return on total assets (3) : 6214 1(143) 5( 23.8)

Profitabilty (5) Total 28 (100.0) 7 (100.0) 21 (100.0)
2 6 (219 2(286) 4(19.0

Return on sales (2) 15 14 ( 50.0) 3(429) 11 ( 52.4)

1 8 ( 28.6) 2 (. 28.6) 6 ( 28.6)

Total 28 (100.0) 7 (100.0 21 (100.0)

3 7241 0C 00 7(31.8)

. 2 16 ( 51.7) 6(857) 9 ( 40.9)

Activity (3) Total assets turnover (time) (3) ) 70240 1(143) 6(27.3)
Total 29 (100.0) 7 (100.0) 22 (100.0)

2 7 (24.1) o0(C 0O 7 (318

15 14 ( 48.3) 6 ( 857) 8 ( 36.4)

Growth rate of sales (2) . 8(27.6) 1(143) 7(31.8)

Growth (@) Total 29 (100.0) 7 (100.0) 22 (100.0)
2 6(222) 0(C 00 6 ( 30.0)

Finance (20) Growth rate of net income (2) 15 160599 6087 10(500
1 5(185) 1(143) 4 ( 20.0)

Total 27 (100.0) 7 (100.0) 24 (100.0)

3 7(24.1) 1(14.3) 6(27.3)

. 2 15 ( 51.7) 6 ( 85.7) 9 ( 40.9)

Flexibility (3) current ratio (3) ] 70241 0( 00 7 (318
Total 29 (100.0) 7 (100.0) 22 (100.0)

1.5 6(21.9) 1(14.3) 5(238)

) ] 15 ( 63.6) 5(71.4) 10 ( 47.6)

Debt ratio (1.9) 05 70214 10143  6(286)

Stability (3) Totat 28 (100.0) 7 (100.00 21 (100.0)
1.5 5(25.0) 1(200) 4 ( 26.7)

Interest coverage ratio i 10(850 2(400 8 (533

(times) (1.5) 0.5 5(250) 2 (400 3 (200

Total 20 (100.0) 5 (100.0) 15 (100.0)

2 13 (419 3 ( 500 10 ( 40.0)

. . 1.5 12 ( 38.7) 3 (. 50.0) 9 ( 36.0)
Capital (2) Capital (2) . 6194 0( 00 6 ( 240)
Total 31 (100.0) 6 (100.0) 25 (100.0)
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Table 6. Continued

Categories Indicators Aftributes Score Total L Smaller C
(distribution of score) (distribution of score) (distribution of score) criteria ora arge co.  smailer 0.
3 5(192) 3(429 2 (105

2 7135 4(57.) 3(158)

Marketshare (3)
1 14(538 0( 00 14 ( 73.7)

Total 26 (100.0) 7 (100.0) 19 (100.0)

1 70240 3(429 4(182)
0.7 100345 4(57.H) 6(27.3)
04 12(41.4) 0(C 00) 12 ( 54.5)
Total 29 (100.0) 7 (100.0) 22 (100.0)

] 10(263) 3(37.5 7(233)
0.7 13 (342 5(625) 8 (267
04 1503985 0C 00 15( 500)
Total 38 (100.0) 8 (100.0) 30 (100.0)

2 10(41.7) 4(800) 6 ( 31.6)

Market ability (5) Meal number a day (1)

Client number (1)

New contract client 15 41687y 0(C 00 4¢21.1)
number (2) 1 047D 1200 9( 474
tal 24 . 5 (100. 19 (100.0
Client security (5) Tota (1000) (1000) ¢ )
3 7(389 1(200 6 ( 46.2)
Growth rate of 2 8(444) 2(400)  6( 462
new contract
1 301670 2(400 10 7.1

client number (3)

Total 18 (100.0) 5 (100.0) 13 (100.0)
25 25 ( 568 3(375 22(6L))
1.5 18 (40.9) & (6295) 13 ( 36.1)

Customer (25) Client satisfaction (2.5)
0.5 1( 23 0C 0O 1( 28
Client and customer Total 44 100.0) 8(100.0) 36 (100.0)
satisfaction (6.5) 4 16 (340) 3(375 13 ( 33.3)
o 3 24 ( 51.1) 5( 625 19( 487)
Customer satisfaction (4)
2 70149 0( 00 7(17.9)

Total 47 (100.0) 8 (100.0) 39 (100.0)
2 17.(83.1) 1(200 16 ( 59.3)
1.5 14(438) 4(8.0 10(373)
1 1C 31D 0(C 00 1037

Total 32 (100.0) 5(100.0) 27 (100.0)
1.5 13(406) 10200 12444
10 13(406) 102000 12449
05 6(188) 3(600) 31D

Total 32 (1000) 6(1000) 27 (100.0)
25 18 (667) 3(600) 15(682)
1.5 8 (296) 2(400) 6(273)
05 1037 0(C 00 10 45

Total 27 (100.0y 6(100.0) 22 (100.0)
25 12 ( 50,00 3( 60.0) 9 (474
1.5 10(417) 2400 8 ( 42.1)
05 2( 83 0( 00 2( 105

Total 24 (1000) 5 (100.0) 19 (100.0)

Mean recontract term (2)

Client maintenance (6) Mean contract term (1.5)

Recontract ratio a yr (2.5)"

Client profitability (2.56) Mean sales per client (2.5)




890 / AT AREYA AAAL SHET 2848 W7

Vet T 63 Fold A 5.022 Az 1A FA)
= 2 H3 Qe Aoz B

(3 ey g8

T4 | 329) A9ol= A 2370 JeFAAEAA7} F
7 17.8370=2 6719] di7]Ydo] 19.33%, 17719 4714
o] B 172978 02 AZHAh WA A HAE 5 &
B Follq 7P B S ARsla Qe AY 2 29 in
fra AJAEY o] Aol B 1470802 1Y (15.173)

Table 6. Continued

o] F471Y (14.53%) B ot A3Jslglon], AFAl
EEF, FABIYEY G t71de] Fa4TIgRY 43
31t 53], HACCPS} IS08) 2 UAFAERA 77
ol el F471d0] dhiz]sdel vls) vinjgk Aoz veks
onj, FARPEAL 7149 SV BF EYQ0] vyl
& Ao A

(4) TomME | 92
rAFAE, o) A9ele A 137) JEFALA} B2

(disTrigS':ii%cglfesscore) (dis’rrigzﬁilg: f(;)fchore) (dis’rritﬁjfffir:)?\u;?sscore) :r(ifrgri: Total Large co. Smaller Co.
8 16 (1 432) 3(429) 13(43.3)
, 6 9(243) 2(286) 7 ( 23.3)
Nf;gfg;:x’fes g;zz"ﬁ';;oza)z, 4 1002700 2(286) 8(267)
2 2( 54 0(C 00 2( 67)
Total 37 (100.00 7 (100.0) 30 (100.0)
Business and 8 5(128) 1(125 4( 129
operation 6 18 ( 46.2) 3( 375 15(48.4)
infrastructure Nfiastucture’s application fof 4 160410 4(500) 12(387)
system (20) foodservice operation (8) ) 0( 00 0( 0B 0( 0O
Total 39 (100.0) 8 (100.0) 31 (100.0)
Process (25) 4 9(281) 1(167) 8¢(308)
Operation period (&) 3 12 (375 3(5.0 9 ( 34.6)
2 11 (344) 2(333 9 ( 34.6)
Total 32 (100.0) 6 (100.0) 26 (100.0)
25 6(182) 4(66.7) 20 74
Ceriification 15 11 (333 2(333) 9(333
properf;) .5) SO, HACCP efc (25 05 16(485 0( 00 16(59.3)
Total 33 (100.0)0 6 (100.0) 27 (100.0
25 5(152) 3(500) 2( 74
Quality TQM. CQl, 6, SCM etc (2.5) 15 28(848) 3(500) 25(926)
management (2.5)
Total 33 (100.0) 6 (100.0y 27 (100.0)
2 14 ( 45.2) 6 (100.0) 8 (320
Education program 15 10(323) 0( 00) 10( 400
(managerial edu, practical 1.0 5(161) 0(C 00y 5(200
edu, crientation edu) (2) 05 2( 65 0( 00 2( 80)
Total 31 (100.00 6 (100.0)0 25 (100.0)
1 22 ( 66.7) 6(1000) 16( 59.3)
Education team or educator (1) 05 11(333) 0 00y 11 (407
Human Employee abilty (6) Total 33 (10000 6 (100.0) 27 (100.0)
resource (20) 15 70412 3(600) 43393
Average education cost 1.0 9 (529 2(400 7 ( 58.3)
per employee (1.5) 05 1( 59 0( 0O 1( 83)
Total 17 (100,00 5 (10000 12 (100.0)
1.5 5(238 0( 0O) 5(31.3)
Average education time per 10 (429 3(600) 6(37.5
employee (1.5) 0.5 7 (333 2(400 5( 31.3)
Totat 21 (100.0) 5 (100.0) 16 (100.0)
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Categories Indicators

Attributes

Score

(distribution of score) (distribution of score) (distribution of score) criteria Total Large co.  Smaller Co.

1 8 (308 1(20.0 7 (333

Meal volume per net employee (1) 07 100389 3000 7(339

0.4 8 (308 1(2.0 7 (333)

Total 26 (100.0) 5 (100.00 21 (100.0)

1 9(321) 1(200 8 (444

Meal volume per net employee 0.7 7(304) 1(20 6 (333

with experience (1) 04 7(304) 3(600 4(222)

Total 23 (100.0) 5 (100.0) 18 (100.0)

1 10 ( 4000 2 ( 40.0) 8 ( 40.0)

Human resource (5)” Meal volume per net dietitian (1) 07 80320 3(e00)  5(250

0.4 7(280) 0(C 00O 7 ( 350

Total 25 (100.0) 5(100.0) 20 (100.0)

1 301200 1(200 2 (100

Meal volume per net cook (1) 0.7 12 (4800 10200 11550

0.4 10 ( 40.0) 3 ( 60.0) 7 ( 35.00

Total 25 (100.0) 5(100.0) 20 (100.0)

Human resource (20) 1 15(577) 3600 12(57.1)

Mealvolume perfoodsenvice g7 19( 385 2(4000 8 ( 38.1)

g:zs;j:)r ((;:I)nehhon, cook, cooing 04 1( 38 0( 00) 1( 48)

Total 26 (100.0) 5 (100.0) 21 (100.0)

5 2( 41 0(C 00 2( 49

4 6(122) 0C 0.0 6 ( 14.6)

Employee Job satistaction of employee (5) 3 30(612 4(500) 26( 63.4)
satisfaction (5)

2 11(224) 4500 7C17.0)

Total 49 (100.0) 8 (100.0) 41 (100.0)

2 9(333) 2(400 7 (318

Employee turnover ratio (%) (2)° s 826 10200 7(318)

1 10 (3700 2 (4.0 8 ( 36.9)

Employee Total 27 (1000) 5 (100.0) 22 (100.0)

maintenance (4) 2 13( 5000 2( 4000 11 (524

Average job fenure (2) 1.5 7(269) 2(400) 5(238)

1 6(231) 1(200 5(23.8)

Total 26 (100.0) 5 (100.0) 21 (100.0)

14.318& ke, diZigde] 14.36%, $4714e] 14.28
oz Al 71z $4V1H7 Aol wnigich 2k HRgt
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Table 6. Continued

Categories Indicators Attributes Score
(distribution of score)  (distribution of score) (distribution of score) criteria Total  Large co. Smaller Co.
1 7 (35.0) 2(40.0) 5( 33.3)
Research and development Q.7 70350 3(60) 4(267
costayr (1)? , 04 6(300) 0( 00) 6(400
Total 20 (100.0) 5 (100.0) 15 (100.0)
] 8(57.1) 4(80) 4(444
o 0.7 30214 1(2000 2(222)
Growth rate of R & D cost (%) (1)
Research and 0.4 3(21.4) 0C 00) 3(333
development (5) Total 14 (100.0) 5 (100.0) 9 (100.0)
15 25(781) 6000 19(731)
Menu development team (1.5) 0.5 7(219 0(C 000 7(269)
Total 32 (100.0) 6 (100.0) 26 (100.0)
o ' 15 21(724) 6 (1000) 15( 652)
Sanitation analysis team and 05 8(276 0( 00 8(348)
sanitation outsourcing (1.5)
Renewal and Total 29 (100.0) 6 (100.0) 23 (100.0)
development (10) 1.0 29(935) 6(100.0) 23 ( 92.0)
Communication channel with
customer (1) 05 2( 65 0( 00O 2( 80
technology (2.5) 1.5 18(563) 6(1000) 12 ( 46.2)
Networding by PC application (1.5) 05 14(438) 0( 000 14(538
Total 32 (100.0) 6 (100.0) 26 (100.0)
1.5 8(381) 3(7500 5(2949
Marketing cost for operating new 1.0 7(333) 1( 250 6 ( 35.3)
foodservice store ‘ ' '
(hopitdl, school, B &1) (1.5) 05 6(286) 0( 00) 6(359
New business/market Total 21 (100.0) 4 (100.0) 17 (100.0)
development (2.5) 1 11(367) 3(500 8(333
Extra business except institution 07 150500 3( 500 12( 50.0)
foodservice (1)” 04 4(133) 0( 0O 4(167
Total 30 (100.0) 6 (100.0) 24 (100.0)

CFMC: Contract foodservice management company

" Foodservice store n. recontracted/ (foodservice store no. expired) X 100

2 procurement & distribbution system, Menu operation systern, Sanitation management system, Education and training system for hu-
man resource, information and computer system, facility and equipment support system, customer satisfaction operation system,
evaluation analysis of foodservice operation

¥ Legal and contract employee

“ Employee worked over 5 yr in foodservice co.

¥ (employee no. changing occupation/total employee no.) X 100

9 Menu development, improvement of productivity, event plan, sanitation system, catering eta.

» Consulting, catering, restaurant, interior, vending machine, kitchen equipment, food procurement, food distribution, etc.
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