AGENDA
THE ELEVENTH DUKE STUDENT GOVERNMENT SENATE

First Session

17th November 2004

Room 04, Sanford Institute

8:00 – 10:00
I. CALL TO ORDER

II. ROLL CALL (5 minutes)

III. ANNOUNCEMENTS (5 minutes)

IV. PUBLIC FORUM
V. CONSENT AGENDA(15 minutes)
a. Rural Health Clinics for Humanity
b. Duke Architecture Club
c. Duke Women's Mentoring Network
VI. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS (50 minutes)
a. Lindsay Paluska and David Gastwirth, co-chairs, DUSDAC

b. Kim Davis, ARAMARK

c. Jim Wulforst, Director of Duke Dining Services

VII. RULES

VIII. NEW BUSINESS (30 minutes)
a. DSG-2004-R-111701 – Concerning the Performance of ARAMARK on campus
IX. OLD BUSINESS

X. BUDGETARY STATUTES 
XI. REPORTS

a. Jesse Longoria, Vice-President of Athletics & Campus Services

XII. ADJOURN
Rural Health Clinics for Humanity
President: Saad Mir   Treasurer:  Jessica Stone
# members: 30    Advisor: Charles Beauchamp III M.D. PhD
Purpose: RCHC trains undergraduate point of care testing to assist at Duke's 
rural clinic in Fremont, organize health fairs, create internship programs for 
Fremont students, and increase awareness of medical bioethics.
SOFC Recommendation: Charter

Duke Architecture Club
President: Debbie Breisblatt   Treasurer:  Kelly Devereaux
# members: 12
Purpose: Promote interest in the field of architecture, provide opportunities 
for students to gather and explore common interests in architecture.
SOFC Recommendation: Charter

Duke Women's Mentoring Network
President: Liz Reaves      Treasurer: Megan Smith
# members: 150    Advisor: Betsy Alden
Purpose: Connect Duke women of all levels through dinners, book clubs, 
philanthropy, and other events in order to foster interaction that will 
benefit the entire Duke community.
SOFC Recommendation: Charter
DSG-R-2004-111701
A RESOLUTION OF THE DUKE STUDENT GOVERNMENT

A Recommendation Concerning the Performance of ARAMARK on Campus
Policy Statement

Duke Student Government asserts that ARAMARK Corporation does not deliver excellent dining and is not able to provide an excellent dining program at Duke at this point in time. Duke Student Government expresses a vote of no confidence in ARAMARK Corporation.
Rationale

Whereas ARAMARK’s structure on Duke University’s campus is unique— with five dining locations, including two cafeteria style, one coffee shop, and two franchised locations— Duke Student Government feels that the current model is not meeting expectations of excellence.  We define excellence as not only fulfilling promises made last year, but also taking an innovative approach to the Duke dining experience as previously promised by ARAMARK at the beginning of their tenure on Duke’s campus.  

We expect the following to satisfy our definition of excellence: 

· General improvement of quality, in terms of freshness and taste

· Reasonable pricing of food reflecting food quality

· Frequent revision of the menus to satisfy student desires

· Friendly and consistent customer service

· Being proactive rather than reactive 

· Providing convenient dining hours for students

· Correctly and effectively labeling food products to satisfy students’ dietary needs, e.g. vegans, vegetarians, and kosher

Using the results brought forth by the Duke University Student Dining Advisory Committee [reference appendix A], it is clear that ARAMARK is failing to meet this standard of excellence.  

On February 22nd, 2004 the Duke Student Government expressed its sentiments about ARAMARK in a vote of no confidence.  Since then, we have seen a change in management and promises of innovation to come; however, we have seen little improvement to date.  We express cautious optimism in the current management’s ability to meet the standards of excellence we have laid out.        

Respectfully Submitted,

Ryan Strasser


Jesse Longoria
DSG Student Affairs


Vice President Athletics and Campus Services

Dining Liason 
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Brandon Goodwin


George Fleming

Vice President Student Affairs
Senator, Class of 2007
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Lauren Garson


Pasha Majdi

Senator, Class of 2007

President
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APPENDIX A
· East Marketplace Report Card

· 89% stayed same/gotten worse in August 2003

· GPA rating (/4.0)

· Quality 2.21 C+

· 72% said poor, fair

· Selection, 2.18 C+

· 73% poor, fiar

· Customer Service 2.66 B-

· 43% poor, fair

· GH Report Card

· Quality 2.32 C+

· 1% said excellent

· Selection 2.55 B-

· 20% poor

· Customer Service 2.55 B-

· Main reason for GH = convenience

· Do we have confidence in ARAMARK’s program?

· Definitions

· Confidence

· ARAMARK delivers and will continue to deliver an excellent dining program at 5 dining locations

· No confidence

· ARAMARK will not deliver excellent dining and with current management will not foresee them being able to provide an excellent dining program

· Alternatives

· Continue privatization

· Allow ARAMARK to manage West Campus without West, vice versa

· DUSDAC voted 11-0 with no confidence

· Poor consumer ratings in selections, customer service, and quality at locations

· Limited employee training

· Little improvement over time

· Survey Results (DG)

· Marketplace

· 70% said main reason was because of cost/forced to

· 30% said convenience

· <1% listed selection

· Missed meals:

· 48% missing 1-3 meals

· 42% missing 4-8 meals 

· 7% missing 9-12 meals

· After hours

· 67% never went to after hours

· 31% once

· Quality scores:

· Quality: 2.096, C

· 9% rated above average

· Selection: 2.192, C

· 24% rated above average

· Service: 2.24, C (down from B-)

· Dietary Needs: 2.24, C

· Quality Compared: 1.576 C-

· 19% said as good, better than other on campus eateries

· Service Compared

· Change

· 37% worse

· 5% better

· 58% same

· Reasons for missed meals

· 76% listed schedule conflicts

· 33% listed poor quality

· 27% listed lack of variety

· GH

· Times visited/week

· Quality

· 30% listed above average

· 70% average, below

· G.P.A.: 2.463 C+

· Selection

· 40% listed good, great

· 36% average

· G.P.A.: 2.648 C+

· Customer Service

· 37%, good, great

· 35% average

· 26% below average

· G.P.A. 2.456 C+

· Dietary Needs

· 38%, good, great

· 41% average

· 20%, poor

· G.P.A. 2.500 C+

· Compared Quality

· 33% better

· 37% same

· 28% worse

· Compared Service

· 21% better

· 49% same

· 29% worse

· Change

· 18% better

· 76% same

· 6% worse

