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Abstract

A common, yet regular, decision made by people, whether
healthy or with any health condition, is to decide what to
have in meals like breakfast, lunch, and dinner, consisting
of a combination of foods for appetizer, main course, side
dishes, desserts, and beverages. However, often this decision
is seen as a trade-off between nutritious choices (e.g., salt and
sugar levels, nutrition content) or convenience (e.g., cost and
speed to access, cuisine type, food source type). We present
a data-driven solution for meal recommendations that con-
siders customizable meal configurations and time horizons.
This solution balances user preferences while taking into ac-
count a food’s constituents and cooking process. Beyond the
problem formulation, our contributions include introducing
goodness measures, a recipe conversion method from text to
the recently introduced multimodal rich recipe representation
(R3) format, learning methods using contextual bandits that
show promising preliminary results, and the prototype, usage-
inspired, BEACON system.

Introduction
Although it is well known that nutritious foods are essen-
tial to a person’s health, the actual adherence to dietary
requirements is quite poor across the world. In fact, ac-
cording to a recent meta-survey (Leme et al. 2021), almost
40% of the population across high and low- and medium-
income countries do not adhere to their national food-based
dietary guidelines, often prioritizing convenience over nu-
trition needs. Previous studies have shown that adhering
to a provided meal plan instead of a self-selected one re-
duces the risk for adverse health conditions (Metz et al.
1997). Some people prefer getting food recommendations
from their friends or family, and others turn to online rec-
ommender systems (Yang et al. 2017) or even Large Lan-
guage Models (LLMs)(Rostami 2024) as they have become
easily available in the form of chatbots, which can be in-
accurate, misleading, or not wholly informed. For example,
authors in (Papastratis et al. 2024) found that ChatGPT alone
is not a reliable tool for meal recommendation when as-
sessing ChatGPT-based recommenders for balanced diets in
non-communicable diseases (NCDs) patients.

*These authors contributed equally.
Copyright © 2025, Association for the Advancement of Artificial
Intelligence (www.aaai.org). All rights reserved.

We seek to help the general population decide on meal
choices while nudging them towards healthy choices by
leveraging data from online recipes, domain knowledge
about meals and how they are configured from foods, and
user preferences (Figure 1). In doing so, we recognize the
reality that people want to explore a variety of foods, and a
long-horizon meal recommender can act as a trusted com-
panion seeking to keep the user well informed even when
they deviate from nutrition guidelines.

Our contributions are that we: (1) introduce a novel ap-
proach to the meal recommendation problem, accounting
for variable meal configurations and flexible time horizons,
and propose innovative quantitative metrics to evaluate the
framework and benchmark its performance against rele-
vant baselines, (2) adopt the multi-modal R3 framework to
convert recipes from two prominent fast food chains into
R3 representations, leveraging various LLM-based method-
ologies to ensure robust and accurate transformation, and
(3) present the design of the BEACON meal recommender
system, showcasing its potential through a compelling and
practical use case to effectively balance both convenience
and nutrition.

In the remainder of the paper, we provide relevant
background in automated recommendations of personalized
meals and then discuss our problem formulation, key solu-
tion components including data (recipe representation and
format conversion) and meal recommendation, and their
evaluation. We then describe a prototype implementation of
the solution in the BEACON system along with the sup-
ported use cases and conclude with a discussion of practical
considerations and avenues for future extensions.

Related Work
There is a large body of literature on recommendation meth-
ods for single items (Su and Khoshgoftaar 2009; Cremonesi,
Koren, and Turrin 2010). In many practical situations, a
group of items has to be recommended, as in the case of team
formation. Here, although the group problem can be treated
as a special case of sequential single-item recommendation
problem (Srivastava et al. 2022), better results are found
when treating them as a group (Valluru et al. 2024a,b,c). Our
work falls in the latter category.

There are food recommendation systems in literature that
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Figure 1: A brief depiction of solution components used in the BEACON prototype.

seek to guide users based on their dietary preferences, health
conditions, and nutritional requirements. They offer tailored
guidance on nutritionally balanced meal options, ensuring
that users consume the right combination of macronutri-
ents and micronutrients to support their physical activity
and overall health (Bekdash 2024). Examples include sin-
gle food items (Yang et al. 2017; Ge et al. 2015). They may
also help with weight management, such as portion control
and unhealthy food cravings (Dunn et al. 2018), by offering
satisfying yet calorie-conscious alternatives.

Considering the problem of meal plan recommendation,
the representation of the food items is a crucial portion of
the overall system. Many works utilize text descriptions (Li
and Zaki 2020) of food items or recipes, which limits ma-
chine readability. Alternatively, we use a structured form of
recipes in R3 format (Pallagani et al. 2022) which covers the
content (food description) and also the process of preparing
it spanning text and image. This allows a meal recommenda-
tion system to present more useful information in an end-end
system implementation and reason across modalities as well
as with content and preparation processes.

The closest to our work is the SousChef system (Ribeiro
et al. 2017), which tackles the problem of food recommen-
dation1 for improving the health of older adults. SousChef
utilizes a two-stage rule-based algorithm to filter away in-
compatible choices and then recommends food using data
about user preferences and item ingredients to recommend
multi-item food plans based on nutritional needs; we con-
sider a longer horizon problem setting, learning-based meth-
ods, and a multi-modal dataset. Eat This Much (EatThis-
Much 2024) is another implementation that considers the
problem of meal recommendation and provides users the
options to input calories, diet preference(s), and the num-
ber of meals they would like. However, this work does not
disclose the recommendation algorithm nor does it allow for
the customization of meal configurations and time horizons
that our work does. Refer to Table 1 for a comparison of
our work with the aforementioned two works. Additionally,

1They call it meals but do not have the rich meal configurations
we support, and instead focus on single items.

System Feature BEACON SousChef EatThisMuch

Var. Time Horizon
Var. Meal Count
Var. Meal Config.
Goodness Score(s)

Table 1: Qualitative comparison of BEACON with related
food/ meal systems. (Var. → Variable)

other systems (Zeevi et al. 2015; Forouzandeh et al. 2024;
Min, Jiang, and Jain 2019; Zioutos, Kondylakis, and Ste-
fanidis 2023; Pecune, Callebert, and Marsella 2020) have
explored various aspects of food recommendation but often
do not incorporate a structured representation that includes
both the food content and preparation process.

Problem Formulation
We define the problem statement by explaining the in-
puts and outputs of the proposed system (Figure 1). Let
(R) be the set of all recipes in the R3 representation.
Let (U) be the set that contains all user-provided in-
formation, including dietary conditions( Healthy or Dia-
betic), their ternary food preferences (likesDairy, likesNuts,
likesMeat), meal plan format constraints (C). C includes
daily meal names corresponding to the number of meals
requested per day (such as Mid-Morning Snack or Din-
ner), the meal components for each represented as a set
MC ⊂ {Beverage,Main,Side,Dessert}, and the length of
the meal plan in days. 2. The output of our system, MP ,
is a meal plan consisting of meals from (R) informed by
(U) in JSON format with a schema defined by C, with meal
items outputted by one of three methods, each of which is
described more in detail in Solution Components: random

2In our simulated case study, we configure all recommendations
to be in the following format (per day): Breakfast (Main Course,
Beverage), Lunch (Main Course, Side, Beverage), and Dinner
(Main Course, Side, Dessert, Beverage). The duration for recom-
mendations is configured separately for different simulations(min.
one day and max. five days



selection, sequential selection, and bandit-based selection.

Solution Components and BEACON System
Implementation

Figure 1 shows the proposed BEACON’s architecture.

Category % with nuts % with meat % with dairy Total Recipes

McDonald’s 9.10 63.6 90.0 11
TREAT Recipes 17.2 34.5 48.3 29
Taco Bell 0 60 100 10
Soul Food 0 0 0 2

Table 2: Percentage of recipes with nuts (hasNuts), with
meat (hasMeat), with dairy products (hasDairy), and the to-
tal number of recipes under each category.

We will describe the two main components of our work:
(1) our data and related experiments, and (2) our recommen-
dation methods and corresponding evaluation metrics

Data Component: Recipes and R3 Preparation
We will first motivate our chosen data representation for our
recipes, then our methods for converting new recipes to this
representation, and finally, the effectiveness of our approach
in converting food in that format.

Existing recipes on the internet are available as incon-
sistently structured textual documents which makes it dif-
ficult for machines to read and reason. Better representa-
tion of such information can improve decision support sys-
tems and also provide an easy way to query and get in-
sights from the data. (Pallagani et al. 2022) introduced a
Rich Recipe Representation (R3) which represents recipes
in a structured JSON format. They created twenty-five egg-
based recipes in R3 manually from original recipes taken
from the RecipeQA dataset (Yagcioglu et al. 2018). To ex-
pand the existing twenty-five R3 recipes from the RecipeQA
dataset, we considered fast food recipes which are known
for their convenient access and soul food recipes which are
culturally relevant to the African-American population. In
this work, we generate recipes for eleven items served by
McDonald’s, ten served by Taco Bell, and two commonly
known soul food dishes: fried okra and pumpkin soup.

Since LLMs have been reported to be effective in many
natural language and data processing tasks (Zhang et al.
2024), including automated machine translation (Chitale,
Gala, and Dabre 2024), we wanted to study the effective-
ness of using LLMs for the task of automating the conver-
sion of online recipe texts to corresponding R3 structures.
For this text-to-JSON translation task, we employed two in-
context learning-based methods (Dong et al. 2022). We note
that there are costlier alternatives line finetuning (Escarda-
Fernández et al. 2024) and designing LLMs-from-scratch
(Srivastava and Pallagani 2024), which we leave as possible
future extensions.

The twenty-five RecipeQA recipes were extracted manu-
ally, requiring end-to-end human effort, with a method de-
noted by RC0. We then employed a semi-automated ap-
proach denoted by RC1, using ChatGPT (GPT 3.5) to con-

vert the recipes into their intended R3 structure. Finally, we
considered a fully automated approach, denoted by RC2 uti-
lizing Mixtral-8x7B-Instruct-v0.1’s(Jiang et al. 2024) API
available through HuggingFace.

R3 Evaluation Metrics Before expanding on the usage
of LLMs for R3 conversion, it is pertinent to discuss the
metrics for evaluation of the conversions. We describe four
metrics: semantic similarity score (ssem), syntatic similar-
ity score (ssyn), perplexity (sppl), and JSON decoding error
count (sjec).
Semantic Similarity Score: To assess if the semantic mean-
ing and essence is preserved in the R3 representation, we
generate an embedding vector for the original recipe text
(vorg) and for the R3 JSON string (vr3), and calculate the
BERTScore (Zhang et al. 2020) ssem ∈ [−1, 1].
Syntatic Similarity Score: To assess if the structure of the
R3 representation of a metric is similar to other R3 repre-
sentations in terms of the present JSON keys, we initialize
a set, R3keys = {(k, n)}, where k is a key in the JSON
string and n is the nesting level of the key. We then popu-
late R3keys with all of the keys and nesting levels in the R3
representations of the twenty-five egg-based recipes curated
using method RC0.
Perplexity: As it is common to measure the informativeness
of an LLM’s output, we use perplexity to assess the confi-
dence of the LLM’s generated R3 representations (Miaschi
et al. 2021). We denote it by sppl.
JSON Decode Error Count: LLMs tend to make mistakes
when generating a JSON string, including missing and ex-
tra characters like quotations, brackets, and commas. For
this reason, when processing an LLM’s output, we count the
number of these mistakes, sjec.

LLM-based Conversion Methods We now present two
methods for recipe format conversion, one semi-automated
(RC1) and another automated (RC2).
Hybrid-LLM conversion of recipes to R3 (RC1): Con-
verting recipes with this approach exploits the summariza-
tion and machine translation in LLMs and involves manu-
ally collating different portions of the R3 representation, as
described below.
(1) Ingredients and Nutrients Extraction: For extracting
ingredients with amounts and units, we use 0-shot prompt-
ing. We copied the list of ingredients with their amounts
as presented in the online recipes and input it into Chat-
GPT with the prompt “Please extract the ingredients from
this list in this JSON structure: ”, with the JSON structure
in Figure 6 appended. We provided a similar prompt and
JSON structure (Figure 7 for nutritional information, includ-
ing macronutrients, such as proteins or carbohydrates, and
micronutrients like vitamins and minerals.
(2) Instruction Extraction: For properly extracting instruc-
tions with atomic steps, we utilize the chain-of-thought
prompting and few-shot prompting (Ma et al. 2024; Zhang
et al. 2023) by first inputting to it the prompt seen in Figure
9. Following this, we provided it a series of prompts with
JSON strings of the form seen in Figure 8.
(3) Meal Component Annotation: Each of the input recipes
are structured in a formal representation using JSON and



contain individual food items that need to be categorized
based on their roles in the meal. This includes “Beverage,”
“Main Course,” “Side,” and “Dessert.” Given that these roles
can vary depending on context and cultural interpretations,
the task can easily be subjective (and inconsistent) to do it
manually. For example, an item such as ”bread” may be a
side dish in one context but as part of the main course in an-
other. To handle such ambiguities, the annotation task makes
use of an LLM to analyze the recipe and assign appropriate
roles to each food item. More than one food role for each
item is possible. We chose ChatGPT-3.5 as our annotator.
The prompt, seen in Figure 10, asks the LLM to consider
possible contextual relationships within an input recipe and
interpret the necessary nuances for it to map food roles.

In addition to the aforementioned LLM-assisted portions,
we manually annotate each item’s R3 representation with its
binary food features (hasDairy, hasNuts, hasMeat). Table 2
shows the % of recipes with nuts, meat, and dairy products,
and the total number of recipes under each category. We use
RC1 for twenty-one fast food, two soul food, and four gen-
eral recipes (twenty-seven total) combine them with twenty-
five from (Pallagani et al. 2022) to have a total of fifty-two
recipes in R3 format.
Fully-automated LLM conversion of recipes to R3 (RC2)

Noting the manual effort required in RC0 and RC1, in
RC2, we were motivated to study if LLMs could be used
to generate the entire R3 JSON structure of a given recipe.
We opted to use Mixtral-8x7b-Instruct-v0.1, as it is freely
available for inference through the Hugging Face inference
API and offers a token context length large enough to en-
capsulate entire recipe texts and R3 examples in its free tier.
We studied three main variables in our experiments: temper-
ature, number of examples provided, and atomicity of ex-
amples, number of examples provided. Temperature is well-
studied LLM parameter in recent literature (Peeperkorn et al.
2024), and we consider values of t ∈ {0.0, 0.3, 0.7, 1.0}.
Since few-shot prompting has been an effective method to
extract relevant output from LLMs, we provided examples
of structures within the R3 representation to the LLM within
the system prompt. We consider two types of examples, the
entire recipe in R3 (e1) and the cooking instructions part
of recipe in R3 (Figure 8), e2. We consider three variants
of few-shot prompting with 1-shot, 3-shot, and 5-shot. With
four values for temperature, three values for the number of
examples, and two values for the types of examples pro-
vided, we determine which of twenty-four possible config-
urations of variables would be most effective in generating
R3 representations. The example type and the number of ex-
amples are encapsulated within the system prompt (Figure
11). We then provide the prompt shown in Figure 12 with
the recipe text inserted, and record the model’s attempt at
producing the corresponding R3 representation.

We evaluate the performance of Mixtral-8x7b-Instruct-
v0.1 in generating R3 representations of 5 recipes across
these 24 configurations and present them in Figure 3. For
brevity, we refer to providing full recipes as examples as e1
and instructions as examples as e2. We found that a sin-
gle configuration (1-shot, e1, temp of 0.3) consistently re-
turns a valid JSON conversion, so we selected it as our

representative converter for the RC2 method. To ascertain
which of the three methods (RC0, RC1, RC2) is most ef-
fective in converting recipe text to R3, we consider three
sets: the twenty-five R3 representations curated with RC0

to gauge RC0, the twenty-seven R3 representations curated
with RC1 to gauge RC1, and the fifty-two original recipe
texts of the curated R3 representations to gauge RC2. The
results of applying the aforementioned metrics can be found
in Figure 4.

Meal Recommendations Component
We will first present the goodness metrics for evaluation
meal plans, then recommendation methods, and finally the
evaluation for said recommendation methods.

Goodness Metrics for Recommendations We use three
different evaluation criteria to evaluate a recommendation.
These criteria include assessing the recurrence of items
across meals and within meals (duplicate metric, md), as-
sessing if the recommended meals satisfy the preferred com-
ponents (meal coverage metric, cs), and assessing if the rec-
ommended meals have ingredients that match user prefer-
ences (user-constraint metric, uc). For each recommenda-
tion, we compute the goodness score G as a weighted sum
of the individual scores md, cs, and uc, with weights tailored
to user preferences (e.g., some users may prefer having du-
plicates in their meals, while others may not). We elaborate
on the three metrics below.
Duplicate Metric (dm) Our duplicate metric examines the
occurrence of repeated items meals as a meal item dupli-
cate. The meal item duplicate score, denoted as dmi for a
particular meal mi, measures the ratio of unique items to to-
tal items within the meal. For a recommendation comprising
multiple meals m1, ...,mn, we calculate the meal item du-
plicate score dm as the average of all meal item duplicate
scores dm1, ..., dmn.
Meal Coverage Metric (mc) Our meal coverage metric
evaluates the extent to which a meal recommendation aligns
with the user’s desired food roles (Main Course, Side Dish,
Dessert, or Beverage). To calculate the coverage score for a
recommendation, we analyze the presence of recommended
meal items corresponding to their role and alignment with
user preferences. If a recommended item matches its as-
signed role and aligns with user preferences (indicated us-
ing a weight of +1), it positively contributes to the cover-
age score. Conversely, misaligned recommended items (e.g.,
recommending a beverage item like soda as a side dish)
would incur a penalty on the coverage score. For each meal,
mi, we calculate a coverage score mci by taking the ratio
of requested roles fulfilled to the number of requested roles.
We calculate our final coverage score, mc, as the average of
all scores mc1, ...,mcn.
User Constraint Metric (uc) In addition to specifying the
types of food roles they prefer in each meal, users also pro-
vide their ingredient preferences, focusing on three key fea-
tures: dairy content, meat content, and nuts content. These
features were chosen to create a minimally functional sys-
tem, with plans to extend the list of features in the future.
Each feature can have a user preference value of −1, 0,



1-shot prompting 3-shot prompting 5-shot prompting

Config sjec ssyn ssem sppl Config sjec ssyn ssem sppl Config sjec ssyn ssem sppl
e1, t = 0.0 437 - 0.666 1.06 e1, t = 0.0 86 - 0.640 1.06 e1, t = 0.0 93 - 0.766 1.03
e1, t = 0.3 59 0.361 0.630 1.24 e1, t = 0.3 212 - 0.677 1.03 e1, t = 0.3 690 - 0.516 1.02
e1, t = 0.7 84 - 0.681 2.32 e1, t = 0.7 52 - 0.629 15.6 e1, t = 0.7 86 - 0.667 2.98
e1, t = 1.0 28 - 0.706 47.6 e1, t = 1.0 111 - 0.686 49.4 e1, t = 1.0 54 - 0.662 52.6
e2, t = 0.0 288 - 0.639 1.09 e2, t = 0.0 221 - 0.700 1.06 e2, t = 0.0 1283 - 0.701 1.04
e2, t = 0.3 387 - 0.639 1.13 e2, t = 0.3 65 - 0.641 1.26 e2, t = 0.3 28 - 0.717 1.02
e2, t = 0.7 41 - 0.688 3.29 e2, t = 0.7 187 - 0.667 2.27 e2, t = 0.7 578 - 0.604 1.56
e2, t = 1.0 133 - 0.689 20.1 e2, t = 1.0 40 - 0.766 46.5 e2, t = 1.0 95 - 0.735 48.8

Table 3: R3 Conversion Experiments using RC2 Method. Bolded values indicate the best-performing method on that metric.

Config sjec ssyn ssem sppl

RC0 0 0.584 0.763 -
RC1 0 0.778 0.733 -
RC2α 26 0.376 0.758 1.02
RC2β 1 0.238 0.715 1.27

Table 4: R3 Conversion Methods Comparison. Bolded val-
ues indicate the best-performing method on that metric. Note
that RC2α is the best-performing configuration from 3 and
RC2β is the second best.

or +1, representing a negative preference (the user prefers
meals without this ingredient), a neutral preference (the user
is indifferent), and a positive preference (the user prefers
meals with this ingredient), respectively. Our system is de-
signed to be flexible, allowing any number of such features
to be added or removed based on user requirements.

We manually annotate each of our fifty-two R3 represen-
tations with corresponding feature flags, indicating whether
an item contains a particular ingredient (e.g., dairy, meat, or
nuts). For each meal mi, we calculate a user constraint score
uci by comparing the user’s preference with the meal’s in-
gredient content. If the user’s preference is negative (−1)
and the meal contains the ingredient, this counts negatively
towards the score. Conversely, if the user’s preference is pos-
itive (+1) and the meal contains the ingredient, this counts
positively towards the score. Neutral preferences (0) do not
affect the score regardless of the meal’s content. Addition-
ally, if a meal does not contain an ingredient that the user
positively prefers, the overall goodness is not penalized un-
less the user specifies it through a configurable flag. We cal-
culate the final user constraint score uc as the average of
uc1, uc2, ..., ucn across all meals in the recommendation.
Recommendation Methods We used three different
methods to recommend meals to users: (1) M0: Ran-
dom/Baseline, (2) M1: Sequential, and (3) M2: Relational
Boosted Bandit.

M0 serves as our baseline method for meal recommenda-
tions. In this approach, meals are generated randomly i.e.,
the selection of items for each meal does not consider any
user preferences, dietary restrictions, or allergen informa-
tion. An advantage of M0 is that it has the potential to in-

Figure 2: Meal preference configuration showing Anthony
Gibbson’s selected constraints, including demographic in-
formation, dietary restrictions, and meal type selection

troduce users to a diverse array of food choices. By forming
meals without any specific criteria, users might encounter
new and varied food items that they may not have otherwise
considered, thereby broadening their culinary experiences.

M1 introduces a more structured approach compared to
M0. In this method, we use our dataset of recipes and ro-
tate through them to recommend meals. This sequential na-
ture ensures that each recipe in the list is eventually recom-
mended, however, like M0, M1 does not take into account
any individual user needs. Its primary advantage over M0 is
only the avoidance of repetitive randomness.

We explain the details of the boosted bandit algorithm
used to generate recommendations in the appendix.

Use Case Walk-through and Demonstration
In the following sections, we describe a detailed use case of
the BEACON system and consider the ethical, legal, and se-
curity ramifications of the deployed system. Our proposed
solution can be used in a variety of different use cases, in-
cluding serving as a meal planner for: (a) diabetic individu-
als looking to be recommended meals that help them manage
their condition, (b) individuals from minority communities
looking to be recommended culturally relevant meals, (c)
busy professionals seeking convenient and healthy meal op-
tions, (d) medical professionals seeking to recommend meal
plans to their patients.



Figure 3: Generated meal plan for Anthony Gibbson, tai-
lored to his preferences and health conditions. The plan in-
cludes a breakdown of meal components and plan evaluation
scores, ensuring alignment with Anthony’s requirements

Use Case
This walk-through highlights the three main interfaces of the
system: Meal Preference Configuration, Meal Plan Pre-
sentation, and Dietary Insights and Analytics, as shown
in Figures 2, 3, and 4 respectively. To illustrate the sys-
tem’s functionality, we consider a fictional persona: An-
thony Gibbson, an African-American individual managing
diabetes. Anthony seeks meal plans that align with his di-
etary needs and cultural food preferences. Through the ap-
plication, Anthony is guided to configure his profile, receive
tailored meal plans, and monitor his dietary patterns with
actionable insights.

Meal Preference Configuration Anthony begins his jour-
ney by configuring his preferences and health constraints us-
ing the interactive interface depicted in Figure 2. He enters
his personal information, such as height and weight, speci-
fies ‘diabetes’ as his primary health condition, and chooses
‘Soul Food’ from the cuisine preferences drop-down. Since
he has no specific restrictions regarding dairy, meat, or nuts,
Anthony leaves the corresponding sliders unchanged. Ad-
ditionally, he opts not to select a predefined diet, such as
keto or vegan. Lastly, Anthony also has the option to config-
ure various meal-specific options, such as choosing the meal
names and times.

This configuration is processed by the BEACON algo-
rithm, which considers Anthony’s inputs to generate a per-
sonalized meal plan that aligns with his health and cultural
preferences. By incorporating demographic-specific consid-
erations and evidence-based health constraints, the system
ensures that the recommendations cater to his unique re-
quirements. While this walkthrough focuses on Anthony’s
specific use case, the system is designed to cater to a di-
verse range of users with varying health conditions, dietary
restrictions, and cultural preferences.

Personalized Meal Plan Presentation Once Anthony
submits his preferences, the system presents him with a tai-
lored meal plan via the Meal Plan Presentation Screen, as
shown in Figure 3. For example, his breakfast plan includes

Figure 4: Analytics dashboard visualizing Anthony’s di-
etary patterns, including daily carbohydrate intake and blood
sugar levels, along with providing actionable insights for op-
timizing his future meal choices

waffles as the main course, grits as a side dish, and black cof-
fee as a beverage. Each meal component is carefully chosen
to ensure a balance of flavor, cultural relevance, and suitabil-
ity for diabetes management. Anthony can explore various
interactive features on this screen:

• Regenerating individual meals if he desires alternative
options.

• Viewing the goodness score of his recommendation to
see how well the plan matches his preferences

• Saving the plan, marking meals as favorites, or accessing
preparation instructions.

• Choosing to order ingredients directly or customize
meals further.

The dashboard provides an intuitive breakdown of meal
components, making it easy for Anthony to evaluate and ad-
just his plan as needed.

Dietary Insights and Analytics As Anthony continues to
use the application, he can monitor his dietary patterns and
health metrics through the Analytics Dashboard, shown in
Figure 4. This interface offers a personalized view of his
progress and dietary impact, including:

• Daily carbohydrate intake, tracked to ensure it remains
within recommended levels for diabetes management.

• Indicators for hydration levels, meal diversity scores, and
blood sugar stability.

• A visual summary of generated meal plans and their
compliance with his health goals.

Interactive tools allow Anthony to explore expandable vi-
sualizations, compare the nutritional composition of meals,
and identify trends in his dietary habits.

Ethical, Legal, and Security Considerations
Ensuring ethical, legal, and secure practices is central to the
BEACON system. The system is distributed under the MIT
license, ensuring easy access while crediting appropriate in-
tellectual property (IP).



User privacy is prioritized by enabling access to core
functionality without requiring personal data. Optional in-
formation, such as dietary preferences, is securely stored in
a protected database solely for personalizing recommenda-
tions. Users have full control over their data, with the op-
tion to delete their account at any time, ensuring compli-
ance with privacy standards like GDPR (Union 2016). The
system also aligns with the NIST Risk Management Frame-
work (RMF) (of Standards and NIST) and California AI
risk guidelines, including the California Consumer Privacy
Act (CCPA) (Legislature 2018), which emphasize harm mit-
igation and data privacy. Bias and discrimination risks are
mitigated through an inclusive design that avoids reliance
on demographic data. Targeted meal plans, such as those for
African American users with diabetes, ensure cultural and
health relevance.

To minimize system abuse, recipe sharing is disabled
by default, and all recipe data is vetted for accuracy, and
sourced from verified databases such as MyPlate (USDA).
Health disclaimers encourage users to consult profession-
als for dietary advice, further reducing the risks of misin-
formation. BEACON complies with all applicable technol-
ogy licenses, including the MIT and BSD-3-Clause licenses.
Health data management adheres to HIPAA standards, and
demographic data complies with GDPR (Union 2016) and
CCPA (Legislature 2018). Intellectual property is managed
under the MIT license and university policies, supported by
a Contributor License Agreement (CLA) for transparency.

Security measures include encrypting sensitive informa-
tion, such as login credentials and optional health data, with
robust methods like Two-Factor Authentication (2FA). Po-
tential attack vectors, such as Cross-Site Scripting (XSS)
and API key misuse, are addressed through input validation,
Content Security Policies (CSP), and regular audits. Finally,
scalability is achieved by focusing on usability metrics like
system uptime and feature usage rather than collecting user-
specific data. Regular load testing ensures reliable perfor-
mance as user demand increases. By adhering to these prin-
ciples, BEACON aims to be a trustworthy, inclusive, and
secure meal recommendation system.

See the appendix for a detailed description of how we plan
to implement the system as a web application.

Evaluation
Recipe Translation with LLMs Evaluation
We conclude from the Tables 3 and 4 that freely accessible,
pre-trained LLMs alone can not consistently generate large
JSON structures. We note that only one out of 24 configura-
tions (1-shot, e1, t = 0.3 were able to generate a properly
formatted JSON string, which is why all other configurations
do not report a syntactic score. Additionally, all LLM-based
methods of recipe conversion (RC1, RC2α,RC2β) consis-
tently score more than the manual RC0 method in terms of
preserved semantic information. We also note that manually
curated recipes report a significantly lower syntactic score
than ones generated using method RC1, which is because
we consider the set of all keys in all of our R3 recipes as
our reference set. LLMs may produce a lot of unnecessary

keys that are not in the manually curated set of R3 recipes.
Expectedly, manually curated R3 recipes report the highest
semantic score as a human ensures that information is not
lost in translation. We conclude that LLMs must be used in
conjunction with rule-based or manual methods for data pro-
cessing or be fine-tuned on the specific problem domain to
be more effective.

BEACON Recommendation Evaluation
We conduct our experiments for each recommendation
method across 3 different time frames t1 (1 day) t2 (3 days),
and t3 (5 days) and 3 user configurations, c1, c2, and c3.
These user configurations all include 24 users. For each of
the food features that we consider (hasDairy, hasMeat, has-
Nuts), we consider the corresponding user features {uf} that
can each take on a value of -1, 0, or 1. These values corre-
spond to negative preference, neutral preference, and posi-
tive preference respectively. For each ci and feature uf , we
randomly select pi users to have a positive preference to uf ,
ni users to have a negative preference to uf , and the remain-
ing to have a neutral preference to uf . In c1, c2, and c3, we
choose n1 = p1 = 12, n2 = p2 = 8, and n3 = p3 = 2.
Thus, the constraints on users’ preferences are decreasing
across the configurations. Each ci is referred to as ni/(24 - ni

- pi)/pi in Figure 5, corresponding to negative, neutral, and
positive preference. For each experiment that we conducted,
we display our three metrics: user constraint (uc), duplicate
meal (dm), and meal coverage (mc), as well as their average
(uc dm mc). We display our results graphically in Figure 5.
Please refer to Table 5 for an equivalent tabular view.

As shown in Figure 5, M2 expectedly outperforms other
methods in the user constraint metric and meal coverage
metric as it is the most informed out of the three. It is
important to note that when there are fewer users with
negative preferences towards the food features, M0 and
M1 only perform marginally worse because users are
less particular about their preferences. M1 always scores
perfectly in the duplicate meal metric because there are
more items in our dataset than are in a meal, while M2
performs the worst, which is caused by M2 favoring very
few items with a higher probability of being a positively
recommended item. This causes M2 to perform poorly in
the uc dm combination metric for most trials. Additionally,
in the uc dm metric, M2 performs the worst in the c3
configuration because users are less particular and M2 is
more likely to recommend duplicates. However, since, M0
and M1 do not perform nearly as well in the mc and uc
metrics, M2 performs significantly better in the uc dm mc,
uc mc, and dm mc combination metrics. We can also
see that M2 is a precise and accurate method regardless
of the user configuration and M0 and M1 are somewhat
accurate for some metrics, but lack precision. We thus con-
clude that the boosted bandit algorithm represented by M2
is the most effective in recommending meals out of the three.

Discussion and Conclusion
As mentioned previously, we only considered two LLMs
(ChatGPT, Mixtral-8x7B-Instruct-v0.1) in our recipe con-



Figure 5: Performance of meal recommendation methods across configurations, time frames, and metrics. c1: 12/0/12, c2: 8/8/8,
c3: 2/20/2 (representing decreasing user constraints).

version efforts, as we wanted to determine if such an ef-
fort could be undertaken at minimal cost. We conclude that
these LLMs alone can not successfully translate plain text
recipes into R3 representations. A future extension of this
work, it may be worthwhile to consider fine-tuning an LLM
on recipe translation or considering larger models behind a
paywall.

In conclusion, in this paper, we introduced the novel prob-
lem of meal recommendation considering different meal
configurations and time horizons, presented our solution
which utilizes the boosted bandit method to address the
problem of meal recommendation, displayed a dataset of
50 R3 items consisting of non-fast food and fast food items
(Taco Bell and McDonald’s), contributed a unique goodness
metric that can be used to assess the quality of recommenda-
tions, showed the efficacy of the boosted bandit method for
generating robust recommendations across three user con-
figurations and three time frames, as well as motivating a
use case of the BEACON system, which is in development.
We believe this can be a promising path toward promoting
user adherence to dietary nutrition guidelines while balanc-
ing convenience.

In the future, one can extend this work in many direc-
tions, including (1) increasing the size of our dataset as this
leads to more robust models by exploring more LLM-based
approaches; (2) increasing the number of features in terms
of ingredients/allergens so that our dataset is more varied,
and users with more allergens can receive positive recom-
mendations; (3) experimenting with different recommenda-
tion algorithms and methods so that we may further explore
the use of R3 representations; and (4) conducting qualitative
evaluation to show the acceptance of our recommendation
system.

Acknowledgements
We thank Prof. Jose Vidal for mentoring the undergraduate
students (VN, ZA, AD, NG) on software engineering prin-
ciples for the Capstone project under whose aegis, the BEA-

CON software is being implemented based on research in
Prof. B. Srivastava’s group. We also thank Mr. Lokesh Johri,
Tantiv4 and MyMealRx.ai for driving discussions to gener-
alize this work beyond the presented scope and use cases.
We acknowledge funding support for this work from SCRA
and Univ. of South Carolina.

References
Bekdash, R. A. 2024. Epigenetics, Nutrition, and the Brain:
Improving Mental Health through Diet. International Jour-
nal of Molecular Sciences, 25(7): 4036.
Chitale, P.; Gala, J.; and Dabre, R. 2024. An Empirical Study
of In-context Learning in LLMs for Machine Translation. In
Ku, L.-W.; Martins, A.; and Srikumar, V., eds., Findings of
the Association for Computational Linguistics: ACL 2024,
7384–7406. Bangkok, Thailand: Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics.
Cremonesi, P.; Koren, Y.; and Turrin, R. 2010. Performance
of recommender algorithms on top-n recommendation tasks.
In Proceedings of the 4th ACM Conf. on Rec. Sys., 39–46.
Dong, Q.; Li, L.; Dai, D.; Zheng, C.; Ma, J.; Li, R.; Xia, H.;
Xu, J.; Wu, Z.; Liu, T.; et al. 2022. A survey on in-context
learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2301.00234.
Dunn, C.; Haubenreiser, M.; Johnson, M.; Nordby, K.; Ag-
garwal, S.; Myer, S.; and Thomas, C. 2018. Mindfulness ap-
proaches and weight loss, weight maintenance, and weight
regain. Current obesity reports, 7: 37–49.
EatThisMuch. 2024. The Automatic Meal Planner - Eat This
Much. Accessed: 2024-11-10.
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Supplementary Figures

1 {
2 "name": "Shredded Cheese",
3 "quantity": {
4 "measure": "2",
5 "unit": "cups"
6 },
7 "allergies": {
8 "id": "0x0B76",
9 "category": [

10 "dairy"
11 ],
12 "ref": [],
13 "details": ""
14 },
15 "alternative": "",
16 "quality_characteristic": "",
17 "image": ""
18 }

Figure 6: Representing ingredients in R3

1 {
2 "Calories": {
3 "measure": "417",
4 "unit": "kcal"
5 }
6 }

Figure 7: Representing nutrition in R3

1 {
2 "original_text": "Beat the egg

well. Egg drop soup is noted
for its strands of shredded egg
. To achieve this
characteristic look and texture
, make sure you blend the egg
mixture well, and stir it
slowly into the broth.",

3 "input_condition": [
4 "have_egg",
5 "have_chicken_broth"
6 ],
7 "task": [
8 {
9 "action_name": "Beat the egg

well",
10 "output_quality": [
11 "Make sure it is free from

shredded egg strands.",
12 "Egg mixture should be well

blended."
13 ],
14 "background_knowledge": {
15 "tool": [
16 "For beating egg"
17 ],
18 "failure": [
19 "Eggshell fell into the

bowl"
20 ]
21 }
22 }
23 ]
24 }

Figure 8: Cooking instruction represented as task in R3

Instruction Extractor: Prompting Task

I am going to provide you with a series of examples
of JSON representations of recipe instructions, and I
want you to learn the representation such that when I
give you a plain-text recipe instruction, I would like
you to provide the corresponding JSON representa-
tion. Do not provide any other details.

Figure 9: An LLM user prompt for extracting instructions in
a JSON structure



Meal Component Annotator: Prompting Task

You are an intelligent food item annotator. Out of the
following food roles, [‘Beverage’, ‘Main Course’,
‘Side’, ‘Dessert’], your task is to assign the relevant
food roles necessary, up to twenty recipes at a time.
Input:
• A set of recipes, each structured into a formal

recipe representation in JSON.
Output:
• Based on the set of recipes given, assign each

item the relevant food role(s).
Do not provide any other details. Print the set of
recipes in the same order and JSON code structure
you were given. You can assign more than one food
role if needed.

Figure 10: An LLM user prompt for annotating recipes with
meal components

Boosted Bandit Algorithm for Meal
Recommendation

Here we describe how we utilized contextual bandits and
reinforcement learning to recommend meals to users. In
our application of the boosted-bandit algorithm (Kakadiya,
Natarajan, and Ravindran 2021), contextual bandits auto-
matically extract and learn user preferences and provide
highly personalized meal recommendations. Given a set
of users with their dietary preferences(U ) as well as the
set of all recipes in R3 format(R), we create predicate
logic pairs of the form preference(user 5, negative nuts) and
item(food 18, has nuts), indicating that the user 5 has a
negative preference for items with nuts and that food item
18 in R has nuts. Following this, we also create negative
and positive predicate logic pairs of the form recommen-
dation(user 18, food 22), to signify if a recommendation
is a positive or negative recommendation to the user based
on their aligning preferences. We then split these predicate
logic pairs into train and test sets and train the boosted-
bandits (Kakadiya, Natarajan, and Ravindran 2021). Then,
we test the bandits on the test set, and for each recommenda-
tion(user, item) pair, we receive a corresponding probability,
which represents how likely the user is to prefer that item.
We then construct a recommendation, MP , by utilizing the
users’ preferred recommendation output (see Problem For-
mulation for details) and the highest probability items.

LLM System Prompt

You are an expert in processing recipe data
into structured formats. Your task is to transform
freeform recipe text into a JSON structure that cap-
tures essential information about the recipe. The fi-
nal JSON should contain the following fields: A
description of the schema has been omitted for
space restrictions, but can be found in (Pallagani
et al. 2022)
Your task is to extract the above fields from a recipe
text and return them in the following JSON format.
Ensure that you capture all relevant details from the
recipe text and break down instructions into atomic
tasks as needed. I will assume that you can extract
everything but the instructions with no issue, so I
will provide you with detailed breakdowns of the
—
Abridged Example Output: { “recipe name”: ””,
“macronutrients”: {}, “food role”: [], “ingredi-
ents”: [], “hasDairy”: , “hasMeat”: , “hasNuts”: ,
“prep time”: , “cook time”: , “serves”: , “instruc-
tions”: [ { “original text”: “Heat a skillet over
medium-high heat. Add olive oil and swirl to coat
the pan. Add the ground beef and break apart. Once
halfway cooked, stir in the taco seasoning. Remove
from heat and place into a bowl.,” “input condition”:
[ “oven preheated”, “have olive oil”,
“have ground beef”, “have chilli powder”,
“have cumin”, “have smoked paprika”,
“have coriander”, “have garlic powder”,
“have minced onion”, “have sugar” ], “tasks”:
[ { “action name”: “Heat skillet”, “output quality”:
[ “Pan should be over medium-high heat.” ],
“background knowledge”: { “tool”: [ “Skillet” ],
“failure”: [] } }, { “action name”: “Add olive oil and
swirl”, “output quality”: [ ”Coat the pan evenly.”
], “background knowledge”: { “tool”: [ “Olive oil”
], “failure”: [] } }, { “action name”: “Add ground
beef”, “output quality”: [ “Break apart the beef.”
], “background knowledge”: { “tool”: [], “failure”:
[ “Overcooking beef”, “Undercooking beef” ]
} }, { “action name”: “Stir in taco seasoning”,
“output quality”: [ “Ensure even distribution of
seasoning” ], “background knowledge”: { “tool”:
[], “failure”: [ “Spices not evenly mixed” ] }
}, { “action name”: ‘Remove from heat”, “out-
put quality”: [ “Beef should be halfway cooked.”
], “background knowledge”: { “tool”: [], “failure”:
[ “Overcooking beef”, “Undercooking beef” ] }
}, { “action name”: “Place into a bowl”, “out-
put quality”: [], “background knowledge”: { “tool”:
[ “Bowl” ], “failure”: [] } } ], “output condition”:
[ “have cooked beef” ], “modality”: { “image”: [],
“video”: } } ] }
—
Your goal is to ensure the JSON format follows the
described structure and every detail from the recipe
is extracted and formatted correctly. Pay special at-
tention to the breakdown of instructions into atomic
tasks, and the conditions, tools, and failure states re-
lated to each step.

Figure 11: RC2 system prompt for 1-shot prompting and e2
example type



Configuration Algorithm uc dm mc uc dm mc uc dm uc mc dm mc
c1, t1 bandit 0.875 0.890 0.993 0.919 0.883 0.934 0.942
c1, t1 sequential 0.806 1.000 0.384 0.730 0.903 0.595 0.692
c1, t1 random 0.736 0.978 0.454 0.723 0.857 0.595 0.716

c1, t2 bandit 0.870 0.905 0.984 0.920 0.888 0.927 0.944
c1, t2 sequential 0.806 1.000 0.380 0.729 0.903 0.593 0.690
c1, t2 random 0.779 0.995 0.438 0.737 0.887 0.608 0.716

c1, t3 bandit 0.918 0.914 0.993 0.942 0.916 0.955 0.954
c1, t3 sequential 0.796 1.000 0.377 0.725 0.898 0.587 0.689
c1, t3 random 0.775 0.995 0.439 0.736 0.885 0.607 0.717

c2, t1 bandit 0.954 0.918 0.986 0.953 0.936 0.970 0.952
c2, t1 sequential 0.852 1.000 0.384 0.745 0.926 0.618 0.692
c2, t1 random 0.847 0.988 0.400 0.745 0.918 0.624 0.694

c2, t2 bandit 0.948 0.949 0.977 0.958 0.948 0.962 0.963
c2, t2 sequential 0.861 1.000 0.380 0.747 0.931 0.621 0.690
c2, t2 random 0.856 0.996 0.412 0.755 0.926 0.634 0.704

c2, t3 bandit 0.917 0.933 0.949 0.933 0.925 0.933 0.941
c2, t3 sequential 0.869 1.000 0.377 0.749 0.934 0.623 0.689
c2, t3 random 0.851 0.992 0.437 0.760 0.922 0.644 0.715

c3, t1 bandit 0.986 0.954 1.000 0.980 0.970 0.993 0.977
c3, t1 sequential 0.968 1.000 0.384 0.784 0.984 0.676 0.692
c3, t1 random 0.963 0.984 0.447 0.798 0.973 0.705 0.715

c3, t2 bandit 0.986 0.951 0.993 0.977 0.968 0.990 0.972
c3, t2 sequential 0.961 1.000 0.380 0.781 0.981 0.671 0.690
c3, t2 random 0.960 0.991 0.411 0.787 0.975 0.686 0.701

c3, t3 bandit 0.992 0.950 0.986 0.976 0.971 0.989 0.968
c3, t3 sequential 0.967 1.000 0.377 0.781 0.983 0.672 0.689
c3, t3 random 0.959 0.995 0.412 0.789 0.977 0.686 0.704

Table 5: Performance metrics for different algorithms in BEACON across configurations and timeframes. c1: 12/0/12, c2: 8/8/8,
c3: 2/20/2 (representing decreasing user constraints). For each configuration, the best-performing values are in bold.

LLM User Prompt

Convert this recipe into R3 format: insert recipe
plain text. Please provide only JSON in your re-
sponse and no backticks or any other text.

Figure 12: RC2 LLM user prompt for recipe translation
from plain-text to R3

BEACON Implementation
System Architecture and Design
This section describes the architectural design of the web ap-
plication, which employs a hybrid approach combining Re-
act for the frontend and Django for the backend. This design
aims to leverage the strengths of both frameworks to opti-
mize system performance, user experience, and scalability.
Additionally, the system incorporates a combination of rela-
tional and semi-structured data storage formats to efficiently
manage diverse data types, including user profiles, recipes,

and meal plans.

1. Frontend Architecture: On the frontend, the system uti-
lizes React to implement a dynamic Single Page Applica-
tion (SPA) architecture. React’s component-based design
facilitates the development of a highly responsive user
interface, enabling seamless navigation and interaction
without requiring full-page reloads. This SPA-like be-
havior enhances the user experience, especially for fea-
tures such as recipe navigation and interactive data vi-
sualizations. For complex data visualizations, the system
integrates D3.js, a powerful JavaScript library that en-
ables the rendering of sophisticated, data-driven graph-
ics directly within the user’s browser. By offloading the
processing of visualizations to the client-side, this ap-
proach minimizes the load on the server, thereby improv-
ing scalability and responsiveness. Jest is employed for
unit testing of React components, ensuring the reliabil-
ity and maintainability of the frontend codebase. Depen-
dency management for the frontend is handled through
npm, which facilitates the installation and resolution of
JavaScript package dependencies.



2. Backend Architecture: On the backend, Django is em-
ployed to manage server-side operations, including user
authentication, data processing, and the execution of ma-
chine learning algorithms for personalized meal plan
generation. Django is chosen for its robustness, scalabil-
ity, and comprehensive support for web application de-
velopment. The backend will interact with AWS EC2
instances for scalable storage of user data, meal plans,
and recipe information. The Django framework facili-
tates the creation of RESTful APIs through the Django
REST Framework (DRF), enabling seamless communi-
cation between the frontend and backend. The use of
DRF ensures that the system can efficiently handle re-
quests from the frontend and manage data exchange in a
structured manner.

3. Data Management:
• Users: User data is stored in a relational database, with

a schema designed to capture detailed attributes related
to user profiles. Each user record includes essential
fields such as name, email, username, and UUID (serv-
ing as the primary key). Additionally, the schema in-
cludes attributes for capturing user-specific health con-
ditions, dietary restrictions, and food preferences, such
as height, weight, isVegan, isDiabetic, as well as indi-
vidual food preferences and allergies (e.g., likesDairy,
allergicToGluten). This relational format ensures the
integrity and consistency of user data.

• Recipes: Recipes are stored in a NoSQL database
using a JSON-based schema (R3 format), designed
to capture the complexity and variability of recipe
data. The recipe schema includes fields such as
recipe name, food role, and macronutrients. Recipes
also include detailed ingredient lists, each of which
specifies ingredient quantities, potential allergens,
and associated image paths. Cooking instructions are
stored in an array, allowing for the inclusion of mul-
tiple steps, each with relevant metadata (e.g., action
name, output quality, background knowledge). This
semi-structured format facilitates flexibility in the rep-
resentation of diverse recipe data.

• Meal Plans: Meal plan data is also stored in a NoSQL
database in JSON format. Each meal plan is organized
by day, with each day’s entries containing details about
meals, including meal name, beverage, main course,
side, and dessert. This format supports flexibility in
meal organization and allows for easy modification
and retrieval of meal plans for users.

4. Scalability and Infrastructure: To ensure the system is
capable of scaling effectively, AWS EC2 instances are
employed to host both the frontend and backend compo-
nents of the application. AWS EC2 offers scalable cloud
infrastructure, allowing the system to dynamically allo-
cate resources based on varying levels of demand. This
ensures that the web application can accommodate in-
creasing user traffic without compromising performance.
EC2’s flexibility enables the system to scale horizontally,
with additional instances provisioned to meet the needs
of high-traffic periods. Additionally, the system bene-

fits from the security and reliability features provided by
AWS, including data redundancy, automatic load balanc-
ing, and secure data storage.
The use of EC2 allows for seamless scaling of both com-
pute and storage resources, which is critical as the appli-
cation evolves and the user base grows. As a result, the
architecture is designed to handle future demands and
provide the necessary infrastructure to support a high-
availability, high-performance application.


