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(Improvement of Vietnamese school lunch)
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Background and purpose: School lunch programs have been developed and implemented in
various countries with the purpose of contributing to healthy mental and physical development of
children. In Vietnam, primary school lunch program started in 1980 but effects of this program
are still limited. At present, in public schools in Vietnam, there is no school dietitian, so school
lunches are not well-planned and not attractive to children. As a result, there is a large amount of
food waste, especially vegetables, and many children do not eat lunch at school. From our
previous experiences, we thought that factors for poor taste were; 1) lack of food materials and 2)
rough cutting. In this study, we made new menus by improving such points while maintaining

cost and evaluated acceptability of students.

Method: The study was conducted by cross-over design at a public primary school in a suburb of
Hanoi, Vietnam. Fifty students in 5th grade were randomly divided into 2 groups. Five new best
menus were developed by increasing variety of materials and choosing suitable cutting methods.
To maintain the cost, we reduced quantity of each material but still guaranteed that energy,
nutrients, and total amount of vegetables were similar between the 2 menus. One group ate the
new menus in first week (5 days) and ate the current menus in second week 2 (5 days). The other

group had menus vice versa. Food intake survey and sensory test were conducted every day.

Result: With the sensory test, the new menus had higher scores for all features: color, smell, taste,
texture, and overall (p <0.05). Compared to the current menus, by the new menus, food waste was
significantly decreased. Intakes with the current menu and new menus were: energy 509 and 592
(kcal), protein 20.9 and 25.6 (g), lipid 16.7 and 20.1 (g), carbohydrates 69 to 77 (g), fiber 1.1 and
1.9 (g), and vegetables 54.7 and 79.0 (g), respectively. We increased the variety of food
ingredients, but by reducing the amount, we could keep the similar cost. The work of cooks
increased, but the children enjoyed the food, which encourge cooks to work harder within the

working time and the cost did not increase.

Conclusion: By increasing the variety of food and choosing suitable cutting methods, we were
able to make the meals tastier and more attractive with similar cost, and the food consumption of
children was increased. We recognized from this study that the placement of school dietitian is

the key to improve school lunch.



