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REVIEW OF USDA’S PROPOSED RULE, “NUTRI-
TION OBJECTIVES FOR SCHOOL MEALS”

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 7, 1994

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON DEPARTMENT
OPERATIONS AND NUTRITION,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 2:05 p.m., in rcom
1300, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Charles W. Steaholm
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Glickman, Gunderson, and Ewing.

Also present: Representative Pat Roberts, ranking minority
member of the committee.

Staff present: Julia M. Paradis, assistant counsel; Gary R. Mitch-
ell, minority staff director; William E. O’Conner, Jr., minority pol-
icy coordinator; John E. Hogan, minority counsel; Glenda L. Tem-

le, clerk; Anita R. Brown, James A. Davis, Pete Thomson, and
ynn Gallagher.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES W. STENHOLM, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS

Mr. STENHOLM. The subcommittee will come to order.

Welcome to this subcommittee hearing on an issue of great inter-
est to many people around the country, USDA’s proposed rule, “Nu-
trition Objectives for School Meals.”

As you all know, this proposed rule would require meals served
under the national school lunch program to be consistent with the
dietary guidelines for Americans. This issue has captured the at-
tention of children, parents, health scientists, food groups, produc-
tion agriculture, the restaurant industry, and food manufacturers.
We look forward to hearing from representatives of most of these
groups today.

I have been asked why this subcommittee is interested in the
issue of good nutrition and why we are conducting this hearing.
The question is a good one because traditionally our nutrition focus
has been on the food stamp program and the commodity donation
program. That is changing.

The short answer is that Assistant Secretary Haas and I have
talked many times about this proposal, and when I suggested sev-
eral months ago that we conduct a hearing on it, she agreed that
it would be an excellent forum to continue discussions with the
many groups interested in the school lunch program.

(1)
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The Committee on Agriculture has jurisdiction over issues of
human nutrition and that is as it should be, because production ag-
riculture is, and should be, vitally interested in good nutritior. The
agricultural community does not simply serve the 2 percent of our
population that preduces food, it serves also the 100 percznt of the
population that consumes food. Working hand in hand with health
scientists and food scientists, the agricultural industry continues to
improve the nutritional value of the food it produces.

It is because of this vital link between agriculture and nutrition
that this subcommittee has been following the debate over the
USDA proposal to improve the nutritional quality of the meals
served to our children under the school lunch program. No one can
dispute the goal of the proposal. Too many of us do not have
healthy diets. If we can teach our children to enjoy healthy food,
the benefits to them throughout their lives, and to the country in
terms of reduced medical costs, will be immeasurable. Secretary
Espy and Assistant Secretary Haas are to be congratulated on their
efforts to improve the diets of children.

But, let us not lose sight of the sericus concerns that have been
raised by this proposal. While we applaud the worthy goal of im-
proved nutrition, there are many questions about the best way to
meet that goal and many suggestions to be considered. We have for
months attempted to facilitate resolution of some of these concerns
througn meetings and discussions with USDA personnel and var-
ious concerned groups. Commodities organizations, school food
service providers and those representing low-income children have

all voiced concerns about various aspects of this proposal.
USDA has made a genuine %ood faith effort to address these con-
1

cerns. I am sure that they will thoughtfully consider the thousands
of comments that they have received on this proposal. And we will
submit to USDA as comments on the proposed rule all of the writ-
ten testimony from this afternoon’s hearing.

As with so many issues that initially appear simple and straight-
forward, the devil is in the details. And again, in this proposal,
that is true. We will hear a lot about that this afternoon and we
will be asking seme tough questions.

We must make sure that this proposal results in meals that taste
good so that the kids will eat them. And we must make sure that
the burdens placed on school food service departments are not so
great that schools opt out of the school lunch program.

I am once again urging USDA to make every effort to work with
all interested parties as they review the comments and develop the
final rule. I am also urging everyone else involved in this issue to
keep their focus on the ultimate goal—to improve the diet and
health of children.

Change is never easy. We all understand that. But, I have every
confidence that significant improvements can be made in our school
meals program if we continue to work together and maintain a vi-
sion of happy, healthy, and well-nourished children.

Mr. Roberts,

OPENING STATEMENT OF HCON. PAT ROBRERTS, A REPRESENT-
ATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS

Mr. ROBERTS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

7
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A special welcome to Secretary Haas, who has been an outstand-
ing leader in this whole effort.

I am pleased that the subcommittee is holding this hearing on
the various regulations that are being proposed by the USDA con-
cerning the objectives of nutrition for school meals. This is a timely
hearing, Mr. Chairman.

Slightly more than half of the children that are going back to
school this month will participate in the national school lunch pro-
gram. Local school employees involved in the planning and the
preparation of school meals work very hard—extremely hard—to
make sure that the meals are nutritious and good tasting. A meal
not eaten, if it is simply thrown out, really provides no benefit for
anybody. The challenge for school food services is to balance nutri-
tion with, as the chairman has indicated, what children will eat.

USDA’s proposed regulations incorporate the Departments of Ag-
riculture and Health and Human Services dietary guidelines, and
they do change the way the nutritious value of the meal is meas-
ured—a food-based system to one based on analysis of certain r.u-
trients.

We are going to have the opportunity to hear from several wit-
nesses, all either involved with the school meals program or vitally
interested in their success. Renresentatives from the USDA, the
President’s Council on Physical Fitness, the PTA, the American
Cancer Society and various commodity groups will present testi-
mony. Most important, this subcommittee will hear from the Amer-
ican School Food Service Association, which represents those front-
line people who will implement these regulations and have the re-
sponsibility to plan and actually prepare the lunches.

I am extremely interested in their comments. In fact, when 1 was
home, Mr. Chairman, in Dodge City over the break—and I will be
going back tomorrow, hopefully—I heard from some of these front-
line people concerning the proposed regs. They are worried about
the cost. They are worried about the complexity of the proposed
regulations, and I am talking in particular about small rural school
districts.

It seems to me that the proposed regs make it somewhat of a
complicated chore to plan meals and may deliver the wrong mes-
sage on healthy eating. I think the Department should be teaching
children and all of us that we can have a healthy diet from a wide
variety of foods—not that we should be measuring and weighing
and using a computer every time we want to eat.

Additionally, I am concerned that this proposal falls under the
category of an unfunded mandate through which the Department
will require schools to meet certain requirements and yet does not
provide any additional money to meet those requirements. Now,
the regs haven’t been out in the field long enough, but I know in
talking to school lunch officials in Kansas, we are talking about ad-
ditional personnel. We are talking about additional computer soft-
ware. We are talking about additional paperwork. And when you
are on a very tight budget, it seems to me we have to be very care-
ful, as the chairman has indicated, to make sure this is imple-
mented correctly.

One last thing. I have an editorial here from the fountain of all
knowledge in Washington, the Washington Post. Maybe the Wash-
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ington Times, depending on your point of view, or maybe the Wall
Street Journal. I don’t know. Maybe the Dodge City Globe.

But at any rate, the Washington Post said this over 10 years ago.
This was back when the Reagan administration’s, experiment with
ketchup, Mr. Chairman, as to whether or not ketchup was per-
mitted as a vegetable substitute—and the Post said this.

[The information follows:]
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Mr. ROBERTS. There is a practical case to be made for letting
local school administrators decide how best to use the dwindling
Federal aid to meet the needs of their particular school population.
A balanced and adequate diet is without question one of the most
important contributors to healthy child development.

Secretary Haas has been a pioneer in expressing this point of
view. Remember, however, that even the old Federal regulations
didn’t guarantee that a nutritious meal would be served, let alone
consumed by every school child. All they required was that a cer-
tain minimum quantity of each broad food group should be served.
Whether the resulting meal built strong bodies, which we all hope
for, or filled garbage cans, depended primarily on the ingenuity and
common sense of the local school meal planners. In the case of
something as tangible as school lunches, local school boards and
parents are surely more effective watchdogs than Federal monitors
sifting through stacks of meal reports that are costing local commu-
nities a whole bunch in terms of unfunded mandates. And so while
ioappl'iud the Secretary for this proposal, let’s make sure it is going

v rk.

Ard I thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Gunderson.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. STEVE GUNDERSON, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF
WISCONSIN

Mr. GUNDERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

It is always hard to do an encore to Mr. Roberts, but I will do
my best by suggesting, first of all, that I interrupted a campaign
for a primary election next Tuesday to come back here this morn-
ing because of my concern over the importance of this hearing, and
frankly, the severity of the matter in front of us.

Just last night I had a public meeting in my district. And at that
meeting, I had the chance to visit with a school superintendent and
a doctor. The school superintendent told me that these regulations
will literally end the school lunch program as we know it today.

The doctor went on to suggest that we are in effect imposing on
children in America what is known as a No. 2 adult diet. This is
neither good public policy nor good health policy for children.

The net effect of these regulations as I look at them, Mr. Chair-
man, is they are first and foremost bad for children. They are sec-
ond, bad for school lunch programs in America. Third, they are bad
for the American agricultural community. And that suggests to me
we have a real problem on our hands.

I have pleaded with Secretary Haas in the past that the No. 1
concern of our school lunch programs in America ought to be what
I think is the glaring scam of reality in that 43 percent of the chil-
dren attending schools in America today do not participate in
school lunch. Unfortunately, these regulations will not increase
that participation. They will, rather, cause many schools, especially
rural schools, to move into the a la carte business or to move out
of school lunch altogether. And that ought to concern each and
every one of us.

I am concerned, as well, about the magnitude of the cost of seek-
ing to implementing these kinds of changes especially at a time

11
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when our Federal allocation for school lunches proposed in 1995 is
going to be less than it is in fiscal year 1994. The Wisconsin De-

artment of Public Instruction suggests that we are looking at a
§4.5 million cost in Wisconsin alone simply to meet the computer
requirements of the nutrient menu design required by this particu-
lar proposal. So we are dealing with a magnitude of change unlike
anything we have seen since the inception of the school lunch pro-
gram.

We are doing it in a way that will create, as I have said earlier,
school lunch by computers, which I don’t think is a worthy goal in
and of itself. It is a program where the pilot projects have not been
carried out. It is untested and we are about ready to mandate it
on a nationwide basis.

As I have said earlier, the impact of this on rural schools is sim-
ply unbelievable. We in Wisconsin are facing a major property tax
crisis as we try to move schools off the property tax. We already
have cost controls in those schoois and we are now to mandate at
a minimum a $2,500 cost just for the software of a computer to -
comply with this program.

Anyone who looks at those regulations in the menu selection will
recognize that if you happen to be a smazll rural school and you
have kindergarten through the sixth grade in one school building
and, therefore, one school lunch under these regulations, you will
be required to design three different school lunches to meet the cat-
egory by age nutrient requirements established in these regula-
tions. I suspect there isn't a rural school lunch program in America
that is going to agree with that.

Now, this is all just focusing on the school side of this. I would
point out that I think the impact on American agriculture, and ob-
viously coming from Wisconsin with its impact on dairy, is some-
thing this committee also has to be aware of, because in the past,
we have been partners in dealing with production agriculture and
good nutrition and diets for our students. It looks to me like, rath-
er, we are trying to declare civil war here today.

The Department of Agriculture suggests that through their rule-
making under these regulations, we will assume that all schools
will eliminate any use of butter. They will only participate in skim
and 1 percent milk and that they will significantly reduce the cost
and the ut ization of cheese. They suggest the impact of that is
$200 million annually on America’s dairy farmers.

I will tell you that the National Milk Producers Federation which
is going to testify this afternoon, suggests that a more honest as-
sessment is something in the area of f450 to $600 million annually
on American dairy farmer income.

So we have a problem in these regulations, Mr. Chairman, which
leads me to suggest that you have done the right thing in calling
for these hearings. It leads me to hope that the result of these
hearings will be a voluntary decision by the Department of Agri-
culture to extend the public comment period beyond the summer
recess, when, frankly, none of our schoo? lunch personnel were em-
ployed and were not able to review the regulations and make com-
ments about them. And hopefully they will respond also in a way
that would allow us to witﬁdraw these regulations and start over
on a pilot project basis.
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I think that, frankly, is the message of the Education and Labor
Committee, when we included in the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act a requirement for negotiated rulemaking in this par-
ticular area. I would hope the Department would recognize sincer-
ity and the seriousness with which the Congress looks at these reg-
ulations and response accordingly.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Gunderson follows:]
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Mr. Robert M. Eadie

Policy and Development Brasich
Child Nutrition Division

Food and Nutrition Service
USDA

310t Park Center Drive
Alexandria, Virginia 22302

Dear Mr. Eadie:

1 appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed rule for Nutrition
Objertives for School Meals in the National School Lunch and Breakfast Programs.
As  member of both House comimitiees with jurisdiction over our nation’s child
nutrition programs, 1 can readily appreciate the successes of the National School
Lunch Program and at the same tine the need for practical, cautious change in what
is probably one of the most effective education and health initiatives we have
undertaken at the federal level. 1 agree with you in that the Dietary Guidetines do
have a place and necessary purpose in deteriniuing federal nutrition goals.

However, I'm afraid the proposed rule does not represent practical of cautious
change. While no one disagrees with the goal of healthicr meals, a dramatic shift
from an emphasis on food items to one of nutrient content could jeopardize the health
and growth of school children, cause a decline in both student and school
participation, saddie local schools and state agencies with unfunded mandates
requiring expensive computer hardware and software purchases, and sigrificantly alter
the balance between the needs of both children and our nation’s domestic agriculure
industry. Instead, [ urge that we build on tried and tested program structure.

Time Period for Corment

The time period allowed for comment on the proposed rule conies at the heart
of the summer recess, when the input of local schooi food service personnel,
educators, and parents is lunited. 1 was disappointed that, despite urging otherwise,
the comment period was not extended untif at least October.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




Participation

My overall concern is the effect the proposed rule will have on student and
institution participation in the National School Lunch Program. New meal standards
with an overwhelming emphasis on limiting fat content may have the reverse effect of
encouraging children and adolescents to eat elsewhere, or not cat at a”.. At a time
when participation in the School Lunch Program is very low, 1 believe more
emphasis should be placed on participation and options. Important considetations
which must be recognized are the regional, cultural, educational, and socioeconomic
differences among students and food service personnel which determine eating habits
and food preparation knowledge.

Likewise, complicated new regulations and burdensome menu planning could
force many schools, already under very severe budget constraints, to drop the School
Lunch Prograin entirely. 1've seen this is Wisconsin. As you know, fast-food chains .
and other competitive food sales have made significant inroads in the school food
service industry, and may indeed be an attractive alternative to nutrient standard meal
planning.

Fat Content

With regard to the fat content of school meals, I believe the strict enforcement
of no more than 30% calories from fat and 10% of calories from saturated fat may
be detrimental to the needs of growing children. A joint report issued by Health
Canada and the Canadian Pediatric Society evaluated the necessity of low-fat dicts for
children. The report concluded that limiting food choices for children during
preschool and childhood years should not be restricted on the basis of fat content, and
no evidence existed that restricting a child’s diet to the fat levels recommended in the
proposed rule would reduce the risk of heart disease. Furthermore, the Bogalusa
Heart Study found that those children who consumed less than 30% percent of
calories from fat lad significantly lower intakes of energy and nutrient deficiencies. I
do not believe that clear evidence suggests childhood diets can be linked to
occurrence of obesity. discase, or severe health risk later in life.

It is especially important that children have satisfying meals that meet their
growth and-energy needs and tastes. It would be a terrible mistake to test a
"yuppie” diet on 25 million American students without clear consensus from the
medical community on this matter.

The proposed rule states that "the Department is currently sponsoring a
demonstration project to cvaluate the optimum use of nutrient standard menu planning
as a way for school meals to meet the Dietary Guidelines™. It is my understanding
that these pilots have been delayed. If this is the case, a delay certainly demonstrates
the possibility of difficulties on a national scale and the need for extreme caution. 1
urge you to measure results from the pilot project first.

-RIC,

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC



The usc of the nutrient vaiues in fottificd feods which are not natural sources
of nutricnts should be cxcluded from meeting prescribed nutrient levels. [ authored
commitiee report language in House Report 103-535, Part 1 (1o accompany H.R. 8)
on page 30, which states "the Committee urges that foods which are natrally good
sources of vitamins and mincrals should be emphasized over foods which have been
enriched with vitamins and minerals”™. The Committee’s intent should be recognized
when final regulations are promulgated. ’

School Food Service Software Systems

The requircment for schools to purchase new software or seek assisted menu
planning is shortsighted and would make compliance difficult, if not impossible, for
rural schools and schools in arcas of high poverty. Many schools in western
Wisconsin would have to purchasc compuicrs and train staff or seek help from ap
atrcady overburdencd statc agency. I know that adequate funds do not exist to pay
for new computers and softwarc. Instead of encouraging a cash bonanza to software
firms, the Department should develop its own software and make it available, free of
charge, to schools required to participate. The cducation level of some food service
personnel in rural arcas may be an obstacle in a foreign menu planning systetn based
on nutrients alone.

I urge the Department develop an alternative food-based menu planning system
for schools who choose 10 do so. This would provide needed flexibility.

Paperwork Reduction

We are all acutely aware of the tremendous amount of paperwaork associated
with the administration of not only school lunch/breakfast, but other nutrition
programs. The proposed rule, as far as I can tell, confines paperwork reduction
efforts to three areas: (1) extension of the Coordinated Review Effort (CRE) for one
year: (2) climination the "ron-profit” status paperwork requirement; and (3}

climination of requirements for specific edit checks if a school’s most recent CRE did
not identify problems with meal counts.

Inconsistent with the Administration’s cffort to streamline and "Reinvent
Government," the paperwork reduction provisions arc weak and symbolic attempts at
paperwork reduction. [ was pleased that paperwork reduction waivers are included in
the Housc-passcd version of H.R. 8, the Healthy Meais for Healthy Americans Act.
However, the Department must do much more.  would suggest that waivers would
not have to be requested in the first place if the paperwork burden is lessened.  Aside
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from the requirements that the Congress has imposed to reduce fraud and ensure
integrity and accuracy, the Schoo! Lunch and Breakfast program is probably :he most
notorious example of bureaucracy at its best. I am enclosing concrete examples from
constituents in Wisconsin for your consideration.

Milk and Butter in the School Luich Program

The regulatory cost/benefit assessment that accompanies the regulations
assumes the elimination of all butter and significant reductions of cheese that USDA
can provide to the school lunch and breakfast programs. In this regard, these
proposed regulations are inconsistent with the recommendations of a committee of
nutrition experts recently convened by the National Institutes of Health.

Based on recent nutrition surveys, that NIH committee concluded that the
average diet of Americans has a ~alcium intake considerably below the recommended
daily allowance. They further indicated that, without proper levels of calcium,
children enter adulthood with a weakened skeleton, increasing their risk for
osteoporosis (which currently afflicts 25 million Americans and is responsible for 1.5
million bone fractures and $10 billion in medical costs annually). The findings of the
NIH panel confirms prior research that indicated that only 10 percent of girls between
the ages of 12 and 17 receive their minimum daily requirement of calcium.

Since dairy products are the source of 75 percent of the calcium and 35
percent of the riboflavin consumed by school children, discouraging the censumption
of dairy products in the school lunch and breakfast only serves to increase the
calcium-deficient diets of many of our school-aged children. The assumption of the
climination of butter, in favor of substitutes such as margarine, poses some problems.
First, based on recent studies, margarine could have health risks related to its
consumption. Second, margarine does not contain calcium or other nutrients.

The active promotion and ¢ncouragement low fat favorites among school-aged
children, such as yogurt and chocolate milk, can decrease the risk of calcium
deficiencies.

Whole Mitk and YWeighted Averages

The Department should exernpt the statutorily-mandated offering of whole milk
from the fat content guidelines. In schools where whole milk is consurned by a
larger percentage of students, food service personnel will have to restrict offerings of
other food items to achieve a weighted average. I am deeply concerned that
including whole iilk in the weighted average will limit the choices of popular,
nuiritious foods and reduce portion sizes. In effect, the proposed rule will exert
pressure on school food service personnel, administrators, parents and lawmakers to
change or circumvent the current federal policy on whole milk.




Economic Impact

1 take strong exception to the Department’s assessment of the impact the
proposed rule wili have on the cost of the Federal dairy price support program, CCC
pﬁ:r}:hasgls{ of manufactured dairy products, and prices dairy producers receive for
their milk.

To say the least, the price of cheese is volatile. Just this year we saw a six-
week free fall in the price of cheese at the National Cheese Exchange in Green Bay
when a couple of processors had a few extra boxcars of cheese to sell. When ail was
said and done, the price producers received for manufacturing milk had dropped 15
percent -- over $1.50/hundredweight of milk.

As with a similar situation in 1992, it took advanced purchases of almost 20
million pounds of cheese for the school lunch program simply to stabilize the price of
cheese and the corresponding price of manufacturing milk. But the price remains a
full $1.50/hundredweight lower than it was just four months ago.

Ciiven the impact of these two recent events on the price dairy producers
receive for their milk, I find it absolutely incredible that USDA analysts would
predict that a decline of 80 - 90 million pounds in the commercial disappearance of
cheese would only decrease producer prices by 7 to 8 cents/hundredweight annually.
If past history is any indicator, this is a gross underestimate of the potential impact of
these new regulations on producer income.

Earlier this year, USDA had the opportunity to take some of the volatility out
of the cheese market when it considered changes in the Minnesota-Wisconsin (M-W)
price. Instead, it chose to make cosmetic changes which will actually increase the
volatility of cheese prices. i-w, by dropping an extra 80 - %0 million pounds of
cheese onto t* - cominercial market annually, USDA takes a second regulatory swipe
at dairy farmer income in the same year and makes a bad situation worse.

1 must, therefore, insist in the strongest possible terms that you drop any
intention to modify the quartities of cheese and butter in your school lunch and
breakfast menus.

Conclusion

Major changes, such as the nutrient standard menu planning, ar not only
unnecessary, but undermine joint efforts underway by food service personnel,
educators, parents, the agriculture community, commodity distributors, and
lawmakers to improve the nutritional content of schoo: meals.
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It is because of the massive changes advocated by the FNS that I support
negotiated rulemaking included in the House version of the reauthorization of the
School Lunch and Breakfast Programs. I welcome your thoughtful, cautious
modifications to the proposed rule so that a consensus among all parties can be easily
reached. I know that reasonable policy is reached by not going to extremes, but
sceking out middle ground. An untested theory -- even with the best of intentions --
will negatively impact the health of our children, the livelihood of domestic
agriculture, and efforts of food service personnel to administer a program which has
become increasingly complex, bureaucratic, and restrictive.

I look forward to our continued cooperation, and hope you will seriously
consider my views.

es} regards.

Steve Gunderson
Member of Congress

SG:jpl

Attachments
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Mr Robert M. Eade, Chuef

Policy and Program Development Branch
Child Nutrition Division

Food and Nutrition Service, USDA

3101 Park Center Drive

Alexandria, VA 22302

Dear Mr Eadier

The following are in rsp to the proposed rule oo Nutritoo Objectives for School Meals
published June 10, 1994. The Wiscoasin Dep. *tment of Public Instruction strongly supports cootinued
implementation of the Dictary Guidelines for Amcricans (DGAs). However, we do pot b licve that the
proposed nutrieat analysis method will expe <iously move us toward that objective. Iz fact, Nutrient
Standard Menu Plasaing (NSMP) may inhibit the ability of schvaols to incorporats the DGAs.

Qur position is that the curreat meal pattern be modificd as y to reflect the datioas ->f the
DGAs and the Food Guide Pyramid. The NSMP coocept s™-uld be significantly altered and be optional
for those schools baving the capacity to implement. Assisted Nutrient Standard Menu Planning should be
climinated

Concerns About the Nutriest Standard Concept

1. The cost to school food authoritics (SFAs) is sigaificant. USDA staff has estimated that the software
way cost $2,500. Projecting this estimate with no periodic updates and ouly one copy per SFA,
Wisconsin schools would have to spend $2.25 million. The purchase of 2 2omputer based on USDA
specifications tosupponﬂacsyﬁuneoulduaﬂydoublclhnﬁgure !gnonngmymﬂ'oost.\\fmonsm
will conservatively expend $4.5 million to imph the propased rule. If Wi were
rcprcsmunvcofaﬂmtmmwrmm.cpmminmnﬂywwldbeswmﬂﬁm Considesing
the need for multipke copics of the software and several comg in medium to large size districts and
allowing for staff costs, the nationd cost could approuch $1 billioa. lnnlea:noUSDAﬁ'oma
Wisconsin school regarding the p d lations, the district admi T Wrote Agam.plc\se
bear us loud and clear, theloahdwddimwuam;ﬂ'otd funded f.deral mand

2. The putrient standard app( sach is the most significant chaogr to the National School Luach Program
(NSLP) since its inception in 1946, According to Food Rescarch and Action Center statistics, 25
million children natioawide in over 99,000 schools participate in the program scrving at keast three-
founhsofﬂxeluw—mwmchﬂdrmhthiscmmy.'Ibpmpmlbaswommynnimmwnstbnmy
negatively impact on the bealth and brarning p dncss of all children, especially low-inco~
chlldnmhatdcpcndomhcnulsmcdnwbool USDA must test 20 evaluate the now rey  stion
defore it is required in schools mticareride.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

<0



Mr Robert M Eadie, Chief
Page 2
August 19, 1994

3
*

NSMP is not consistent with established nutrition education efforts. People do not plan meals using
computers and nutrient goals. USDA's significant investment in the Food Guide Pyramid has advanced
the numuon cduca ‘on efforts as exhibited by its widespread use. It seems premature and will be

¢ to childres and to abandon the pyramid.

e 4

. The lack of a fortification policy may result in fewer fruits and vegetables being served and increasing
the use of producis high in sugar. This violates the DGAs.

. USDA must seriously consider paperwork reduction to allow states and schoois to  -ect their nutrition
resources to improving school meals. USDA has offered to reduce paperwork by (1) extending the
Coordinated Review Effort review cycle from four to five years, (2) climiiating the edit check in
schools not expericacing counting and claiming problems (although some other method of internal
contro} would bave to be approved and used), and (3) eliminating the need to document nocprofit status
while still requiring schools to maintain a nonprofit opcnnon It is our judgment that this fails short of
a sincere cffort to reduce the burdensome paperwork

e\

. For the purposes of a reimbursable lunch, 2 minimum of three meau items must be offered, one of
which must be an catrec and one must be fluid milk. Similar provisioas guide the breakfast program.
The concern is that requiring three meau items versus five under the current lunch pattern will result in
less fruits and vegetables being selected.

. Section 210.8 of the proposed regulations requires school food authorities to submit any internal
controls developed that ensure accurate meal counts to our department for approval. This procedure
replaces the edit check requirement. State agencies should not be in the business of pre-approving
school food authoritics internal controls as they relate to child nutrition programs.

. Weightod averaging should be climinated. It is complicated and paperwork iutease. It focuses on
students’ food choices which will Jead to schools limiting choices offerod in order to meet the nutrieot
criteria. This is counter to the DGAs.

. The analysis of breakfast and lunch must be combined so schools may average nutrients over a penod
of time.

. “The preposed regulations apply NSMP to the National School Lunch and Breakfast Programs. By not
applying the standards to the Summer Food Service Program and the Child and Adult Care Food
Program, schools arc faced with two scts of complex regulations. This magnifics paperwork and
discourages schools from offering programs.

* PAFuliText Provided by ERC
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11. The proposed regulati gaize that schools may ot have the capacity to independently conduct
putrent analysis. To ensure mxstmcy with the nutrient analysis of a provided menu, schools must
follow s!andardwod recipes, food prodact spcuﬁcauons prcparanon techniques, and be willing to work

ively with comp d analysis, rc-analysis, and itutions of multiple food items,
Therefore, training would be critical.

Our department sent two registered dictitians who are computer litcrate to USDA's training session for
the Nutrient Standard Jeinoastration Progect to prepare for the pilot project to be conducted in Viroqua
Arca School District. Assuming that our office would conduct the same level of training for Wisconsin
schools, we would have to spend 1,593 days of training. This does not include preparation time,
scheduling or travel. Given the current staffing and responsibilities related to USDA egulations, our
office could not provide this level of training.

12. The regulations pose a scrious threat to the image of our programs. Individuals are already
constructing various lunch combinations that would mect the prescribed nutrient standard. One
example is an cight ounce serving of whole milk, two slices of bacon and two cups of ketchup. This
type of example will provide the press suificient ammunition to ridicule our programs asd parents
would rightfully question our mutritional credibility.

13. If schools lLimit choices under the szonal School Lunch Program in order to cope with the complexity
of nutricat analysis, students will p desired foods from a la carte. Unfortunately, the migration
to a la carte will nmﬂybcbykhosenmabkwpay.lavingﬁxnccdystudmtsasu:prhnuy
participants. This will increase the stigma alicady associated with our programs.

flexibility to adjust menus to meet local needs, Student and parental involvement would be greatly

reduced b of the technical computer approach and reduced even further if Assisted NSMP were
used,

14. The regulations’ mo to standardiration ign site based management which provides schools ‘
The cating behavior of our society will not be significantly changed through kgislation and excessive |
regulations. Our citizenry deserves sound nutrition education upon which to base healthy, lifeloag food

boices. We must dedicate oursel tonmitionlndnuu'iﬁonoduuﬁonwhﬂcdiligently reducing the
paperwork burden faced by schools. Our food service professionals have continually demonstrated that
they will exceed the standards established by USDA. Let that standard be nutrition as guided by the
Dictary Guidelines for Americans and taught by Ybe Food Guide Pyramid.

As stated previously, the current meal pattem {which is food based) should be modified to reflect the

recommendations of the DGAs and Food Guide Pyramid. Nutrient dards could be maintained as goals
not quantitative requiremcats. Nutrient analysis could be an evaluation 100l upoa which to base technical
assistance and may be an excclient supplement 10 current nutrition education training.
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We are vesy appreciative of USDA's efforts to incorporate the Dictary Guidelines. As the American
School Food Service Association has done, we pledge our full support for further implementation of the
DGAs. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

/gﬁm&m ke

Bureau for Food and Nutrition Services

RAM:;jem
glasmpltr.doc
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School Nutrition Program

School District of 12 Crosse

807 Fast Avenue South, Ta Crosse, W 54001
(608) 789-7625

PR g Marilyn Hur
Superuisor

May 4, 1994

Representative Steve Gunderson
U.S. House of Representatives
washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Gunderson:

I am writing to express my concern over the paperwork required in
administering the school nutrition programs.

This letter specifically addresses the paperwork required for Summex
Food Service programs.

Enclosed are the forms and papers that had to be filled out by the
School District of LaCrosse and sent in duplicate to Madison in order
to participate 1n the 1994 Summer Food Service Program. As you can
see, a 4 page form must be filled out for every site!

We will serve meals for 5 weeks at 9 sites within the city. This is a
small program compared with programs in major cities where there are
hundreds of sites.

I rust also note that this is just the paperwork required on the front
end of the program. By the time the program ends, we have almost one-
half of a file drawer filled with paper for this simple 5 week
program. This is ridiculous!

It is my suggestion that schools which are already part of the
National School Lunch Program should be able to Ly pass some of these
requirements. These rules are designed for providers who are not
normally part of the federally funded child nutrition programs and who
lack experience and skills in feeding children and following federal
guidelines.

More specifically, schools which are part of the NSLP should be able
to:

1, Fill out a simplified one page application.

2. Include a1l sites on one form - just as we do for the National
School Lunch and Breakfast Programs,
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3. Forego mandatory training for administrative personnel. Each
year, we must attend a one day inservice for Summer Foced Service in
Madison. It is a waste of time and money. We learn nothing new.
There is nothing more frustrating chan sitting through a class which
gives you no new knowledge and information.

4. Delete requirement to submit menus, plans for correctave action,
and schedules for precperational and site visits (one preoperational
virit and two {ollow-up site visits are required).

5. Simp.ify the reimbursement claim so that it resembies the one
used for school lunch. We should be able to turn in one total for
lunches nd breakfasts - rather than turn in a number for each [

individaeal site.

6. Combine the *Operating Costs and »dministrative Costs*
reimbursement rates into one combined rate to simplify the calculation
of the claim.

7. Delete requirement to turn in expenditures by the month. We only
serve for 5 weeks - two and one-half weeks in June - two and one-half
weeks in July. We are not permitted to turi in one claim or report
the expenditures at one time. We must divide it up by the month.
This is another time waster.

8. Delete the *Budget Approval® requirement. Our budget is
submitted and approved by our school boards through a lengthy budget
approval process.

9. Report all expenditures as we do for the school lunch and
breakfast report. We do not pull out administrative labor from the
other labor during the school year. This requirement creates busy
work. 1In fact, this program is so laden with paperwork that we are
unable to charge all of the administrative time because the rules
don't allow it.

These rules discourage schools from offering the Summer Food Service
Program. Many major city school districts leave this responsibility
to other organizations which do not have the expertise, the skilled
workers and the facilities to provide these meals to children.

On the other hand. who is better prepared than schools to provide this
service? Why do we have rules which discourages the communities'
nutrition and food service experts from offering these meals? The
federal government would be wise to offer schools an incentive for
providing these meals. There would be less waste and less risk. We
are trained in sanitation and safety, in purchasing, in menu planning
for children, ctc.

Making these changes would be a wise investment for our children.
Thank you for considering these issues. I have purposefully omitted

items which carry an additional cost.

Sincerely,

1l Airt
Marilyn Huft
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Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Glickman.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DAN GLICKMAN, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS

Mr. GLICKMAN. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. Haas, it is a pleasure to welcome you. I just have three
things that I hope your testimony can reflect and some of it has
already been addressed. One is I think we do need to know what
the cost of the proposed rule is, not only on the Federal Govern-
ment, but on State and local governments and school districts.

As a former school board member, I know all too well how litile
flexibility there are in school district budgets. And I think we need
to have an honest approach as to what this is going to cost at each
level of the governmental structure.

Two, I think we need to know what new commodities will be of-
fered under the proposed rule and what commodities will be re-
duced. While I hope that we don’t get into an intermeshing war-
fare, as Mr. Gunderson jusl mentioned, I think we need to have
some idea of what will be the relative effect on commodities as a
result of this proposed rule.

So saying that, Mr. Chairman, I look forward to the testimony
of the witnesses.

Mr. STENHOLM. Thank you.

First witness then is Ms. Ellen Haas, Assistant Secretary for
Food and Consumer Services, USDA.

Ellen, welcome.

STATEMENT OF ELLEN HAAS, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, FOOD
AND CONSUMER SERVICES, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRI-
CULTURE, ACCOMPANIED BY GEORGE BRALEY, ASSOCIATE
ADMINISTRATOR, FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE; AMANDA
MANNING, ASSOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR, FOOD AND NUTRI-
TION SERVICE; AND EILEEN KENNEDY, SENIOR NUTRITION
SCIENTIST, FOOD AND CONSUMER SERVICES

Ms. Haas. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members of
the subcommittee.

Let me first say that we welcome the opportunity to be before
you today. This is our second visit. We were here on June 9, 1994,
the day after Secretary Espy and I announced our school meals ini-
tiative for healthy children.

Let me also say, Mr. Chairman, I was very taken with your re-
marks regarding the committee’s, as well as the Department’s re-
sponsibility in this area. I share with you the belief that nutrition
is really a bridge between agriculture and health. And agriculture
plays a very important role in the health of children and America’s
schoolchildren. And these proposals do in fact reflect the coming to-
gether of the agricultural interests, as well as the health interests.
All for the primary mission of supporting and promoting the health
of our Nation’s schoolchildren.

Since our testimony on June 9, there has been a great deal of in-
terest in this rule. Newspapers around the country have run stories
and editorials. In fact, to this day, there have been more than 70
editorials across the country, many or most of whom have been
supportive, and more than 700 news stories have appeared across
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the count =* Such support as the .'ortland Oregonian, the New

York Timeo, the Houston Chronicle have really been indicative of

tue kind of interest that local people have regarding this rule. It
is a response to a new USDA, which under Secretary Espy’s leader-
ship has accepted its heaith responsibility for ensuring that our

grograms play an important role in promoting the health of chil-
ren.

I know that the members of this committee are aware of recent
USDA studies that have shown that our school meals programs are
too high in fat, saturated fat and sodium. The changes the USDA
is proposing will ensure that our Nation’s children will have more
healthful menus in school.

I think that is really very important. It is a way of underscoring
our goal, which is a very simple one. It is healthy children. And
it is to that end that we are committed to finding a program and
proposing a program that works, that is cost effective, but most im-
portantly, it assures the health of our Nation’s children.

There is a scientific consensus today that an inadequate diet is
related to chronic disease. Since lifelong eating habits are estab-
lished by the age of 12, it is essential that we help children estab-
lish good eating habits early.

The food that we offer in schools must set an example of what
healthy eating habits are. We have a Federal policy today that is
very clear, it is on what makes a healthful diet. The Department
of Agriculture and the Department of Health and Human Services
in 1980 established the dietary guidelines for Americans, which are
based on the sounrest of science and they are updated every 5
years. The guidelines are based on absolutely the best available sci-
entific information in this country and the best medical knowledge
and have been widely endorsed by the private sector and the gen-
eral public.

The last time I appeared before this subcornmittee, I outlined the
USDA’s school meals initiative for healthy children. And I think it
is very important to recognize that in that initiative, and today as
well, it is organized around an integrated, comprehensive frame-
work for action. The first part is eating for health, meeting the die-
tary guidelines. Those are our regulatory proposals.

The second part is making food choices, the nutrition education,
training and technical assistance. This component of making food
choices is a critical component. And I think, as you hear my testi-
mony and in my response to the questions, there has been some
misunderstanding on the part of some of the introductory com-
ments today, both by Congressman Gunderson and Congressman
Roberts, about what this program is all about and about how we
will be providing nutrition training and technical assistance to
small rural schools.

Maximizing resources and enhancing purchasing power is the
third, which is our program to keep the viability of the commodity
program but improve the nutrition profile and improve the pur-
chasing power of local school districts.

And the fourth, again, is a regulatory proposal to streamline the
administration to reduce the paperwork so that the program works
better and costs less. And I think it is very important to realize
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that our principles stress flexibility, our principles stress healthy
children.

Today, I would like to give you a more detailed description of the
major provisions of the proposed regulations. To begin with, school
meal standards will be upcfated to meet the dietary guidelines for
Americans over a week’s time. The dietary guidelines advise that
no more than 30 percent of calories come from fat and no more
than 10 percent from saturated fat by the 1998 school year.

USDA’s own studies show that less than 1 percent of the schools
today are meeting the dietary guidelines. They are 25 percent over
the guidelines for fat, 50 percent over the guidelines for saturated
vat and 100 percent over the guidelines for sodium.

We are encouraging schools to make the changes earlier, but we
understand that change takes times and we want to give the
schools the time they need. Compliance will be achieved through
technical assistance and corrective action, rather than through a
purilive sanction pregram. Except in instances where schools
refuse to comply.

Again, the misunderstanding of how this compliance system
works is very important to how this program is viewed. To help
schools meet the new requirements, we are establishing a new
flexible, easy-to-use system of meal planning called numenus. This
system of nutrient analysis will ensure that school meal providers
can plan menus which meet the RDA’s for calories, vitamins and
minerals, as well as being able to limit the fat and sodium and
other nutrients. This is our accountability measurement tool.

Numenus will use updated computer software and a national nu-
trient data base that was developed by USDA to help foud service
personnel plan and address school menus. Numenus is a planning
tool which will remove the distinction about which foods are served
andkfocus instead on total nutrients provided over the course of a
week.

I know each of the members are concerned about the good food/
bad food approach, and this instead is an approach that looks at
the total menus over a period of time.

We already know that this system works. It has been tested. It
has been proven successful. I think, again, there is misunderstand-
ing that this is a new system that we have just come up with this
year. In fact, since 1989, many California schools have used nutri-
ent-based menu planning with excellent results. And under this
system, program costs have stayed the same or actually decreased.

Numenus builds upon this success. It is a proven method upon
which hundreds of schools around the country have already im-
proved the nutrition of the meals they serve. Nonetheless, USDA’s
proposal acknowledges that there are 92,000 schools across the
country participating in the school meals program. And we know,
just as Congressman Gunderson earlier mentioned, that there are
small rural schools that have less resources and less ability to meet
some of the programs. And for that reason, to help these schools,
many of whom are small and rural, who have limited access to
technology, USDA has proposed what we are calling the assisted
numenus system. The assisted numenus system is a system of
choices, options and resources desi_ned just for those small schools.
It will provide them with menus which meet the dietary guidelines.
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It provides them with free—and I underline free assistance, which
will be made available from USDA and it will include standardized
recipes, menu cycles and food product specifications.

We also will offer preparation methods and techniques for meet-
ing the dietary guidelines. We recognize that there arc many school
districts, food service personnel who are very dedicated, who want
to offer their children in their schools meals that meet the dietary
guidelines, but they don’t have the schools and resources to do it
and to do the planning. So therefore, we have an assisted numenus
system.

USDA has also had a long history in providing technical assist-
ance. But the money that is in the President’s budget, the money
that is in the appropriation bills as they have passed each of the
Houses, will ensure that those small rural schools that you have
concern about will have the kind of assistance to ensure that their
children in their schools have meals that meet the dietary guide-
lines.

With the tools and technical assistance provided under USDA’s
assisted numenus, every single school in the country will be able
to comply with the new regulations and serve meals which improve
the health of our Nation’s children, all 92,000 schools.

Beyond numenus and assisted numenus, there is a wide variety
of free technical assistance which would be available to schools
under our proposal. I would like to mention just a few.

We intend to offer access to computer support, which would in-
clude a USDA data base system that is special and that offers an
analysis of the foods that are used-—again, we want a system that
promotes a wide variety of foods, rather than being exclusive in the
kinds of foods, we want it to be inclusive. Today's meal pattern is
so rigid that foods like yogurt, ethnic foods, cannot be included in
that meal pattern. This new system promotes a wide flexibility of
. all foods that will be counted—USDA’s screening and approval of
all commercial computer software for operating numenus systems
and free training, free numenus computer training for State agency
staff.

Also, we will provide State agency grants to fund numcnus train-
ing and technical assistance for local food service staffs. New stand-
ardized low-fat school lunch recipes and accompanying training and
promotion packages will be available to States and schools.

We have already begun to collaborate with chefs across the coun-
try. Just this summer alone, I have been a keynoter at three dif-
ferent chefs’ conferences. These chefs from around the country are
donating their services in local communities to provide recipes so
that food tastes good, looks goo¢ and is good for kids at the same
time.

Just this summer, I attended the American Culinary Federal
School Lunch Challenge where the organization of 20,000 chefs
across the country engaged in a challenge that prepared recipes
that met the dietary guidelines that cost the same price as school
lunches, which are very little, about 72 cents, and that they pro-
vided meals that tasted delicious. We are going to provide those
recipes to all the schools across the country. We will be distributing
the winning recipes.
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These are just . few of the examples of the kind of assistance
that we are providing, because we have a concern, like you do, Con-
gressman Gunderson, about small rural schools, about schools ev-
erywhere across this country.

We also have a concern about paperwork, about complexity, and
for that reason, one component, a major component of our regu-
latory change is to streamline the administration and to reduce the
paperwork burden. We provide that proposal so that the staffs can
concentrate less on bureaucratic redtape and more on designing
healthful menus. We propose reducing paperwork by allowing State
agencies and school food authorities flexibility through the exten-
sion of the coordinated review effort from 4 years to 5 years, by de-
leting a requirement for specific types of edit checks on daily meal
counts and by eliminating the Federal requirements that schools
document that they are operating on a nonprofit basis.

We are analyzing ways to regularly measure improvement in the
quality of school meals on a national basis, and that what we are
really doing is we are changing the emphasis in this program from
redtape, where it was for many decades, to nutrition. And we are
doing that not only in school meals, but across the Department.

As I testified 3 months ago, through our school meals initiative,
we are making the most dramatic changes in this program since
President Harry Truman established the program in 1946. There
is no question about it. This is the first time in 50 years we have
updated the nutrition standards, and we know since 1946, the
world, medical knowledge, sound science, has changed dramati-
cally, and we know the relationship of diet and heart disease, and
diet and cancers and diet and chronic diseases.

Also, let me say that USDA’'s commodity programs that you
spoke about, Congressman Glickman and Chairman Stenholm, are
very important and we need to continue to provide vital support in
helping our schooi meal programs meet the dietary guidelines by
utilizing our commodity programs. Commodity groups across the
Nation are committed to working with USDA, and rather than
being left out of the process or being angry about the process, the
commodity groups have been a vital part of the process and are
working with USDA to provide schools with recipes and technical
assistance in using these new products. Because actually, the com-
modities themselves are undergoin§ major changes. There are
lower fat dairy products. There are lower fat beef and pork prod-
ucts. There are lower fat products across the board. And I think
that that is very important to recognize, that the commercial mar-
ket has seen dramatic changes, just like we are changing the mar-
ketplace for school meals, [%SDA also will provide nutrition labels
on commodity products donated to schools.

Right now when I have gone back to the pantries and school
lunch cafeterias, I have seen name brands sitting next to our com-
modity products with no nutrition labels, no information on how to
use andp find out about what is in our commodities. But we are

going to bring those commodities into the new era so that they can
sit side-by-side with other products that have nutrition labels.

Also, iet me say that Secretary Espy recently established the
Commodity Improvement Council to promote the hes'th of school-
children, while at the same time, supporting domestic agriculture.
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I am happy to say we have had our first meeting. It was a highly
successful meeting. Under Secretary Eugene Moos and Acting As-
sistant Pat Jackson, as well as the Administrator of ASCS and the
Administrator of AMS attended that meeting, and we have now
taken the first step by beginning a systematic, comprehensive re-
view of current commodity specification products as a way to im-
proving the nutrition profile.

We also want to form new links with local farmers to help
schools purchase regional commodities in a more economic way. We
share your concern Congressman Glickman, about cost. And every-
thing that we are doing is ensuring that the cost will be less to de-
liver healthy meals, rather than more.

We want to also increase the variety of fresh fruits and vegeta-
bles available to schools through a pilot program, through the De-
partment of Defense, which wi'! act as a procurement agent for
USDA. Schools will then have access at a lower cost to the same
wide variety of produce that is currently available in military com-
missaries and mess halls around the country.

USDA’s school meals initiative for healthy children was devel-
oped as the result of oue of the most extensive consultative proc-
esses in the history of the Department of Agriculture, probably in
the history of the Federal Government. We held four national hear-
ings. We analyzed 2,400 written comments, and we held all day
long, focused-issue roundtables. ) :

Our commitment to this public process extends to the comment
period. Once again, we want to hear from the public. And I am very
encouraged to say that now that we are ending the completion of
our 20-day comment period, which is one of the longest comment
periods ever in the history of the FNS, and in the Department as
well, that as of today, we have gotten more than 6,000 public com-
ments—and, Congressman Gunderson, the concern you have, we
have gotten a great many comments, a great, great many from food
service directors, food service personnel, even though there is vaca-
tion time, as well as a great many from heart association volun-
teers, from medical organizations, from parents who are concerned,
from children who wrote about it, from consumer groups, from
health organizations. That 6,000 represents a very wide spectrum
that includes commodity groups and food industry groups. The
largest spectrum of public participation that I think has ever been
seen in the Department of Agriculture.

I am pleased to say that this testimony that this hearing will
produce will be part of the public record, and so I appreciate Con-
gressman Stenholm’s forethought to have this hearing, because it
will be an invaluable part of our record. And I will assure you and
members of the committee that all of these parts of the public
record will be carefully considered.

Let me say that we believe the school meals initiative for healthy
children is a model for reinvention of our Federal programs, as well
as a model for promotion of national health and nutrition, and we
want to continue to serve the public in new ways. Just last week,
we held a press conference with the National PTA to announce our
“Parents’ Guide for Healthy School Meals.” It is a checklist of 10
actions that concerned parents can take to make sure their chil-
dren have access to healthy meals in school.
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USDA and the National PTA are distributing this guide through
the 27,000 units of the National PTA. The guide marks the begin-
ning of a national initiative between the USDA and the PTA. It is
a very positive step and a very important step.

Also, let me say that a recent USDA national poll shows over-
whelming public support for USDA’s initiative. More than 94 per-
cent of those surveyed are supportive of USDA’s initiative to en-
sure that the Nation’s school children have access to healthy school
meals at school. More than 89 percent of those surveyed and more
than 94 percent of thos. households with children agreed that chil-
dren should have more healthful school lunch meals and school
breakfasts.

I think that that survey is very indicative of where public sup-
port is and has been since we began this initiative 1 year ago with
our public hearings around the country. We cannot undertake this
massive change without the full cooperation of zll of our partners,
and as I said, and as I said last time as well, we F.ave a commit-
ment to this partnership, a partnership with Congress, a partner-
ship with food service directors, with commodity organizations,
health organizations, parents, and most importantly, with the chil-
dren who are part of this program. We plan to hold a roundtable
later this month on our national partnership program. We look for-
ward to working with these many organizations.

We also plan to hold a national teleconference, video conference
that will be up on satellite all across the country at the end of Oc-
tober. That will deal with nutrition and healthy kids and how this
fundamental revision is a beginning of an era of continuous im-
provement in a healthy future for America’s children. Only through
partnership can we make the most dramatic changes, the most dra-
matic positive changes for the health of our Nation’s children since
President Harry Truman began this program in 1946.

I am delighted to be here and to answer any questions you have.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Haas appears at the conclusion
of the hearing.]

Mr. STENHOLM. Thank you very much for that very encompass-
ing testimony. I especially appreciate the emphasis on cooperation
and partnerships, because that truly is the only way to achieve the
goal of 92 percent of households with children agreed, and that is
that USDA should take action to improve school meals. We all
agree to that.

But there is, as you have recognized with the thousands of com-
ments that you have received, there is a healthy skepticism out in
the country as to whether or not Washington can come up with the
right solution or suggestions, and that is a skepticism that we have
to work on. And in so doing, I want to ask a couple of questions.

Many school food service directors have asked that you develop
food-based menu systems as an alternative or a complementary
program, along with the one that you are now talking about.
Wouldn't that alternative be an easier way for some schools to
meet the goal of the regulation to serve children healthier meals?

Ms. HAAS. Congressman Stenholm, let me provide you with an
answer to several parts of your question. One is cooperation is es-
sential and change doesn’t come easy. And I think it is very impor-
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tant that we cooperate to see that we get to the goal that everybody
shares.

Let me say, too, that I agree with you that Washington doesr’
have all the answers. That is why we have conducted an extensive
consultative process and why we held our hearings all across the
country. And what we heard from those hearings and what we
heard from individuals all were reflected in the proposals we made.
And because the public comment period is open until tomorrow, I
can’t engage in hypothesis about what might or might not be. But

can give you our rationale of what we proposed.

Let me say that the easiest way to meet the dietary guidelines
and the assurance, the accountability that we get to our goal is
through the new numenus system. The numenus system takes
food, so it really is food-based to begin with. But it provides a Sys-
tem that is a planning system and, more importantly, an account-
ability system. It allows food service personnel in La Crosse, Wis-
consin to look at their menus over a week’s time, not to look at it
food-by-food and is this a good food or is this a bad food, but to
measure and to seek an accountability with the standard..

I think we would place a very cruel hoax on American chiidren
if we had a standard but we didn’t ensure that it was getting there
at the local level. And so the numenus system is our measurement
tool, along with the standz~d and along with the compliance sys-
tem, of accountability that we are delivering meals that meet the
dietary guideline. And it is easy to use. But for those people wlho
have trouble, we are providing an assistant system to give them
the training and technical assistance to get there.

Mr. STENHOLM. How do you respond to the criticism that your
proposal focuses only on the reduction of fat and saturated fat and
does not emphasize the need to increase the consumption of fruits
and vegetables and whole grains?

Ms. Haas. Well, that crificism is a misunderstanding. Let me say
that we are building on what currently exists, which are the RDA’s
that every school will still have to meet one-third of the RDA’s for
calories, vitamins, and minerals. It is not a fat rule. What it is, is
it incorporates the dietary guidelines for Americans into existing
standards.

In 1946, all we knew about were problems that related to inad-
equacy. And so we .had this rule that was established because
many young men who tried to get into the armed forces in 1946
couldn’t get in because of malnutrition at that time. They didn’t get
enough vitamins. They didn’t get enough minerals and they didn’t
get enough calories. We are keeping that because that is still im-
portant.

But today we know that diets that are high in fat contribute to
heart disease and cancer, and we know that our diets in the United
States are high in fat, and diets in the school meals program are
particularly high in fat. But also, the dietary guidelines, Congress-
man Stenholm, relate to sodium, relate to re ucing sodium, relate
to increasing fiber, increasing fruits and vegetables and grains. So
the dietary guidelines also say eat a wide variety of foods. All of
that will be included in updating the standard.

Mr. STENHOLM. But doesn’t focusing on nutrients ignore fiber?
Fiber requirements of the body?
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Ms. Haas. The focus is on the dietary guidelines for Americans.
Let’s think of this rule as having three components. The first part
is the standard. And what we are deing is incorporating the dietary
guidelines for Americans, which focuses on a wide variety of foods
but limits the nutrients or limits the amount of fat to 30 percent
to fat and 10 percent to saturated fat.

The second part where you are talking about, the focus on nutri-
ents, is again the measurement part or how do you get to know
that the lunches you are serving to the children actually and in
fact meet that standard? And the only way you can find out is by
looking at the nutrients.

Let me give you an example: If y>u had potatoes as part of a
meal pattern or as part of the foods, those potatoes could contribute
one set of nutrients, if it was a baked potato. But if you had French
fries and they were fried, it is going to be a very different nutrient
profile. Would it be fair to have a rule that only lcoked at the food
potatoes, without taking into consideration whether they were
fried, baked, or mashed?

So again, how the school food service person will know what kind
of job they are doing is by doing this kind of nutrient analysis. And
the standard that we are setting is for dietary guidelines, which in
effecu really is a food-based system.

Mr. STENHOLM. Thank you.

Mr. Roberts.

Mr. ROBERTS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Some of my questions will be somewhat repetitive of the chair-
man’s questions. Here in Washington, as we all know, repetitivity
is a hobgoblin of small minds. The changes that you are proposing
represent some significant shift in the methods that local school
districts will use.

I guess we get back to the question that Mr. Gunderson raised,
and that is the equal or the corresponding shift in the eating habits
of children. Mr. Gunderson did point out that we have 44 percent
of schoolchildren who do not participate in the school meals pro-
gram.

What 1 am concerned about, as a matter of fact, is that we have
a prognostication or a prediction by the State of Wisconsin and the
department of public instruction—and we are hopeful of getting the
same thing from Kansas—the chief of that division says the regula-
tions pose a serious threat to the image of our programs, individ-
uals who are already constructing various lunch combinations that
would need to prescribe nutrient standards. One example is an 8-
ounce serving of whole milk, two slices of bacon, and two cups of
ketchup. Now, that is probably an extreme example. But what I am
werried about is what is going to happen in reference to eating
habits of children.

I will tell you what is happening in Dodge City. Six blocks south
of the school, if this continues in terms of nutrients-only to reach
our primary goal, we may end up with more people going down to
Wyatt Earp Boulevard to Wendy's, McDonald's, and the Sonic.
They go a block further, turn left and go to Kate's. Actually, they
better not go to Kate’s. They serve liquor there and there is a pool
table, so I don’t think they should probably go there. But they have
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great tacos. Or the country store on down another block. They are
going there now. That is my concern.

Have we done any studies to indicate whether the 44 percent
participation rate will go up? I am talking about eating habits. I
am not talking about the cost in regards to the local school district.
I am talking about the eating habits. Where are we on that?

Ms. Haas. Well, let me tell you something, I am concerned, very
concerned, about the fact that only 44, 43 percent of children par-
ticipate. In fact, Congressman Roberts, it has been dropping at 1
percent a year for the past 7 years. What is happening is that
many of those children who are not eating in school are not eating
in school because their parents feel it has not been healthy for
them. Also, there has not been a nutrition marketing program and
health promotion. Also, what we heard from kids is that there is
a problem with taste. That is why we have not proposed a program
that is one dimensional.

We have our regulatory changes and then we are going to engage
in the best children’s nutrition campaign you have ever seen. Let
me tell you, we have plans that are going to make healthy eating
as fun and important to children’s lives as the campaigns to wear
a seatbelts, the campaigns to recycle, where kids have been the
leaders in their family and have led their family in changing be-
haviors. The same can be done with nutrition. Because kids are
changing.

Also, let me say, Congressman Roberts, that the truth of the
matter is that the food marketplace has changed. That the food
companies have done a tremendously good job and the commodity
groups have done a tremendously good job in marketing nutrition
to consumers and the consumers are buying it.

Why shouldn’t our school lunch program that serves 25 millien
children and our school systems that serve 50 million children have
the same kind of nutrition promotion in their schools and the same
healthy products available? Again, that is why we at USDA under
Secretary Espy’s leadership took our heaith responsibility seri-
ously.

Mr. ROBERTS. Ms. Haas, I do not believe the children are going
to leave this school lunch program because it is healthy.

Chairman Stenholm has a plane to catch at 5 o'clock. And I think
the answer is yes; that you think it will go up over the 40 percent.

Ms. HAas. It is not only yes, but the evidence is there in the mar-
ketplace.

Mr. ROBERTS. I have another observation, and the thing that con-
cerns me is under all three scenarios, why butter is eliminated, and
others, cheese is significantly reduced—I am giving the Gunderson
speech here-—turkey, beef, and chicken use drops, fruits and vege-
tables go up, we all agree wheat goes up, for sure on that, these
regs state it is possible to achieve the dietary requirements with
no change in commodity markets other than in butter.

But there is a possibility we will hear from the commodity
groups there could EZ a detrimental impact. You are certainly free

to respond, but I would urge you not to fall in the trap of
classifying foods as good foods or bad foods. And I know you are
not trying to do that, so that is just an observation.




31

Now, very quickly, you are changing the way schools measure
the nutrient content of the meals. Right now they must meet a
USDA designed meal pattern that specifies minimum amounts by
age groups of five food items that must be offered to children. The
proposed change involves the use of a nutrient standard menu
planning in which every food item must be analyzed for its nutri-
ent content. Schools must use a USDA software system or one ap-
proved by the Departmu:t.

Let us get back to the question by Mr. Glickman. Your own
USDA study of school meals show that school lunches already ex-
ceed the recommended dietary allowances for nutrients such as
proteins, vitamins A, B, B6, and calcium. Do you believe school
meals will be improved sufficiently to offset the additional cost per
meal? I know you have a program to assess them, but Mr. Gunder-
son can point out to you in the ag appropriations bill where Con-
gress cut your funding. I know of no assistance that is going to
help the Dodge cities or the Wisconsins or the Texases or the Wich-
itas that will offset that cost.

What I am asking is, is there a cost/benefit process here that will
make this work?

Ms. Haas. To begin with, Congressman Roberts, the agricultural
appropriations were not cut for the training and technical assist-
ance.

1}’111'. ROBERTS. I have—food program administration is cut $1.68
million.

Ms. Haas. That has nothing to do with this. That is not it. There
is $20 million for nutrition education, training, and technical as-
sistance that is in both the Senate and House appropriations bills.

Mr. ROBERTS. Dick Durbin did you a favor. He didn’t do many
favors but he did you a favor.

Ms. Haas. The Appropriations Committee did the favor to Ameri-
ca’s children.

Mr. ROBERTS. OK, he did. God bless Dick Durbin. And tell him
I said that, OK?

Ms. Haas. You tell him.

Mr. ROBERTS. I have been telling hiin. California has been test-
ing the nutrient standard menu planning process since 1991. Cur-
rently, it has taken an average of 6 months before the program
could produce a menu for on:- school, 2 years for one school district
to implement the program for its schools. Employees with computer
skills are essential.

Who pays for the additional responsibility? That is my basic
question.

Ms. Haas. Well, let me say the nutrient standard menu system
in California has been working and what they have demonstrated,
Congressman Roberts, is that it has been cheaper. They have been
able to actually, in fact, deliver meals at less cost, and I would ask
Amanda Manning, who is our Associate Administrator of Nutrition,
who headed the projects there in California to ¢. .1ment on that.

Mr. ROBERTS. Let me personally welcome Amanda to the sub-
committee hearing.

Ms. MANNING. Thank you very much, Congressman.

Having come from California, I am somewhat familiar with their
projecls and we did not spend any additional funds. What we did
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was reallocate what we had in existing moneys and shift our prior-
ities and use existing resources to channel into using nutrient
standard menu planning. So we in actuality did not spend any ad-
ditional funds. We just shifted so that we could use it—-

Mr. ROBERTS. What were the funds shifted from?

Ms. MANNING. The existing child nutrition funds—child nutrition
program money, State administrative expense nutrition education
and training program dollars.

Mr. ROBERTS. So it went from one program to another, and you
thought the benefit from this program exceeded the benefit from
another?

Ms. MANNING. Yes, I would say that.

Mr. ROBERTS. I don't know about any savings in that regard.
What happens when a new product comes on to the market and
schools want to use them? You are basing this on a computer soft-
ware program that is essential to classify all that. How quick is the
national nutrient data bank updated if you want to put on a new
one? '

Ms. Haas. Very quickly. Again, this is a system that has great
flexibility and I think you are going to be continually inputting and
improving this program. There should be no problem. Also, the
manufacturers who will be providing those foods will be able to
also provide that information.

I think that there is a great similarity between food labeling,
that manufacturers have been doing a great deal of the analysis to
put it on the food label so that information is readily available, and
I think you are going to see it being available to the schools in the
same rapid way.

Mr. ROBERTS. What happens if a school wants to substitute, if
they are not able to acquire one or more of the specific foods in-
cluded in the meals? Now, if they want to substitute regular bread,
say, with fortified bread, and the nutrient content of the meals
changes; what would be yo 1ir response to that?

Ms. Haas. Well, first of «ll, you had a concern before about good
food/bad food. I think it is very important to know that the stand-
ard we have is over a week’s period of time. We are not looking at
Just one food, we are not looking at just one meal, but we are look-
ing at a menu over a period ot time. And that is why it is very im-
portant to get that bottom-line nutrient analysis so that you can
see what it adds up to over that week’s time.

So what I think you have here is a very fair reflection and a very
fair rgeasurement tool to actually what the children are being
served.

Mr. ROBERTS. Last question. I apologize to my colleagues for
going over time.

This gets back to the chairman’s question. On the way to make
the process less complex by using food as the measuring base rath-
er than nutrients—-I know you don't want to do that; I know this
is the brave and exciting world we are into now—but I have been
informed your own report found that school meals meet the rec-
ommended dietary allowances, the RDA’s—everything has to be an
acronym—for most nutrients.

If the fat and sodium content of the school meal is a problem,
why don’t we propose a way to improve that rather than change
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the whole system? And page 17 of your very good booklet says to
use fats and oils sparingly in cooking, use small amounts of salad
dressings, choose liquid vegetable oils, check labels on foods, meat,
poultry, fish, dry beans, and eggs—and a lean piece of beef from
Dodge City—and trim fat from the meat, take the skin off the poul-
try, et cetera, et cetera. We can do these things.

I know you said we are going to make it exciting and positive
and fun, just like seatbelts and recycling, all from the Federal Gov-
ernment. But let me tell you—and again I apologize to my col-
leagues. I am out in St. Francis over the break. That is way out.
Not the end of the Earth, but you can see it from there. Six hun-
dred fifty citizens sign a petition on a recycling business. We are
into landfill regulations. The Federal Government is saying close
down your landfill. There is no safety problem. And we are going
to have it shipped in trucks that do not exist, to a regional landfill
that does not exist, by last October. And this is part of the un-
funded mandate problem we are getting into.

When | was a youngster, my dear mother, Ruth, would sit with
a lazy Susan and feed me spinach and carrots and things of this
nature, and meat. I didn’t have any desserts until 1 was probably
16, and so, consequently, I don’t know how you are going to come °
up with this. It is sort of a forced-fed nutrient computerized Fed-
eral—did Benjamin Franklin ever envision this would be the pri-
mary duty of our Federal Government?

What is wrong with letting the local. school people do this and
lower the fat and sodium intake rather than all these regulations
and paperwork that I know is going to come out of it?

Ms. HaAs. You forgot to mention, first of all, starting backwards,
we are reducing paperwork. We are not increasing paperwork.

Second, I think things have changed. The world has changed
since you were growing up. I hate to say it.

Mr. ROBEKTS. Yes, and I have been against every one of them.

Ms. Haas. I know that. I know you have, Mr. Roberts, and I hesi-
tated to say it, but the world has changed since I was growing up,
too.

Let me say since the 1940’s, the food marketplace has changed
significantly. Just since 1969. There was an zverage in the super-
market of about 8,000 products, today there is——

Mr. ROBERTS. 1 know why the industry has done that and that
is to the good. And I know, as the chairman has indicated, we are
making great progress. It is the level that I worry about. Why can’t
you just get lower fat and lower sodium and forget the paperwork?

Ms. HAAS. I wish it was that simple. When we had a permissive
nutritional neglect policy at the Department of Agriculture——

Mr. ROBERTS. A what?

Ms. Haas. Nutritional—

Mr. ROBERTS. Now we have to be nutritionally correct.

Ms. Haas. Nutritional neglect. Then less than 1 percent of the
schools met the dietary guidelines. Are you sug%esting we continue
a policy knowing that we are delivering meals that do not meet the
dietary guidelines so that they are 25 percent over fat and 50 per-
cent over the guidelines for saturated fat?

The time has come, Congressman Roberts, to look at the Amer-
ican diet and its contribution to lifelong health and to do something
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about jt. And Secretary Espy has provided the leadership for us to
clomci) lup with a program that is doing something about it, but is
flexible.

I agree with you that local schools need flexibility. And the
flumenu system gives them flexibility, not with good food/bad food,
but a system to use a wide variety of foods, but to ensure that they
meet a standard of dietary guidelines.

Mr. ROBERTS. Amen.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Glickman.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Thank you.

Let me just ask you a couple of things. The last Congress, with

of Mr. Stenholm and others, I was able to change the rules
that alfow {resh pizza to be served as part of a school lunch pro-
gram. I understand that there are tens of thousands of schools now
that allow fresh pizza to be served, and I am told by those schools
the level of participation is up considerably in the lunch program
because of that.

I am just wondering what your guidelines or the change in the
guidelines would affect the sale of fresh pizza in the school lunch
program.

Ms. HaAS. Let me say that—and pizza is a great example. I used
potatoes before.

Pizza, if it meets the dietary guidelines for a menu over a week,
can be a great contributor to the health of children. You could have
skim, low-fat mozzarella for the cheese. You could have a whole
wheat crust. And you can put vegetables on the top. In other
words, pizza in and of itself, can be made in a wide variety of ways.
So there is a great opportunity there to have pizza that is a con.
tributing factor to menus over a week’s time that meets the dietary
guidelines,

Mr. GLICKMAN. But before and after. Before these changes ih the
guidelines, after the change in the guidelines, would there be any
impact on a school district’s ability to, let’s say, have fresh pizza
delivered every day into the school lunch program.

Ms. HaAs. The issue you dealt with, Congressman Glickman and
Congressman Stenholm, last year, and the whole committee was
dealing with the inspection issues.

Mr. GLICKMAN. I understand that, but let’s say now we have it
in the school lunch program. So let’s say that every day, whatever
pizza company .s delivering pepperoni pizzas into school x, and
kids are going through the lunch counter and buying that now.
What would this do to that?

Ms. HAAs. It is the overall choices that are available. It can be
part of it.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Would the gentleman yield?

1 will read from the regulations. The cost analysis impact—cost-
benefit assessmen d other effects of your regula-
tions, page 4, it says one of the effects will be serving more meal
mixtures such as chili and fewer grain mixtures such as pizza.

Mr. GLICKMAN. But what I want to figure up, it will have some-
thing to do with the total served every day. You are not forcing
what the kids put in their mouths; are you?

Ms. HAas. 1t is a long way from that.
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Mr. GLICKMAN. I hope so.

Ms. Haas. We are trying to promote choices, to promote a variety
of foods, but it is very important that the schools update their
standards. Why should we have 1940’s staruards when it is 1994
And so we are incorporating the dietary guidelines for Americans
into existing standards.

Mr. GLICKMAN. But I am worried about how it is going to happen
practically. What does this mean to school x?

Let’s say this week it decides it wants to serve overall, offer the
options to meet your guidelines, but a kid wants to come through
every week and take the pepperoni pizza every single day. It is the
only thing he likes and he wants to make sure it is offered every
single day; is there a problem with that?

Ms. Haas. Well, the kids you are talking about are very different
from all the hundreds and thousands of kids I have talked to
around the country who look for variety. They may like pizza, but
it is doubtful #ey will have pepperoni pizza every single day.

I think what our standards are going to do, again, is going to
promote variety, promote flexibility, and promote choice. It is not
going to pigeonhole children in any single way.

Mr. GLICKMAN. I have had, and I am sure everybody out there
has had kid-, and you know what kids go through, some months
my kids will eat pepperoni pizza every day for 3 months and then
they are off of that and they go to something else for 3 months.
Kids have very unusual dietary patterns and it is hard to pigeon-
hole your kids into what they eat. You just hope to God after they
are all done, they have some common sense and know how to bal-
ance their diet.

Ms. Haas. Congressman Glickman, I, too, have children, and [
also have taught school, and I can tell you that it is very important
today to have nutrition eduration as a complement to this whole
undertaking. That is why we are very pleased that the money for
nutrition education wa: included in the appropriations bills. It is
included in the President’s budget. So you have two tracks going
on.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Let me stop you for a minute. I don’t disagree
with you and I have b2en an advocate of nutritional labeling, I
have tried to get the saturated fats out of the kind of oils that are
offered, we have been through the battle of the coconut oil versus—
the tropical oils versus the nontropical oils, but it is a little like
health care, the devil is in the details.

I want to, if I can, find out how this will actually be implemented
in a local school district, in a local cafeteria, so as to make it sen-
sible, that is the whole thing sensible, and so that you do not turn
the kids off so that they decide they do not want to stay in school
any longer to eat lunch.

Ms. Haas. Well, that is what is going on, unfortunately, and
what we are trying to do is reverse the pattern of declining partici-
pation. The choice is at the local level. The choice is in that school
district for the food service managers to plan a menu over 1 month,
to see to it over 1 week’s time that it meets the dietary guidelines.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Is it a week; is that the period of time?

Ms. Haas. The standard needs to be met over 1 week’s time, yes.
And we are not trying to pigeonhole, and we are giving local
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how to do recipes. We are providing recipes that are lower in fat
and they taste good.

I can'’t tell you how important it is to put an emphasis on taste.
That has been neglected too along with nutrition and what we are
doing is putting that emphasis on taste so that we can build a pro-

gram that emphasizes healthy children and has healthy and tasty
eating as its central core.

Mr. GLICKMAN. My time has expired. °

I want to say I agree with the goal. What happens is that it does
not end up that way. Either the local school district feels their
hands are tied or else there may be several ways to skin this cat.
I want to make sure the local school district has gone down each
of several different roads to skin this cat in order to try to provide
the guidelines that you think are important and that I think are
important.

Ms. Haas. And that is why flexibility is one of the central prin-
ciples, and in my testimony last June, I stressed how flexibility in
our system is a_flexible one and that we have alternative ap-
proaches, assisted numenus and numenus.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Thank you.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Gunderson.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me try to clarify a point that went out earlier. The food pro-
gram administration at the Federal level is down $1.8 million, the
new education and training program is down from $10.3 million to
$10.27 million for fiscal year 1995, and everything tells me that is
the program. And it just says here nutrition education and training
program provides grants to States to help teach good food habits
and the fundamentals of nutrition to children, parents, and school
food cervice personnel.

So I don’t know how you are going to get the training if you are
not going to have the money. That is part of the problem you are
facing in this particular area.

Let me ask you a question and that is that if these regulations
are scheduled to go in effect in July of 1998 and it is currently Sep-
tember of 1994, why would you not extend the comment period?

Ms. Haas. I will do two things. First, your first comment is you
are omitting the fact there is a line item in the appropriations bill
for implementing dietary guidelines, so there is targeted money
available for the training and technical assistance in nutrition edu-
cation. That is in the President’s budget.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Is it in the appropriations bill? I am not asking
about the request at what level.

Mr, BRALEY. $20.5 million.

Mr. GUNDERSON. For fiscal year 1995, both the House and Sen-
ate appropriations?

Mr. BRALEY. That is correct. It is in both bills.

Mr. GUNDERSON. I hope it is there.

Ms. Haas. We have kept a watchful eye on that number, I can
tell you.

Your second point about 1998, let me say this. Once this com-
ment period is concluded, and we have analyzed all the comments,
and we come out with the final rule, any school in this country,
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and I would imagine many schools in this country can immediately
apply to their State agency, can begin implementing the dietary
guidelines.

Mr. GUNDERSON. I am not asking that, and 1 will not let you fili-
buster this question.

Ms. Haas. I am not filibustering, I am happy to answer this.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Is the answer no to the question, will you agree
to a negotiated rulemaking?

Ms. Haas. I will answer your first question.

Mr. GUNDERSON. If your answer is no, I want to get on to my
next question.

Ms. Haas. Congressman Gunderson, you know that there is an
answer that you may not want to hear.

Mr. GUNDERSON. No, I want to hear. Will you be willing to ex-
tend it? You told me no because they have 3% years to impletnent
it. So I want to go to question two.

Ms. Haas, Congressman Gunderson, you are good at distorting
what I am saying.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Are you willing to extend it?

Ms. Haas., We have had—the comment period is not concluded.

Mr. GUNDERSON. It is tomorrow.

Ms. HaAs. We have had 6,000 comments, the most ever in the
history of this child nutrition program. We have met with more
than 8,000 people.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Now, you are very good at repeating what is in
your testimony. Will you answer my question?

Ms. HAAsS. This is not the same as my testimony.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Let us go on to question three.

Ms. Haas. If you have a new reason for governnient to spend ad-
ditional time and money to have time for comments that will re-
peat themselves, then I would like to hear them. I have not heard
you say those before.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Will you look at my submitted written testi-
mony and the testimony of the Wisconsin Department of Public In-
struction, and share with me within a week why that is not jus-
tification for extending the comment period?

Ms. Haas. I am happy to look at anything you provide us, and
I will submit the response to your office, sir.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Is that a yes or no?

Ms. Haas. I am glad to iook.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Within 1 week.

Ms. Haas. We can comment, sure.

Mr. GUNDERSON. The Department, according to page 2 of the
preface to the regulations, you say the Department is currently
sponsoring a demonstration project to evaluate the optimum use of
nutrient, standard menus. I understand that demonstration project
is not in operation.

Ms. Haas. No, that is incorrect. We have had pilots and we now
have 34 projects around the country to gain additional information
that will help us in the implementation of this rule. So, again, that
is the correct answer.

Mr. GUNDERSON. You say on page 5 of your regulations that the
continuing survey of food intake by individuals conducted by USDA
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showed that fat composed, on average, 35 percent of calories for
children ages 6 to 19 rather than 30 percent.

Do you have any medical evidence that suggests that that 5 per-
cent fluctuation is detrimental to children at young ages?

Ms. Haas. I would like to call now on our senior scientist of the
Department of Agriculture for nutrition who is our Nutrition Policy
Coordinator, Dr. Eileen Kennedy.

Ms. KENNEDY. Thank you, Congressman.

Yes, we do. When we looked at the evidence from the medical lit-
erature, diets that are high in fat, and that is defined as greater
than 30 percent, starts a process of atherogenesis early in life.

Mr. GUNDERSON. I am sorry, can you repeat the last sentence, I
didn’t hear that?

Ms. KENNEDY. You were asking is there evidence that that 5 per-
cent makes a difference, and based on the scientific literature, the
higher the fat intake in a population the more that contributes to
an atherogenic process.

Mr. GUNDERSON. You are talking about the whole population.
You are not talking about children now; are you?

What I am trying to find out, and I am not waging a war on fat
here, but I am suggesting that we are trying to totally destroy ev-
erything that exists in a hot lunch because there is a 5 percent dif-
ferential in calories by fat between your USDA studies and your
goal of 30 percent, which I think everyone concurs is a rec-
ommended goal for adults.

What I am trying to find out, because, frankly, all of the Cana-
dian studies, as you are aware, and other independent studies in
this country suggest that this 5 percent differential is insignificant,
and the fact that you are going to make up that energy either from
sugar or something like that with less calcium and other nutrients
is probably, frankly, a negative.

Ms. KENNEDY. I will try to be succinct, because I know you do
not want a long-winded answer on this.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Thank you.

Ms. KENNEDY. The health profile of American children that is
emerging I find very disturbing. Let me use something not out of
the Department of Agriculture, the recent Ed Haines III data from
1988 to 1991. When we look at American children, let me take a
specific age group, girls, African-Americans, age 6 to 11, in the
Haines I data, which came out of the early 1970’s, the prevalence
of obesity was 4.6 percent in that age group. The recent Ed Haines
III data, which Assistant Secretary Lee presented at a recent meet-
ing, shows the same age group, 6 to 11, measured in the early
1990’s, the problem of obesity is now 16.2 percent. It has more than
tripled.

It is a combination of factors. I would be remiss to say dietary
is the only reason precipitating these enormous rates of obesity. 1
know you have somebody speaking later from the Council on Phys-
ical Fitness, but what we are seeing in American children is a
movement toward diets which are precipitating certain chronic dis-
eases, including obesity. That is exacerbated by changes in life-
style, including decreased physical fitness, physical activity, in chil-
dren.
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We are trying to look at a holistic approach and how in the con-
text of the food assistance and nutrition programs the Department
of Agriculture tries to reverse this pattern. A part of the answer
is the school meals, a part of the answer is what Assistant Sec-
retary Haas talked about, which is a very aggressive nutrition aid
campaign. That is No. 1.

Your specific question on the fat levels. My concern is, yes, there
is evidence that the fat intake in American children does have
physiological effects, and I can quote some specific autopsies of chil-
dren who have been killed in accidents. What we are finding is that
at earlier and earlier ages you are getting streaking in the aorta,
and that streaking can, if left untreated, lead to fibrous plaques
which then lead to coronary artery disease.

Mr. GUNDERSON. I want to go back and ask you te submit for the
record any medical or -scientific evidence that suggests that the
fluctuation between a 30 percent calories from fat and a 35 percent
calories from. fat is significantly and sufficiently detrimental to just
the kind of wholesale charges that you are making here.

[The material was not submitted at time of printing.]

Mr. GUNDERSON. Now, if the chairman will grant me 1 or 2 more
minutes, quickly, is there any computer software program that has
been approved by USDA?

Ms. Haas. I don’t think at this time—the data base has been
completed and we are now at the stage of working on the program
for the computer software.

On your medical issues, let me say one thing, which goes back
to my comments earlier, we have a scientific consensus today that
30 percent of calories from fat for children over 2 is appropriate.
We have a program that is delivering school lunches at 38 percent
of calories from fat. And it is that gap between 38 percent and the
recommended health policy of our Nation that we are trying to
close.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Let me talk training quickly. The Wisconsin
Department of Public Instruction indicates that they sent two reg-
istered dieticians, who are computer literate, to USDA’s training
session for the nutrient standard demonstration project tc prepare
for the pilot project to be conducted in the Brokaw area school dis-
trict in my congressional district.

Assuming that our office, Wisconsin Public Instruction, would
conduct the same level of training for Wisconsin schools, we would
have to spend 1,593 days of training. This does not include prepa-
ration time, scheduling or travel, and it is operating under the as-
sumption that all school food service personnel in each school dis-
trict are computer literate.

The average wage of the school food service personnel in my con-
gressional district is roughly $11,000. I can tell you most of them
are not computer literate. My question to you is: How do you ever
hope to achieve the kind of adequate training within the schedule
you have established with the lack of resources that exist in order
to implement this program?

Ms. Haas. The people who you are referring to at the lowest level
of literacy and the lowest level of pay are not the people who are
planning the menus and carrying on the budgets for these pro-
grams, which are not small. I don’t know in your district, but I
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know they range from everywhere to hundreds of thousands of dol-
lars that they are managing, to millions of dollars.

So the people who are responsible for implementing this rule and
doing the planning and the nutrient anafysis are not the people
who are either neither computer literate nor nutrition literate. I
think it is important to understand that there is a wide spectrum
of people who work in food service, from the people who are the
managers and the directors who will be responsible to the people
who are serving who are less educated.

Mr. GUNDERSON. In most rural schools that is the same person.

Ms. Haas. But then you do not understand, sir, we have an as-
sisted system which will provide those local schools menus, recipes,
analysis and consultants. What we are doing is setting up a system
that provides the technical assistance. We have also called in, and
worked with, the food service directors in the planning of this tech-
nical assistance, and either Amanda Manning, who has led that
team’s effort, or we can provide you in writing what we have
worked with others to develop, and we would be happy to work
with you in developing a system of technical assistance and train-
ing that is cost effective but helps people get there and helps peo-
ple change.

Mr. GUNDERSON. I have another round of questions, obviously,
but I have a time problem as well, so I have to run and do an inter-
view.

Mr. ROBERTS. Would you yield quickly?

Mr. GUNDERSON. Go ahead.

Mr. ROBERTS. I asked my Dodge City folks to give me an esti-
mate based on the new r gulatory format and that has just now
come in, and I apologize, and it is not to be written in stone. But
we are talking $25,000 per school year. And unlike California, and
I am not trying to pick on California, I don’t know where we are
going to substitute the funding. I don’t know what we are going to
take from to give to the extra cost that is for the compufer pur-
chases and training and any additional cost. And so it is that tech-
nical assistance—I know you are going to provide the technical as-
sistance, but who makes up the 525,000? Again, you get from the
38 percent to the 30 percent, in terms of fat content.

But now, Ellen, you just talked about a week’s diet here, and we
are not picking out any one meal, but if the student has a low-fat
breakfast, hopefully, they have three meals—some do not; that is
most unfortunate—but it seems to me that is apples and oranges
in terms of the total intake.

And like Mr. Gunderson says, if we are going to cost my home-
town in this one particular area of $25,000, and I am not too sure
that covers al: the school system, to go from the 38 to 30 percent,
when in fact the total intake should be measured, I don’t know how
we ar2 going to do this.

Ms. Haas. Two things. I don’t know what their estimates are
based on because the Economic Research Service and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture’s impact statement found that there would not
be a cost in the school, and OMB’s figures as well. And what I have
heard—and some of these estimates are based on a misunderstand-
ing of what the rule is doing.

r. ROBERTS. Well, that might be.
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Ms. Haas. So I would just say, sir, that we have to look at that.

Second, what we are talking about here, and going back to Chair-
man Stenholm’s early comment, that agriculture on one hand and
health on the other, nutrition is the bridge. And we know today
that diets that are higher in fat, and lunches that are 38 percent
of calories from fat, 50 percent over the saturated fat level from the
dietary guidelines, that the health of children is going to save cost
in health care.

Mr. ROBERTS. I know that. That is why I said before, when you
get at the sodium and fat content in a different way, that would
not charge $25,000 here, that that might be the possibility.

The gentleman from Wisconsin yielded, and I am treading on the
time of the gentleman from Illinois, so I yield back.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Ewing.

Mr. EwING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Ms. Haas, thank you for
being here. This program now is administered through the State
departments of education, from your agency through the State. Is
that the way it will be administered, the same way?

Ms. Haas. There will be no change.

Mr. EWING. Is there any differentials maas for regional foods? A
lot of different parts of the country eat different kinds of food. All
over the country it is not the same.

Ms. Haas. It is going to be easy to use numenu system. It is
flexible. It will encourage a wide variety of foods, ethnic foods today
have not been able to fit into our current meal pattern. Many of
the diets of Latino populations, the children were not eating at
school because they were not getting the food they often had at
home. So we are going to be encouraging regionally and ethnically
diverse foods and that is a major change from what currently ex-
ists.

Mr. EWING. I think that is probably wise. I can tell you, though,
that I, for one, believe that we should eat American food. It can
have ethnic backgrounds, we are all ethnic, I don’t think we need
to divide ourselves any more, but let us Americanize it all and feed
it to all of our children.

Ms. Haas. Well, today’s American diet is really ethnically di-
verse.

Mr. EWING. That is correct and we want to make it an American
diet with a great ethnic diversification.

What happens if food is put into the plan, say, an enriched
bread, and it is not available? Now, that is probably not the case
with that example, can they substitute plain old white bread that
I prefer?

Ms. Haas. Again, Congressman, we are moving from a very rigid
system where it was very hard to substitute, to a very flexible sys-
tem where what counts is the bottom line; that you meet the die-
tary guidelines, the RDA’s for calories, vitamins and minerals, and
then the local school can choose what foods it wants to have as part
of their menu.

Mr. EwWINC. Let us go back to that question. If you cannot get en-
riched bread, and you have to serve white bread, do you have to
make another change in your menu?

Ms. Haas. Well, first of all, all bread is enriched today. You are
talking about having some added fortification.
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thing—

Ms. Haas. Substitutions is your basic question. Since substi-
tutions is going to be the name of the game, in the sense that a
great variety of foods will be available on menus, because what you
are looking at is the total compliance with the dietary guidelines
rather than having a very rigid meal pattern that tells us you can
only have so much of certain foods. We are moving to a flexible sys-
tem that gives a great deal of choice at the local level.

Mr. EWING. Are you saying that your new standards will be more
flexible than the current standards?

Ms. Haas. I am. That is right. )

Mr. EWING. I want to just give you a little example. I visited in
Edgar County, Paris, Illinois—some of your staff will be well aware
of that area because they come from that part of the country—a
fifth grade class the other day, and before I went to the class I was
treated to lunch in the cafeteria. I did ask the head cook who pro-
vided the lunch, and I think we got the same lunch that everyone
else did, what she thought about the new nutrition guidelines. I
want to tell you, I was surprised. She said, I am for them.

Ms. Haas. Good.

Mr. EWING. So you have gotten to her.

Ms. Haas. She is part of the 94 percent.

Mr. EWING. And that did make a very favorable impression on
me. But she went on tn say, I am going to have to have a computer
to keep the menu.

And I think that is what Congressman Roberts is saying, and
maybe Congressman Gunderson and others, that this is not going
to be that easily implemented in smalltown schools where the cook
maybe is the dietician and is going to have that responsibility. Are
we going to do anything about helping them with that?

Ms. Haas. Yes, we are. Again, assisted numenus—let me say I
have been to many schools over this last year, and it was going into
small schools that I really saw what was happening in education.
Many schools, almost most schools, and the trend is going up in
huge jumps, have computers. So it is really what we are talking
about is access to computers.

It need not be necessarily in the cafeteria. Maybe some food serv-
ice directors do have computers. Most probably do because they are
business managers. They are managing large amounts of money to
run this program. So they need it for their production records and
their business information and they are doing it. But the school
has computers. More and more schools have them for other pur-
poses.

We are talking about menu planning that takes place not very
frequently throughout the year because once you get your set of
menus for a month, you have your set of menus. You sit down, do
it at the beginning of the year, you might do it several times after
that, but then if the school does not have the ability, we will pro-
vide grants to States to help those schools. We will do it for those
schools. We will provide training to those schools.

Schools can pool together. If you come from a small town maybe
the small towns can pool together like they do in the WIC program
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for purchasing. To pool their resources to do that kind of analysis.
Again, if there is a will, there is a way. ‘

We want to be supportive of those schools who are working very
hard, those personnel who are very dedicated. We want to work
with them to help them get to the new standard that this person
supports.

Mr. EWING. Just in closing, my period is up, but let me say that
usually the Federal Government has the greatest and best goals for
these new and changing programs that we are always implement-
ing on the locals. I think it is important for your agency and your
Department to see that they are made simple and it is not new
mandates on schools that do not have money, and that there is a
way to do it without excessive bureaucracy. And that should be
your goal and your charge if you are going to pursue this, or we
will all be back here in this room probably at a less genteel hearing
than we are having today.

Ms. Haas. I appreciate your comments, Congressman, and let me
say that is why 1 have traveled this country and I have gone into
schools in the inner city, I have gone into rural counties, I have
gone into big and little, and that is why we want a program that
is cost effective, that works better, ensures the health of children
and costs less.

And we are committed to working with all of the stakeholders to
get there and we, too, want to rave a genteel hearing that every-
bo&iy is marching together to 1.ake this happen for our Nation’s
kids.

Mr. EwING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. STENHOLM. Thank you, Ellen.

Thank you and your associates for some excellent testimony
today. We appreciate your forthrightness in answering the ques-
tions.

I think the hearing today is indicative perhaps of yours and my
shared wisdom of holding this hearing today, because I believe that
there is a lot of misinformation, apprehension, both misplaced and
well placed, because as you yourself have acknowledged, this is not
a simple task. You are not suggesting that it is a simple task. The
word flexibility you have used time and time again, and I hope ev-
eryone focuses in on that, the additional witnesses that we will
hear from, and perhaps a review for all of us.

We are in a rulemaking procedure, and you kindly ducked my
question a moment ago for a very good reason, until you make your
decisions based on the 6,000 comments, it is going to be very dif-
ficult to answer those kinds of questions until you have reviewed
not only the testimony today but also the 6,000 other commenters.

And as you do so, you are going to find a theme that is going
to be expressed over and over, and that is where you have concern
about change, and you have legitimate concerns about cost and you
have legitimate concerns about unfunded Federal mandates, per-
haps a more reasoned approach is called for-—choosing my word—
not a slower approach, but one in which we try things.

One of the things I have found in my work in the area of rural
health has been a suggestion that we not mandate a new national
program before we have tried some of the ideas at the loca) level
and see if they work. You are going to hear this time and time
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again, particularly from those who are directly involved in our
school lunchroom programs. Before we are mandated to do some-
thing, perhaps we ought to be allowed to try it.

I think I have already heard yeu say that in your testimony. I
hope that when you come to the eventual rulemaking, that that
thought process will be a very prevailing one, because that is scme-
thing that you are going to hear over and over, a concern of not
moving too fast.

When you mentioned computers, that kind of ran a little bit of
a chill up and down my spine, because this committee has also
been involved in the reinventing of USDA, the reorganizing of
USDA, and one of the things we found when we went out to the
country, we had a major problem with our computers because they
would not talk to each other. And so this brings up a little bit of
a problem perhaps, too, that we not put too much faith in tech-
nology short term. Long term, I could not agree more. And I think,
in my limited capacity to understand a lot of the nutritional guide-
lines, et cetera, I understand that technology can be a big help and
should not be a frightening thing to our schools, including our rural
schools. But unless we move slowly and methodically, unless we
have programs that work and unless we have the financial where-
withaf to deliver them, we will run into some predictable problems
that will cause us not to be able to achieve(f) the goals that you
have found that all of our school lunchroom personnel and parents
and children would like to see us do.

So we appreciate very much your being here today. We look for-
ward to working with you as you develop the regulations. I sin-
cerely meant it when I started my comments today by saying there
is a direct tie between production agriculture and nutrition, and
there is a misunderstanding by so many people that producers real-
ly d(})1 not care about the eng result of consumers. Furthest from the
truth.

I think as we get further into the educational aspects of this and
more and more is known about what production agriculture is
doing in order to meet up front the changes in nutritional guide-
lines that need to be accomplished, if we can have that spirit of co-
operation all the way through, you will accomplish the goals you
have set out in a way that is going to astound perhaps even you
and perhaps myself.

That is our goal. We look forward to working with you. And
again thank you for being here.

Ms. Haas. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and thank you
for your leadership and the committee’s interest in this issue.

Let me say that I agree with you wholeheartedly on the goals,
-nd that our proposal that we issued on June 8, was based, in fact,
on what has been tried, what is the history, what is the effect, the
best comments we could get, the most extensive input we could get,
and we listened to what we heard.

Now, as we draw near the close of this comment period and the
6,000 comments, you can be assured we will study them very care-
fully and base our final decisions on the record and what is hap-
pening out there, but most importantly and most simply said, that
our goal is to have healthy children.

Thank you.

49
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Mr. STENHOLM. Thank you. I call panels 2 and 3. We would like
to combine panels 2 and 3 together. So please, if you will, find a
seat at the table.

Our next witness is Ms. Nancy Berger, chairman of the board,
Connecticut division, American Cancer Society.
Ms. Berger. -

STATEMENT OF NANCY BERGER, DIRECTOR, CHILD AND ADO-

4 LESCENT HEALTH, CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF
HEALTH SERVICES, ON BEHALF OF THE AMERICAN CANCER
SOCIETY

. Ms. BERGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-

committee. I am Nancy Berger, director of child and adolescent
health in the Connecticut Department of Health Services.

I am past president of the Association of State and Territorial
Public Health Nutrition Directors, and I currently serve s chair-
man of the board of the Connecticut Division of the American Can-
cer S~~iaty, :

Perhaps most importantly, I am here representing a very special
future school lunch participant, my 1i-month-old daughter Savan-
nagl Elizabeth, who along with her grandmother is here with me
today.

I am pleased to be here today to discuss the American Cancer So-
ciety’'s comments on USDA’s proposed school meals initiative for
healthy children.

The American Cancer Society is pleased to have had the oppor-
tunity to the participate in two of the four regional hearings held
by USDA last year, and we applaud the USDA’s leadership in im-
proving the health of America’s children by providing for more nu-
tritious meals and better nutrition education in schools throughout
the country with the school meals initiative for healthy children.

The American Society is the nationwide community-based vol-
untary health organization dedicated to eliminating cancer as a
major health problem by preventing cancer, saving lives from can-
cer, and diminishing suffering from cancer through research, edu-
cation, and community service.

Among the Society’s priorities for the year 2000 is cancer preven-

. tion, including promotion of better nutrition in order to reduce can-
cer risk. Diet is one cancer risk factor over which we have substan-
tial control. As we learn more about the relationship between nu-

i trition and cancer, we improve our ability to prevent up to one-

o - third of cancers which we estimate to be diet-related.

' The most effective way to prevent cancer and other chronic dis-

eases is to start by teaching children at a young age how to avoid
risky behaviors that will lead to disease and poor health in later
years. Behaviors such as tobacco use and poor eating habits are re-
sponsible for the majority of preventable cancers, but the best way
to reduce these behaviors is to teach children to avoid thein before
the behaviors become habit. Such childhood education can be ac-
complished in two ways: Through instruction and through example.

The American Cancer Society has worked to integrate these two

approaches through promotion of comprehensive school health edu-
cation as a core priority for our organization.

H0
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In the area of child nutrition, the American Cancer Society, in
conjunction with the National Cancer Institute, developed our
changing the course program for nutrition. This program includes
both a nutrition education curriculum for schools to use as part of
a comprehensive school health education program, and a manual
for school food service providers.

A recent evaluation of changing the course found that by using
the program school food service providers were able to lower the fat
content of school meals without adversely affecting the overall nu-
tritional quality of meals, food acceptability, student participation
in the school lunch program, or overall meal costs. This example
shows that modification of the Federal school meal programs to im-
prove their quality is achievable, and that resources are available
in the community to assist in achieving this goal.

The American Cancer Society supports the goal of the USDA to
bring nutrition standards for school meals into compliance with the
1990 dietary guidelines for Americans. The purpose of the national
schoel lunch program and the school breakfast program is to im-
prove the health of children by ensuring that they have food at
school. But this purpose cannot be fully met if meals contain a poor
nutritional balance that could lead to poor health and diet-related
diseases. By providing meals that meet the dietary guidelines for
Americans, the U.S. Government will safeguard the nutritional in-
tegrity of these meals and remain consistent with its own objective.

Evidence from numerous experimental and human population
studies suggest that up to one-third of deaths from cancer in the
United States, including the most common sites such as breast,
colon and prostate, may be attributed to dietary practices. For this
reason, the Ainerican Cancer Society has developed dietary guide-
lines for cancer risk reduction. These guidelines include: Maintain-
ing a desirable body weight; eating a varied diet, including a vari-
ety of both vegetables and fruits in the daily diet; eating more high
fiber foods, such as whole grain cereals, legumes, vegetables, and
fruits; cutting down on total fat intake; limiting consumption of al-
coholic beverages; and limiting consumption of salt-cured, smoked,
and nitrite-preserved foods. ’

As more is learned about the relationship between diet and
health, it is reasonable to expect that Federal nutrition guidelines
will be updated. The American Cancer Society hopes that the
USDA school meals initiative will be flexible enough so that the
program can be updated to remain consistent with revised dietary
guidelines as they are updated.

The American Cancer Society believes strongly that children
need a comprehensive health education program in school which
provides instruction on how to lead healthier lives and reduce dis-
ease risk. But this instruction must also be reinforced by example
to make the most impact on children’s behavior. This educational
message of nutrition taught in the classroom should be consistent
with healthy meals served at school and at home. The cafeteria can
be a relatively low cost/low tech laboratory of learning.

The American Cancer Society strongly supports the implementa-
tion of comprehensive school health programs in schools through-
out the country. We urge coordination between the Departments of
Agriculture, Education, and Health and Human Services as well as




the U.S. Congress, to ensure that American children are educated,
by instruction and by example, to provide them with the ability to
maintain healthy lifestyles including making good dietary choices.

School is a place for learning, whether the education takes place
in the classroom, on the playground, or in the cafeteria. In order
for a school health program to be comprehensive, all aspects of the
school experience must be consistent if the children are to benefit
fully. Therefore, nutrition instruction in the classroom should be
linked with the food served in the cafeteria. The American Cancer
Society is pleased to have had the opportunity to demonstrate this
in a national program.

The American Cancer Society strongly supports USDA’s plan to
launch a nutrition education initiative as part of the school meals
initiative for healthy children. Recognizing the value of partnership
and collaboration, we hope the resources of our volunteers across
the country can assist schools in implementing this coordinated
and comprehensive nutrition program for school children.

The American Cancer Society strongly urges implementation as
soon as possible. Some schools may be able to achieve compliance
with the USDA’s rules earlier than the 1998 implementation date.
They should be encouraged to do so. Other schools that need the
time to implement should be supported. :

Moving on to my conclusion, we feel this initiative is very timely,
coming during the course of national debates on education reform
and health care reform. By pushing for changes for good health
practices, schools can become the springboard for lifelong behavior

patterns which will improve the lot of children and ultimately soci-

ety as a whole.

The American Cancer Society applauds the USDA’s efforts in
preparing the school meals initiative for healthy children. The ini-
tiative provides a thorough proposal for improving the health and
well-being of schoolchildren by not only improving the quality of
the meale they receive but also coordinating these meals with nu-
trition education provided to children in the context of comprehen-
sive school health programs. But USDA cannot do this alone. The
American Cancer Society strongly supports this effort and pledges
its assistance in helping schools to implement the initiative.

Thank you.

{The prepared statement of Ms. Berger appears at the conclusion
of the hearing.]

Mr. STENHOLM. Thank you, and I appreciate your attempt to stay
within the 5-minute rule. In spite of the fact that I did not an-
nounce it earlier, I appreciate each of you doing th.t, and I want
to come back to a question on the Roman numeral VIII fortification
you were talking about, to ask you a question in a moment.

Next witness, Dr. Frances Cronin, Society for Nutrition Edu-
cation.

Dr. Cronin.

STATEMENT OF FRANCES CRONIN ON BEHALF OF THE
SOCIETY FOR NUTRITION EDUCATION

Ms. CrONIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the commit-
tee and guests. I am Dr. Frances Cronin and I am here represent-
ing the Society for Nutrition Education.
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SNE is the leading national professional association linking nu-
trition, food, and education. We appreciate the opportunity to com-
ment on USDA’s proposed regulations on nutrition objectives for
school meals. I am going to be very brief. We have submitted exten-
sive written testimony to the committee already.

Mr. STENHOLM. Without objection, each of your written testi-
monies will be made a part of the entire record and will be for-

warded to USDA for purposes of consideration under the rule-
making procedure.

Ms. CRONIN. Thank you.

SNE supports USDA’s efforts to revise the school meal regula-
tions. We support the program’s emphasis on nutrition and on nu-
trition education. We support the Department’s attempt to incor-
porate the 1990 dietary guidelines in the school meals program. We
support the flexibility it gives schools to adapt to regional and cul-
tural food habits, and we support the Department’s launching of a
nutrition education initiative. These are strengths and represent a
foundation on which to build. However, SNE is concerned about
some details in the proposed regulation.

SNE believes that an effective school meals program should not
only provide healthy meals but also compliment the nutrition edu-
cation programs in the classroom. A stated purpose of the program
is to incorporate the dietary guidelines. However, only the reduc-
tion of fat and saturated fat is explicitly incorporated into the pro-
posed school meals regulation. SNE believes that school meals
should be examples that incorporate all of the dietary guidelines.

In theory, the proposed criteria for nutrient standard menu plan-
ning provides a basis for healthy meals that include a variety of
foods. However, it would be possible to meet the proposed new cri-
teria with few or no servings of fruits and vegetables and no whole
grains. This is of great concern to SNE.

The changes needed to carry out the nutrient standardé menu
planning will require well-conceived and adequately funded train-
ing programs in every State. SNE doubts the proposed funding is
adequate to meet the training needs.

SNE is also very concerned that current nutrition education and
training, or NET, funds may be diverted for this purpose.

Finally, SNE is concerned about the possible overuse of fortified
foods. The program regulations mandate only a few of the many
nutrients children need. If fortified foods are the major sources of
mandated nutrients, these foods may not provide all the other es-
sential nutrients required for health and growth.

Because of our concerns, SNE offers the following recommenda-
tions: First, SNE does not believe that the program is ready for na-
tionwide use. USDA has begun a nutrient standard menu planning
demonstration project in 34 school food authorities throughout the
country. We recommend that the mandated nationwide implemen-
tation be delayed until the results of the demonstration projects
have been evaluated.

Second, to encourage schools to begin incorporating the dietary
guidelines into school meals, SNE urges USDA to develop a modi-
filed menu pattern. The pattern should encourage the inclusion of
fruits, vegetables, and more whole grains in school meals.

0J
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Third, SNE urges USDA to actively pursue partnerships with
public and private sectors to develop nutrition strategies. We also
urge the development of closer linkages between nutrition edu-
cation in the classroom and the meals in the school cafeteria.

Finally, we would like to reemphasize our support for the objec-
tives of the program. SNE would welcome the opportunity to work
with USDA to develop and carry out nutrition education strategies
and assist in carrying out the healthy meals initiative.

We appreciate the opportunity to address you today and I would
welcome any questions you may have about our testimony. Thank
you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Cronin appears at the conclusion
of the hearing.]

Mr. STENHOLM. Thank you. Next, Dr. Stanley Zlotkin, chairman
of the nutrition committee, the Canadian Paediatric Society of To-
ronto, Canada. Welcome.

STATEMENT OF STANLEY H. ZLOTKIN, M.D., CHAIRMAN,
NUTRITION COMMITTEE, CANADIAN PAEDIATRIC SOCIETY

Dr. ZroTkiN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Foberts. Just to
give you background, I am a paediatrician and a Ph.D. nutritionist,
and as you just said, chairman of the nutrition committee of the
Canadian Paediatric Society. Before commenting specifically on the
USDA proposed rule for the na*snal school lunch and school
breakfast program, I would like to briefly provide a background
and summary of the recent deliberations of the joint working group
of the Canadian Paediatric Society and Health Canada on Dietary
Fat and Children.

The committee reiterated the link between elevated blocd lipids,
especially LDL and VLDL, and low HDL levels, and cardiovascular
disease in adulthood. From a public health perspective, it acknowl-
edged that it is reasonable to attempt to modify these rick factors
in adults. In children, however, the picture was not as clear. There
were a number of unanswered questions, like: Is fat intake a risk
factor in childhood for the development of elevated Slood lipids
later in life? Do elevated lipid levels track from childhood to adult-
hood? Assuming that fat intake is a risk factor and that it tracks
over time, can it be safely modified?

The Canadian Joint Working Group examined issues surround-
ing dietary fat recommendations for children from the perspective
of both efficacy and safety. We questioned whether intervention in
childhood was likely to be effective in changing adult cardio-
vascular disease morbidity and mortality, and we attempted to de-
termine the balance or trade off between safety and efficacy.

With regard to efficacy, we acknowledged the relationship be-
tween dietary saturated fat intake and blood cholesterol levels and
the relationship between raised serum cholesterol and cardio-
vascular disease. Evidence comes largely from studies carried out
in adult males with hyperlipidemia. Although atherosclerosis ap-
pears to start in childhood or adolescence, extrapolation to children
and adolescents of conclusions based on studies in adults js cer-
tainly controversial. But the few studies of dietary interventions to
lower serum cholesterol levels in children were of short duration
and yiel<ed reductions in serum cholesterol of 5 percent or less.




There were no data to demonstrate that these reductions persisted
into adulthood. And. more importantly, there were no controlled
studies demonstrating the efficacy of a low fat diet in childhood in
reducing adult cardiovascular disease, and it is unlikely such a
study will ever take place.

It has been argued that the general principle of early initiation
of a reduced fat and saturated fat diet is appropriate for children.
Implicit in initiating these specific dietary guidelines during child-
hood is the overall goal of establishing nutritional patterns in child-
hood that, when maintained to adulthood, will lower blood choles-
terol levels of the adult population as a whole. There is, once again,
however, no evidence that changing children’s current intakes to
diets providing 30 percent of energy from fat and 10 percent from
saturated fat would indeed achieve this goal. .

Although it is a natural assumption that good food habits started
in childhood will promote good food habits during adulthood, the
means by which children acquire their food preferences is complex
and there is little evidence that children’s food preferences remain
stable over time.

The committee examined safety from a number of perspectives.
One of our concerns was misapplication of a dietary message to re-
strict fat intake in children. We were concerned that some individ-
uals may be overzealous in their belief that if some reduction in fat
is good, then a larger reduction is even better. Delayed growth and
delayed puberty have been reported as consequences of
misapplication of dietary advice. .

The committee noted the alarmingly high rates of anorexia
nervosa among North American adolescents. Preoccupation with
body image and societal preference for thinness, again, especially
in females, can result in restrictive eating patterns and inadequate
energy and nutrient intakes. The committee concluded that further
emphasis on restricting a specific nutrient intake during childhood,
i.e., restricting fat intake, may subtly reinforce this predilection for
restricted intake, making the problem of anorexia even worse.

Finally, there is a real potential for habitual low fat intakes to
result in inappropriate food patterns that compromise nutritional
food adequacy. The committee recognized the high needs for energy
and nutrients and the wide variability of these needs in individual
children to support the normal rapid growth of children and adoles-
cents. Particular attention must be paid to the diets of children
who are consuming reduced fat diets to assure adequate intakes of
energy and essential nutrients.

When children are put on lower fat diets, it is recommended that
the deficit in energy resulting from the lower fat diet intake be
made up by an increased intake of cereal products, breads, fruits,
and vegetables. However, the children will often find this high in-
creased demand for high carbohydrate containing foods impossible
to achieve. The results may be decreased energy intake, resulting
in delayed growth, or children not meeting their genetic potential
for growth, and inadequate nutrient intake, specifically iron, cal-
cium, other minerals, riboflavin, and vitamin A. Dietary inadequa-
cies have been reported in the literature even when dietary
changes were supervised and even when subjects had above aver-
age nutritional knowledge. The committee felt that the provision of
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adequate energy and nutrients to ensure growth and development
was the most important consideration in nutrition of children.

The two criteria considered essential in making our recommenda-
tions were efficacy and safety. The estimated benefits of a re-
stricted fat intake were weighed against the anticipated risks. In
view of the following considerations, that: There is no evidence that
implementation of a diet providing 30 percent of energy as fat and
10 percent of energy as saturated fat in children would reduce ill-
ness in later life or provide benefit for children as children; that
there is the potential for inadequate energy and specific nutrient
intake on the lower fat diet; and that there is potential for empha-
sizing an already significant preoccupation with food restriction in
adolescent females.

We concluded, in part that: One, providing adequate energy and
nutrients to ensure adequate growth and development is the most
important consideration in nutrition of children and, two, during
the preschool and childhood years, nutritious food choices should
not be eliminated or restricted becau~e of fat content. During early
adolescence, an energy intake adequate to sustein growth should
be emphasized, with a gradual lowering of fat intake. Once linear
growth has stopped, fat intake as currently recommended is appro-
priate. :

I would like to make a very brief comment on the USDA pro-
posed rule for the natiopal school lunch and school breakfast pro-
gram. From the perspective of efficacy, I feel that there is no sup-
port from the current medicai literature of studies on the topic that
changes in total or saturated fat intake that may result from the
breakfast or lunch programs will either improve the health of chil-
dren in the program or improve the health of theose individuals
when they become adults. There is also a lack of documentation
that changes in total or saturated fat from a single meal, whether
it be breakfast or lunch, will influence total daily or, in fact, weekly
total or saturated fat intake. )

Finally, there is no documentation that changing the fat content
of children’s meals will influence their current or later food habits.
Thus, from the perspective of efficacy, the proposed changes to the
breakfast/lunch program may not achieve the stated goals of “dis-
ease prevention or long-term health promotion.”

From the perspective of safety, it is unlikely that a change in the
fat content of a single meal will adversely affect total energy or nu-
trient intake. Changes in habitual intake, however, will increase
risk. For adolescent females who may already be at risk of anorexia
nervosa and inappropriate food restriction, a further emphasis on
restriction may increase the prevalence of this serious disorder.

I apologize for going over my time. Thank you for your attention.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Zloktin appears at the conclusion
of the hearing.]

Mr. STENHOLM. Thank you. Next we will hear from Deborah
Larkin, from the President’s Council on Physical Fitness and
Sports. Miss Larkin.




52

STATEMENT OF DEBORAH SLANER LARKIN, COUNC]L MEM-
BER, PRESIDENT’S COUNCIL ON PHYSICAL FITNESS AND
SPORTS

Ms. LARKIN. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am
Deborah Slaner Larkin, a member of the President’s Council on
Physical Fitness and Sports. I previously served for 6 years as ex-
ecutive director of the Women’s Sports Foundation, a nonprofit
educational organization that provides educational information
about the importance of sports for girls and promotes participatory
opportunities for ali females.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today on behalf of the
President’s Council on Physical Fitness and Sports. It is an honor
to appear before the subcommittee to discuss the relationship be-
tween physical fitness and nutrition for children.

The President’s Council on Physical Fitness and Sports serves as
a catalyst to promote, encourage, and motivate the development of
physical fitness and sports participation for all Americans of all
ages. It was established in 1956 by Executive order and is made
up of 20 members appointed by the President.

It is a program office of the Department of Health and Human
Services. It reports to the Office of the Surgeon General, and is as-
sisted by elements of the U.S. Public Health Service. The Presi-
dent’s Council provides guidance to the President and Secretary of
Heaith and Human Services on ways to encourage more Americans
to become physically active and, as a result, healthier.

As the only Federal agency solely devoted to sports and physical
fitness, the President’s Council is acutely interested in these hear-
ings regarding proposed nutrition regulations. A child cannot de-
velop a healthy, physically fit body through physical activity and
exercise alone. Without the daily foundation of a balanced nutri-
tious and healthy diet, the physically active body has nothing to
build upon.

The importance of physical activity: Healthy People 2000—Na-
tional Health Promotion and Disease Prevention Objectives states
that evidence of the multiple health benefits of regular physical ac-
tivity continues to mount. Regular physical activity can %elp to pre-
vent and manage coronary heart disease, hypertension, noninsulin-
dependent diabetes, mellitus, osteoporosis, obesity, and mental
health problems. Regular physical activity has also been associated
with lower rates of colon cancer and stroke and may be linked to
reduced back injury. On average, physically active people outlive
those who are ina-tive.

Physical activity produces hormones in the body, -called
endorphins, which lower stress and reduce the incidence of heart
attacks. Because coronary heart disease is the leading cause of
death and disability in the United States, the potential role of

hysical activity in preventing coronary heart disease is of particu-
ar importance. Physically inactive people are twice as likely to de-
velop coronary heart disease as people who engage in regular phys-
ical activity.

As little as 2 hours of exercise a week may lower 4 teenage girl’s
life-long risk of breast cancer, a disease that will afflict one out of
eight American women.
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‘Children who play sports and é)articipate in regular exercise have
higher levels of self-esteem and lower levels of depression. Girls
and young women who have lower levels of self-confidence and self-
esteem are more likely to get pregnant.

Teenagers who play sports have lower dropout rates in school,
try to commit suicide less often, get pregnant less often, and gen-
erally exhibit less delinquent behavior. In high scheol, Caucasian,
African-Americen, and Hispanic athletes score as well or better on
achievement tests than nonathletes.

The quantity and quality of school physical education programs
have significant positive effects on the ?xealth—related fitness of chil-
dren and youth. In addition, recent reports suggest that physical
education programs in early childhood not only promote health and
well-being but also contribute to academic achievement.

Sports is where we have traditionally learned about teamwork,
goal setting, the pursuit of excellence in performance, and other
achievement-oriented behaviors—eritical skills necessary for suc-
cess in the workplace. If a child does not participate in sports by
the age of 10, there is only a 10 percent chance that he or she will
participate when he/she is 25.

Eighty-seven percent of parents accept the idea that sports par-
ticipation is important for their children. The primary reason why
children participate in sports is because it is fun.

The current role of physical activity in the lives of our children:
While most people know, and many of us espouse the benefits of
exercise and physical activity, too many Americans of all ages still
find reasons not to be physically active. Forty-three percent of
Americans fall under the term “couch potato.” Children in the
United States are fatter, slower, and weaker than children in de-
veloped nations. Levels of obesity among children and adolescents
have risen an average of about 45 percent between 1260 and the
early 1980’s. A general decline in physical activity was cited as one
of the primary reasons.

Halfp of all children from kindergarten through 12th grade show
at least one factor for health disease. This is important, because it
is dputting them at risk of developing diseases associated with a
sedentary lifestyle.

And with regard to the relationship of nutrition, I am not a nu-
tritionist by profession. My knowledge is based on research relating
to female athletes and how the combination of nutrition and phys-
ical activity is beneficial. However, I was taught from a very young
age how important good nutrition and physical activity are in de-
veloping and maintaining sound minds ang bodies. Yet, what I was
taught and the messages people receive are not always consistent.
The message that the ideal woman should be thin is contrary to
common sense and good health. Being as thin as one thinks he or
she could be can severely damage one'’s physical and mental health.

The female athlete triad: “Disordered eating, amenorrhea and
osteoporosis” is a term to describe three interrelated problems that

can cause life-long health problems in female athletes. Treatment
often requires a team of health-care providers, including a physi-
cian, psychologist, and a nutritionist.

Sixty-two percent of female athletes participating in certain
sports may suffer some kind of disorder in eating which can range

23 .
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from the use of laxatives and diuretics to life-threatening anorexia
nervosa or bulimia. A female athlete is more likely to seek medical
help if risks from inadequate calcium, poor nutrition, and amenor-
rhea are explained in a nonjudgmental manner. Binging or purging
is not the problem. What causes the problem is if the young person
is dissatisfied with her body image. Sixt percent of those afflicted
with eating disorders will recover from ti{)e disease, and the young-
er the child with the problem, the better the recovery.

Amenorrhea or irregular menstrual cycles are associated with
low reproduction hormone levels and, if left alone, combined with
poor nutrition, can lead to inadequate bone structure. Secientists
have seen amenorrheic 20 year olds with osteoporotic bones similar
to those found in their 70-year-old grandmothers. The bones may
predispose women to spine, wrist, and hip fractures later in life.

High school principals place physical fitness last on their 10
goals for education, yet their second goal is developing good self-
image. Athletes, especially female athletes, have a more positive
body image than do female nonathletes.

Healthy People 2000 Objectives want to increase to at least 50
percent the proportion of overweight people aged 12 and older who
have adopteg sound dietary practices combined with regular hys-

ical activity to attain an appropriate body weight. The results of
weight loss programs focused on dietary restrictions alone have not
been encouraging. Physical activity burns calories, increzses the
proportion of lean to body fat body mass, and raises the metabolic
rate. Therefore, a combination of both caluric control and increased
physical activity is important for attaining a healthy body. Thank

you very much.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Larkin appears at the conclusion
of the hearing.]

Mr. STENHOLM. Thank you. Next, Judi Adams, president of the
Wheat Foods Council.

STATEMENT OF JUDI ADAMS, PRESIDENT, WHEAT FOODS
COUNCIL

Ms. ADAMS. Mr., Chairman and members of the subcommittee,
thank you for the opportunity to testify on the U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s proposed rule to modernize nutrition objectives for
school meals.

I am Judi Adams, a registered dietician and president of the
Wheat Foods Council. The Wheat Foods Council is a nonprofit nu-
trition education organization supported by farmer-funded wheat
checxoff commissions, milling and baking companies, as well as a
number of pasta, cereal, aad cracker manufacturers.

The council’s charter is to teach Americans improved nutrition
through increased consumption of grains. Our efforts focus on en-
couraging people to follow the U.S. dietary guidelines and the food
guide pyramid.

Like you, we are committed to healthier Americans. We applaud
USDA’s work to improve the nutritional q' lity of the breakfast
and lunches served in the national school meal program. With the
right ingredients, by offering tasty, affordable, and nutritionally
balanced meals at school, it can serve as a model to help improve
the eating habits and, ultimately, the health of all Americans.




We are pleased by the proposed rule’s emphasis on the scientif-
ically based U.S. dietary guidelines published nearly 4 years ago.
By implementing the dietary guidelines, we can assure that schcol
meals provide our children with a variety of foods lower in choles-
terol and fat and with plenty of fruits, vegetables and grains.

Clearly, it is time for the school meal program to be updated. We
are not yet convinced, however, that a drastic change to the
untested nutrient standards approach is necessary. In our view,
the approach warrants further study before widespread implemen-
tation.

While nutrient standards calculated by a computer may provide
meals with exacting nutrition, they risk achieving menu variety
and balance. By focusing on nutrients instead of focds, the proposal
will not teach children how to plan their own meals using the vari-
ety of foods appreach of the food guide pyramid. While we feast on
statistics, people may be left starving for practical nutrition infor-
mation.

To address this concern, we believe it would be better for USDA
to immediately update the existing school meal patterns in accord-
ance with the U.S. dietary guidelines of 1990 and incorporate these
changes into the proposed rule. While meal patterns have long
been the practical template for balancing school meals, the pro-
gram is still operating with meal patterns that reflect old nutrition
information.

Updating meal patterns will do two things. First, they will pro-
vide immediate guidance and direction to the thousands of food
service officials who want to make changes now. Second, updated
meal patterns would provide time to complete and evaluate the
pilot studies contained in the proposal to see if the nutrient stand-
ards menu plan approach is a practical and effective means of im-
proving the nutritional quality of scheol meals.

In short, we don’t know if the nutrient standard approach will
work: Will it provide sufficient guidance and flexibility to school
food service directors, and will it produce meals that kids want to
eat? The pilot studies should answer those questions. In the mean-
time, we think it would be wise to improve the program imme-
diately through updated meal patterns.

If a nutrient standards menu plan is deemed the best way to op-
timize the nutritional content of school meals, we need to pay very
careful attention to the specific nutrient goals established in such
an approach. We are concerned that USDA’s proposed standards
provide quantifiable targets for only five select nutrients: Protein,
calcium, iron, vitamin A, and vitamin C. The proposal i%'nores criti-
cally important nutrients, like complex carbohydrates, fiber, and B
vitamins. Goals for these nutrients are necessary to help assure
that future school meals follow U.S. dietary guidelines. USDA’s
own study of the impact of nutrient standards included a require-
ment that not less than 50 perrent of calories come from carbo-
hydrates, yet there is no such standard in the proposed rule.

Absent such a carbohydrate requirement in tﬁg proposed rule,
there are risks in replacing the traditional meal pattern approach
with an exclusive nutrient standards apﬁ;roach. Because of the total
caloric emphasis on protein and fat, there is no guarantee that
school children will receive meals that contain adequate levels of
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carbohydrates and fiber. A super-fortified high protein food bar, for
example, could replace traditional foods in achieving nutrient goals.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, let’s first update the meat patterns.
If that doesn’t optimize school meals, then let’s introduce nutrient
standards, including targets for fiber, carbohydrates,.and B vita-
mins.

Again, we commend the USDA and Assistant Secretary Ellen
Haas for proposing changes in the national school lunch and school
breakfast programs. We believe this is an important effort to im-

rove the nutritional quality and health of America’s children. We
ook forward to working with the Department on our concerns.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my remarks. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Adams appears at the conclusion
of the hearing.]

Mr. STENHOLM. Thank you. Next, we will hear from Mr. Tom

Stenzel, president of the United Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Associa-
tion.

STATEMENT OF TOM STENZEL, PRESIDENT, UNITED FRESH
FRUIT AND VEGETABLE ASSOCIATION

Mr. STENZEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. In the interest of time,
let me be brief at this hour.

Certainly all of us in the room share the goals. We are part of
that 94 percent that Assistant Secretary Haas said do share the
goals for improving our school lunch programs. At the same time,
we share many of the concerns that you have already heard ad-
dressed in terms of the specifics; the devil is in the details. While
we do support very strongly the concept philosophically, the nutri-
ent stamﬁard menu planning approach as a measurement tool, we
think, is helpful. But it can’t be the entire measurement tool in
judging the standard of school lunches. In fact, it probably is not
terribly helpful as a menu planning tool, either.

We appreciate the flexibility that would be offered by the nutri-
ent stamfard approach, but as Ms Adams just mentioned, the high-
protein power bar would qualify for a nutrient standard approach
and leave out many of the traditional foods that are guaranteed in
the school lunch program through the current menu-based plan-
ning system. If it is possible, I would like to endorse the comments
of the Society for Nutrition Education, Dr. Cronin’s comments, as
an independent health and nutrition organization. I have had a
chance to read their comments here. I think they have said every-
thing possible that any of us in the commodities world could say
and perhaps from a less self-serving standpoint, so I appreciate
that.

A couple key issues. First, on the topic of fortified foods. We be-
lieve the Department must prepare a detailed policy to prevent
schools from overrelying on these food products. The proposal does
not distinguish between naturally occurring nutrients and those
that are added through fortification. The Department does indicate
a commitment to the principle that a variety of conventional foods
should constitute the primary vehicle for nutrients. However, in
the absence of a clear policy on fortification, the hope that schools
will rely upon conventional foods for the delivery of essential nutri-
ents is not at all assured. Simply stated, the extent of fortified
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foods in the school lunch program is left unregulated by the current
proposal.

I think as most of us know, scientifically, there are many studies
that raise questions as to the benefits of fortification in terms of
providing adequate nutrients in the food supply as compared with
consuming whole fruits and vegetables or other foods to reduce the
risk of long-term disease. Scientific efforts to isolate the health ben-
efits of specific nutrients is wrought with conflicting results, mak-
ing it apparent that no single ingredient of nutrients in foods, such
as vitamins or antioxidants, can by themselves be the cure-all for
prevention of cancer or other long-term diseases.

Reliance upon fortified foods to deliver good health would be a
serious mistake. I might point out that this discriminatory treat-
ment of fortified foods would still represent sound policy for the De-
partment. A similar policy was incorporated by the FDA into our
Nation’s food labeling regulations. Under FDA regulations, a for-
tified food is prohibited from bearing any health claims unless it
provides at least 10 percent the referenced daily intake or the daily
reference value for vitamin A, vitamin C, iron, calcium, or protein
prior to its fortification.

Another point I would like to stress is certainly our goal here is
to increase the use of the dietary guidelines as a standard for the
school lunch program. However, it does seem as though the Depart-
ment has missed several of the guidelines.

I note that Congressman Roberts had the brochure with all of
the guidelines, and we call our attention to the one, be sure to eat
plenty of fruits, vegetables, and grains. Somehow we missed that
one in developing the nutrient standard process for evaluating
school meals. We have defined a way—and I encourage the depart-
ment as they sift through the 6,000 comments to find a way to en-
sure accountability for meeting that very essential dietary guide-
line—eating plenty of fruits, vegetables, and grain products.

I would like to conclude with one comment on: something that As-
sistant Secretary Haas mentioned; the baked potato versus french
fry example. I think she is absolutely right. We have to find a way
in evaluating our school lunch program to make a difference, to un-
derstand nutritionally how that potato is prepared and what im-
pact it has. But at the same time, Mr. Chairman, we have to make
sure that we ensure that potato is part of the School Lunch Pro-
gram. The same way that we have to ensure that other fruits and
vegetables are payt and we are not simply consuming fortified
foods.

In conclusion, we support the goals of the Department, but I
think very clearly, there are some improvements that need to be
made in the regulatory process, and thank you for your support
and holding this hearing.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Stenzel appears at the conclusion
of the hearing.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Thank you. Next, Mrs. Sheri Spader, chair-
person, food policy committee, National Cattlemen’s Association.
Mrs. Spader.
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STATEMENT OF SHERI SPADER, CHAIRPERSON, FOOD POLICY
COMMITTEE, NATIONAL CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION

Mrs. SPADER. Good afternoon. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and
members of the subcommittee, for the opportunity to speak to you
today. My name is Sheri Spader, as you said, and I am from the
northwest corner of Missouri where we raise cattle and kids. I am
a mother of three, a former teacher, and a volunteer for the Na-
tionai Cattlemen’s Association.

Cattle producers have long been committed to providing good nu-
trition for the Nation’s children who are our children. Since the
onset of the national school lunch program, beef has provided much
of the needed protein, iron, zine, and B vitamins for children, many
of whom were not getting adequate nutrients otherwise. Defi-
ciencies in these nutrients may result in impaired work and intel-
lectual performance, behavioral disorders, and decreased resistance
to disease.

When health officials recommended decreasing fat in the diet,
the cattle industry responded. Cattle producers have worked, and
are continuing to work, to lower fat in today’s beef. In the last dec-
ade, beef producers, in conjunction with packers and retailers, have
reduced tEe overall fat in the retail case by 27 percent. Through
the industry checkoff program, the beef industry has funded re-
search to develop and test market a ground beef patty with only
10 percent fat. Low fat beef patties now make up a large portion
of beef vatties purchased by the national school lunch program.

With such progress being made, Mr. Chairman, we are greatly
concerned that there remains the idea that if red meat is reduced
or eliminated in the school lunch program, the fat content will be
sufficiently reduced to meet the dietary guidelines. Beef or red
meat is not the No. 1 contributor of fat to the diet. USDA’s 1987—
1988 nationwide food consumption survey, data shows that beef
contributes only about 9 percent of total fat in children’s diets age
1 through 10 and about 12 percent of the total fat in the diets of
11 to 18 year olds. Therefore, approximately 90 percent of the fat
in the diets of the Nation’s children is coming from sources other
than beef or red meat.

Note that while fat from beef intake has gone down over the
years, total fat intake has gone up. To overcome this myth, NCA
supports_educational programs for school service personnel, par-
ents, and children providing this information. We believe that pro-
ducer groups and USDA can work together to educate these parties
that giving up or reducing an entire food group does not equal a
sufficiently low-fat,-healthy, well-balanced diet. USDA’s food guide
pyramid teaches that lean beef fits well into a healthy well-bal-
anced diet. NCA supports such nutrition education that is based on
sound science.

The beef industry has been a leader in developing a program
that meets the dietary guidelines and educates all involved toward
healthier eating. As one of the most promising and effective pro-
grams to reduce fat and sodium in school lunch programs, the
lunchpower program was developed by the University of Minnesota
in conjunction with the Beef Industry Council. Lunchpower was im-
plemented in 34 elementary schools in Minnesota and is now being
used in that many States.
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In addition to menu planning and good purchasing to reduce the
fat and sodium content, familiar recipes were modified to produce
lower fat and sodium- items that were highly acceptable to stu-
dents. For example, the cooks drain and rinse ground beef used in
tacos, resulting in a popular entre item that is nine grams lower
in fat, on average, than the unmodified product.

Evaluation results of the program have shown that there is sig-
nificant derreases in both total grams of fat and the percentage of
energy from fat. When comparing baseline and follow-up data, the
percentage of energy from fat in the diet decreased from 40 percent
to 28 percent. Furthermore, these lower sodium and lower fat
meals were convenient for the schools and student participation in
the lunch programs was maintained.

Lunchpower is a food-based program, rather than nutrient-based.
Criteria have been set for purchasing and preparation to meet the
dietary guidelines and the RDA’s. NCA supports such a food-based
system. This program has been shown to work and been proven ef-
fective. There are virtually no added costs. Food service personnel
like it. Children like the food, and it allows for a variety of foods,
as is recommended by the dietary guidelines.

In summary, the National Cattlemen’s Association supports nu-
trition recommendations based on sound scientific principles with
accurate interpretation and communication with the public. To
focus narrowly on fat in the diets of children rather than an overall
healthy diet can lead to less than desirable outcomes, such as the
increased incidence of eating disorders and osteoporosis, lethargy,
and developmental disorders.

Careful monitoring sy:+cms with scientific, valid measurement
tools must be put into place to track and measure the effects of
such changes on the diets of children. We cannot lose sight of the
original goal of the national school lunch program, which is to pre-
vent nutritional deficiencies in America’s children. Nutritious
meals are vital to a child’s learning, intellectual performance, and
overall growth. :

The National Cattlemen’s Association looks forward to working
with the committee and the Department as recommendations for
changing the national school iunch program are finalized. I wel-
come any questions.

[The prepared statement of Mrs. Spader appears at the conclu-
sion of the hearing.]

Mr. STENHOLM. Next Mr. Jim Barr, chief executive officer, Na-
tional Milk Producers Federation.

STATEMENT OF JAMES C. BARR, CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER,
NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION

Mr. BARR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Roberts, and Mr. Gun-
derson. I am Jim Barr, chief executive officer of the National Milk
Producers Federation, which is the national farm commedity orga-
nization representing this Nation’s dairy farmers and their co-
operatives that they own and operate.

The National Milk Producers Federation, too, supports the goals
of the Department of Agriculture to provide nutrition objectives for
school meals, but we too have some concerns.

61 .1
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The National Milk Producers Federation supports the current
food-based menu system and opposes changing the current menu
planning as currently proposed. Second, the federation is concerned
about the impact of imposing the adult dietary guidelines to chil-
dren without modification. The federation’s third concern is the sig-
nificant financial burden the regulations will place on the public
school systems, the taxpayer, and the agricultural community.

The proposed nutrient standard menu planning is a costly, Gov-
ernment-controlled program. The proposed. regulation seeks sweep-
ing changes to the national school lunch program without support
from the general public or private industry. The federation, along
with other groups, strongly support the use of negotiated rule-
making in amending the national school lunch program to foster
open dialog between the Department and all affected parties in im-
proving rather than eliminating a program that has successfully
fed millions of children for over 50 years.

The dietary guidelines, while laudable, are based on a study of
adult males. The USDA proposes to apply them to children without
taking age and development into consideration. For example, the
dietary guidelines recommend that alcoholic beverages be served in
moderation. No one would think of applying this guideline to the
- gchool lunch program. Common sense and prudence must be used

in adopting adult guidelines for children until dietary guidelines for
children are developed.

The federation advocates a restriction on the use of fortified
foods. The federation urges the Department to adopt the California
statutory language to restrict the use of fortified foods which do not
supply the essential micronutrients found in conventional foods.
The proposed regulations omit designation of serving sizes for food,
a practice that has been effective in guaranteeing that children re-
ceive an adequate amount of food.

The federation proposes a change in the concept of “offer versus
serve” to include foods from all food groups, especially fruits and
vegetables in a reimbursable meal to solve the problem of inad-
equate consumption of fruits, vegetables, and milk. A reimbursable
meal should include five of the five offerings, not three out of the
five or two out of three of the offerings. Students cannot consume
a balanced meal unless they are exposed to different foods on their
plate.

The federation proposes that milk, especially flavored milk, be a
component of every reimbursable meal. The federa‘ion estimates
that the proposed changes in the school lunch program could re-
duce milk prices to dairy farmers by as much as 30 to 40 cents per
hundredweight and decrease farm revenue by $450 to $600 million
annually, which would drive thousands of dairy family farmers out
of business.

Mr. Chairman, the sweeping changes of nutrient standard menu
planning are impractical and unnecessary. The broad goals of the
dietary guidelines can be met using the current program. One of
the federation’s members, the Associated Milk Producers, has de-
veloped two programs to help scheol food service menu planners re-
duce the fat content of meals while maintaining adequate calories
for growing children. Trimming the fat is available nationally from
the American School Food Service Association and was awarded
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the President’s Circle Nutrition Education Award by the American
Dietetic Association. The award is given in recognition of the devel-
opment and dissemination of scientifically sound nutrition informa-
tion which is unique and creative.

The newest program developed by AMPI is target your market,
a comprehensive program for teaching food service staff how to
market their program to attract students to the cafeteria and te
balanced, nutritionally sound meals. And I have a copy of that I
would like to submit to the subcommittee for information. Trim-
ming the fat and target your market were field tested extensively
with school food service personnel. The results are materials that
are based on sound education principles and materials that are
well received by the school food service.

Mr. Chairman, practical, effective, simple approaches to improv-
ing the Nation’s school lunch program, such as target your market
and trimming the fat, are examples of the programs the Depart-
ment should be supporting, not cumbersome, costly, untested pro-
grams, such as the nutrient standard menu planning and assisted
nutrient standard inenu planning.

We thank you for this cpportunity to testify.

(The prepared statement of Mr. Barr appears at the conclusion
of the hearing.]

Mr. STENHOLM. Thank you. Next witness, Ms. Duggan, senior
vice president, National Food Processors Association.

STATEMENT OF JUANITA DUGGAN, SENiOR VICE PRESIDENT,

GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS, NATIONAL FOOD PROCESSORS AS-
SOCIATION

Ms. DuGGaN. Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Roberts. 1
am Juanita Du§gan, for the National Food Processors Association.
We are grateful to have the opportunity to testify at this hearing
today on school lunch and breakfast programs.

And NFPA supports the efforts of USDA to incorporate the prin-
ci1}>11es of the dietary guidelines into American meal planning and
other food programs. We support the proposed evaluation of menus
in school lunch and school breakfast on a weekly basis. This ap-
proach applies the principles of the dietary guidelines for Ameri-
cans in an appropriate manner.

Most nutrition education programs emphasize that dietary status
is best evaluated over a period of time. A weekly evaluation of
school lunch or breakfast menus will allow school food service oper-
ators to offer a variety of menu items, exercise creativity in meal
planning, and offer meals that students are more likely to select
and, more importantly, consume. It applies USDA’s unstated yet
clear philosophy for school lunch and school breakfast menu devel-
opment that virtually all foods can have a place in the school feed-
ing programis.

We applaud FNS for recognizing that almost all foods are appro-
priate for inclusion in these feeding programs. We urge USDA to
continue to avoid creating any kind of good food/bad food dichotomy
in the school lunch or school breakfast programs.

NFPA members produce an enormous variety of processed foods
that can continue to play a fundamental role in the programs. The
diversity of products make it easy to include foods that are enjoyed
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by most students. These products are nutritious, convenient to
store and use, available throughout the year, and low in cost. Most
of our manufacturers have spent many years reformulating prod-
ucts into low-fat versions, low sodium versions, and they will be
available only to help meet the 30 percent of calories from fat in
the nutrient standards that are being adopted.

There are several technical issues in the proposed ruls that I
would like to address. NFPA supports in concept, the provision that
nutrients in the school breakfast and school lunch program should >
be provided by the dietary guidelines. We also urge FNS to con-
sider appropriately fortified foods do have a place in the feeding
programs. We would recommend that any food that contributes
over the course of a week, whether fortified or not, should be eligi- 4
ble for inclusion on a school feeding program menu. This would
mean that fortified foods, such as enriched breads, vitamin A and
D milk products, some juice beverages which may not contain 100
percent juice but are nonetheiess equally good sources of vitamins
and minerals through enrichment, and breakfast cereals would not
=" be eliminated from school feeding programs.

o We appreciate the FNS’ concern about the over fortification of

m foods and we suggest that FNS can control potential over-

W fortification by not extending credit for food guidelines that are cur-
rently established by the Food and Drug Administration’s fortifica-
tion policy. They could incorporate by reference the FDA’s current
fortification policy and take care of many of the concerns of
overfortification without excluding some of the appropriately for-
tified foods from the program.

In addition, we have some concerns about the national nutrient
data base for child nutrition. FNS has proposed support for the
school lunch and breakfast program be provided through the na-
tional data base and by preposals which range from analytical and
quality control requirements for data to the exclusion of nutrient
data bases developed by third parties that would impose a signifi-
cant barrier to full participation in the school feeding programs by
many food prucessing companies.

Unless the current criteria are used, very few food companies are
likely to undertake the expense in providing data to the data base.

The food service operators would be limited in selection and menus.

The students could face a situation that some of their favorite .
healthy foods would.not be offered and the processed food industry,
especially small businesses, would be effectively excluded from the
program.

And NFPA recognizes the problems with this data base is outside “
the scope of the proposed rulemaking and we are participating in
discussions with both FNS and ARS to attempt to resolve these dif-
ficulties. But we bring it to your attention because we do think it
is an important aspect of your regulatory oversight of the Depart-
ment's programs.

NFPA supports full implementations to the school lunch and
school breakfast programs not later than July 1 of 1998. We believe
it will take a significant period of time for this new approach to be
tested by schools of all resource levels and for existing problems to
be resolved, and for food service operators to feel comfortable with
the planning system. They will need to be trained in the software.

67
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Some will have to become familiar with the computerized menus
for the first time in their careers. Too, slowly, it should be meas-
ured against the assurance that each year during the transition pe-
riod, more and more schools are likely to complete the process of
converting to the nutrient standard program. We will be happy to
work with the Department to achieve these goals both in the
present and the future.

We appreciate the efforts of this committee and would welcome
any questions you may have.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Nuggan appears at the conclu-
sion of the hearing.]

Mr. STENHOLM. Thank you very much. Thank each of the panel
members today for some excellent, very in-depth testimony. Mr.
Roberts.

Mr. ROBERTS. I echo the chairman’s comuments. I think at the
very least we should have provided you a high fortified, high cal-
orie, high sugar supplement here to at least keep you through the
hearing. '

Dr. Zlotkin, let me sort of refresh my memory; 1990, the Cana-
dian Minister of National Health and Welfare published the nutri-
tion recommendation for Canadians. Very similar to the U.S., De-
ﬁartment of Agriculture, the HHS publication dietary guidelines for

ealthy Americans. Both reports conclude that healthy people over
2 years should have a diet comprised of no more than 30 percent
of calories from fat.

Now, last year you went back, according to your testimony, and
you reexamined the issues related to dietary fat in children and
concluded that during childhood the emphasis should be placed on
diets that provide adequate energy or calories and eating patterns
which emphasize a variety and include lower fat foods. The report
found that meeting children’s energy requirement is a priority.
More flexibility needed for children in regard to their fat intake. I
may be making an assumption here that is not accurate out of prej-
udice, but is it correst to conclude that a growing child’s diet should
not be restricted by a specific fat content requirement?

Dr. ZLOTKIN. That is the intent of the 1992, the document pub-
lished in 1993 which revisited the issue of whether or not children
should be treated as small adults, yes.

Mr. ROBERTS. Would you agree there should be a transition, I
emphasize the word “transition,” from the age of 2 until the end
of a child’s growing period to a diet consisting of no more than 30
percent of calories from fat?

Dr. ZLOTKIN. In general principle, yes.

Mr. ROBERTS. Have you visited with Secretary Haas about this?
Have you had a Haas-Zlotkin debate that you perhaps could have
had if you had been on the same Panel?

Dr. ZLOTKIN. I have not. I realized when I was listening to Sec-
retary Haas that what I had to say was perhaps appropriate but
the timing may be inappropriate.

Mr. ROBERTS. I thought the timing was very appropriate. I have
here your conclusions. Other than the fact that the proposal as rec-
ommended by Secretary Haas, you stated there is no evidence that
implementing——or the implementation of a diet providing 30 per-
cent of energy as fat, 10 percent of energy as saturated would re-
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duce illness. So it wouldn’t accomplish the goals. That is not all the
goals. I am being a little harsh here and it might be counter-
productive and it might cost more.

Why, is it a very supportive conclusion? Where do you think we
are headed in this? I mean, we have raised the cost issue and we
have a situation here where you are talking about the importance
for children of acquiring a good habit, recognized as the need to es-
tablish the eating pattern for the whole family. They didn’t make
that point very well. Breakfast, lunch, and dinner, or supper, as we
say in Kansas and that is the total intake, not to mention what Ms.
Larkin is all about in terms of exercising in effect what grand-
mother told us back in the 1940’s, those dreadful old days as we
have heard referred to by Secretary Haas in terms of common
sense, et cetera, et cetera. Where are we with this? Do you think
it is going to work or not?

Dr. ZLOTKIN. Well, with all due respect to Secretary Haas, I don’
think it is going to work, and I think the question that Congress-
man Gunderson aske ' was in fact a key question. Is there any doc-
umentation that if you can change the current fat intake, which in
Canada is ahout 35, 36 percent, and I think it is about the same
in the United States, down to what they achieved in California,
which I think on one of their test programs was maybe 32, 33 per-
cent, whether that is going to make any difference.

I can say as far as I know, there is absolutely no documentation
that a change in total fat intake of 2 or 3 percent in children is
either going to affect the child when they are a child; there is abso-
lutcly no documentation that I know of that it is going to have any
effect on the risk of that child once they become an adult of devel-
oping cardiovascular heart disease. The data is simply not -there.

Mr. ROBERTS. Ms. Dugan, how often do new processed foods come
on the U.S. market? You know where I am headed, because I am
concerned about the complexity of the rule and the lack of the flexi-
bility in selecting new food products. How often do new processed
foods come on the U.S. market? You were referring to that.

Ms. DUGGAN. Newly reformulated products?

Mr. ROBERTS. Yes.

Ms. DUGGAN. Every day. I mean, companies are reformulating
products all the time to achieve new nutritional profiles. Some of
this has been largely driven by consumer desire to lower the fat in-
take over tir e and has been very much driven by the Nutrition La-
beling and Kducation Act, which was established by FDA or estab-
lished by Congress and implemented by FDA and just became ef-
fective in August of this year.

So our companies were scrambling to reformulate products to be
able to take advantage of the descriptor definitions that were es-
tablished there, strict definitions for reduced fat, low fat, and low
sodium. And many other descriptors. All of them are defined by
FDA now and our companies spent 4 years reformulating products
to be able to bear those descriptors and they are on the market-
place and they are coming out every day. It would be impossible
for me to tell you. There are 250 billion Iabels out there that were
Jjust overhauled under the NLEA.
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Mr. ROBERTS. Well, if local school districts are going to be re-
quired to assess the nutrient value of all foods used in schools and
the new products, how are they going to do this?

Ms. DUGGAN. National Food Processors Association products will
be labeled. That will assist them in that effort, It could be quite
complicated, it seems.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mrs. Spader, I want to thank you for your testi-
mony. In the beef industry over the last 10 years, we have made
a lot of progress in reducing the fat content. I understand prior to
the current administration that we were “nutritionally neglectful,”
whatever that term is, and that now have started off a new era in
America where we have a right to life and libert and the pursuit
of a fat-free diet. But I want to thank you for making the comment
and really stressing that the beef industry is providing a much bet-
ter product and is on the crest of the wave with what Americans
want and the base being testimony that we have heard today. 1
dor’t know if that calls for an answer for you or not, but I did want
to make that point and I thank you for your testimony.

Mrs. SPADER. Thank you.

Mr. ROBERTS. I yield back.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Gunderson.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I sit here and I
wonder what will Pat Roberts be like in 20 years. But I was going
to say Jim Barr, you heard the discussion between Dr. Zlotkin and
Pat Roberts which proves there is hope for Pat Roberts. I was
proud of him. It took a lot of instruction and prodding but I knew
this day would finally come. That is sort of an inside joke because
he is not known as Mr. Dairy on this committee.

I want to ask two questions of al] of you and these are very brief
questions. Is there anybody on the panel who believes the proposed
regulations should be promulgatecs) as presently written without
change?

How many of you on the panel would support Congress insistin
on negotiated rulemaking, as I explained earlier and as is include
in the Elementary Secondary Education Act in the House, as the
next step, a process by which they have to meet with all of the in-
terested parents, yourselves included, and try to work out consen-
sus ‘x;egulations. How many of you would support that as the next
step?

Mr. BARR. We would strongly support it, Mr. Gunderson.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Anybody oppose that?

Ms. CrONIN. Congressman, 1 represent the Society for Nutrition
Education, an association of 2,500 members. We also have a nego-
tiated process for developing our positions. We have no position on
negotiated rulemaking.

Mr. GUNDERSON. That is fair.

Mr. STENZEL. Mr. Gunderson.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Yes.

Mr. STENZEL. We are not certain at this point that that would
be a necessary step. We feel the Department has asked for and re-
ceived a tremendous amount of input in the rulemaking process
and it remains to be seen exactly how seriously they take all of
these concerns. We will hope for the best and try to stay on the
ledge a little bit on that question.
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Mr. GUNDERSON. What if they don’t? I mean, you heard her com-
ments about extending the comment period. You are more of an op-

timist than I am. All right. I just wanted to get your analysis on
those two questions.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. STENHOLM. I thank each of the panel members for your testi-
mony today. We look forward to working with you and your groups
very closely and working with the Department and achieving the
agreed upon goal. Everyone here has stated an agreement wit% the
goal but we have some different views as to how they might be ac-
compllished and we appreciate that very much. We call the last
panel.

" Our next witness is Vivian Pilant, president of the American
School Food Service Association.

STATEMENT OF VIVIAN PILANT, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN
SCHOOL FOGC™D SERVICE ASSOCIATION, AND DIRECTOR,
FOOD SERVICES, STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

Ms. PILANT. Thank you. I really appreciate you asking us to tes-
tify today. I also would like to say I am the State director for the
school nutrition programs in South Carolina. We have submitted
our comments to you. We would like for you to please submit those
ias part of our hearing record and allow me to summarize as fol-
OWS.

The American School Food Service Association strongly supports
the goal of implementing the dietary guidelines throughout the Na-
tion’s school systems. The issue is not whether to implement the
dietary guidelines, but whether, how to implement the dietary
guidelines. Implementing the dietary guidelines in 93,000 schcols
that serve over 25 million lunches a day is a very complicated,
technical subject. We believe it may be possible to implement the
dietary guidelines faster than has been proposed by the Depart-
ment if schools are given flexibility on how to accomplish that.

Indeed, we believe it may be pessible to implement the dietary
guidelines by 1996, 2 years earlier than has been proposed by the
Department in a more cost-effective manner if nutrient standard
menu planning is made an optional method, as opposed to an un-
funded national mandate. We believe that nutrient standard menu
planning to be an effective and important tool for school systems
that have adequate personnel and resources, but as you know, Mr.
Chairman, there is a great diversity throughout this country and
not every school district has the same resources.

It is also iraportant to point out that the Department’s pilot pro-
gram implementing nutrient standard menu planning in 34 school
districts has been postponed officially from September to January
of 1995. In short, these regulations seek to mandate in 93,000
schools a system that has not yet been piloted. The pilot is de-
signed as a 3-year study with the results to be reported in the
fourth year. We believe a food-based menu system must be avail-
able to schools as an optional method for implementing the dietary

idelines. It has a track record. School food service personnel un-
g‘érstand the concept of planning menus around foods and that is
how kids relate to selecting food.
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According to USDA in 1992, 44 percent of the schools offered
meals consistent with the dietary guidelines. That number would
be higher today. We urge the Department to work with State and
local school food service officials. We have a shared responsibility
to the children of America to come up with a program that provides
maximum local flexibility and the quickest possible implementation
of the dietary guidelines for Americans.

I would also at this point like to insert some comments. From a
letter to our association from a local school food service director,
Kathleen Corrigan from the Mount Diablo district in California.
They were the lead district in the original California network
which has been using nutrient standard menu planning for 3 years
under a USDA meal pattern waiver.

And I quote,

California’s method of nutrient standard menu planning is different from that
proposed by USDA. California does a simple average of entres only. If several entre
choices are offered, the three most popular are averaged together.

The USDA proposal used weighted averages for all foods offered which will dictate
the choices we offer to students and regulating food choices does not create customer
demand. Nutrient standard menu planning, the California method, is appropriate
and can work at the elementary level. However, there is nothing to indicate 1t will
work for secondary schools.

Per the Federal Register: To provide variety and to encourage consumption and
participations, schools should offer a selection of menu items, foods and types of
milk from which children may make choices. Yet the regulations will restrict or
eliminate choices for students: Mount Diablo has 15 secondary schools and menus
are planned at the school, based on student preference.

Currently, schools offer 10 to 15 entre choices, fresh and canned fruits, salad and
ovenbaked french fries. The regulations would require us to standardize and limit
choices, including the salad bars some sites offer. Interestin%ly, using weighted
averages, we can add 8 to 16 ounces of Coke to our high school menu to meet the
USDA regulations for fat and calories.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, speaking for the Americar School Food
Service Association, while the focus of this hearing is on the pend-
ing nutrition regulations, the Congress will soon be in conference
on the 1995 child nutrition reauthorization bill. Allow me to urge
the House conferees to bring the parties at this table into the rule-
making process by vigorously supporting the provision in the
House bill which require a negotiated rulemaking process.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Pilant appears at the conclusion
of the hearing.]

Mr. STENHOLM. Next, Dr. Allen Rosenfeld, director of government
relations, Public Voice for Food and Health Policy.

STATEMENT OF ALLEN ROSENFELD, DIRECTOR, POLICY AND
* PROGRAMS, PUBLIC VOICE FOR FOOD & HEALTH POLICY

Mr. ROSENFELD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

As you know for the past 6 years, Public Voice has been the lead-
ing advocate for improvements in the nutritional quality of the
school meals program. For too many of those years we were the
lone voice for reform. Now I am happy to say, there appears to be
widespread recognition that while the need to feed hungry children
is primary, it makes no sense to expese those kids to higher risks
of Eeart disease, stroke, obesity, and possibly cancer.

I want to say from the outset that Public Voice strongly supports
USDA’s proposal. We do believe, however, the proposal must be
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strengthened to ensure that the regulations realize their promise
of better health for school-age children.

One shortcoming of the proposal is its failure to propose stand-
ards for important nutrients other than fat or saturated fat. We are
therefore urging USDA to also set quantitative guidelines for cho-
lesterol, sodium, and fiber based on (}evels recommended by the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences and the National Cancer Institute. All
of these nutrients are critical for prevention of chronic health prok-
lems and none should be excluded from the proposal.

A question that is persistently asked about school lunch reform
at this point is whether kids will be willing to eat lunches that
have less fat and sodium. There seems to be a fear in some circles
that kids will flee the program because tofu burgers and alfalfa
sprouts will take over tﬁe school cafeterias and replace the bacon
cheeseburgers, french fries, and pepperoni pizzas that the kids sim-
ply can’t live without.

To test this hypothesis, being the research-based organization
that we are, we contacted the real experts, those school food service
directors who are already serving up the healthiest menus. Last
week Public Voice released its sixth annual school lunch report en-
titled, “Serving Up Success,” which featured 41 case studies of pro-
grams that have substantially improved the nutritional quality of
their meals. In nearly every day, student participation remained
constant or increased as a result of the nutritional changes that
were made.

Serving Up Success also helps to answer another key question;
namely, can the schools do this in a timely fashion? I think we
heard a little bit from Ms. Pilant, yes, she thinks they can, even
faster than the USDA has proposed with regard to their compliance
deadline, but they are going to need something in order to make
that happen.

Our case studies also provide important evidence that schools
can respond quickly and effectively when food service directors are
given the opportunity to use their creativity and commitment.

Based on this research, Public Voice has concluded that USDA
needs to give schools the maximum amount of flexibility for achiev-
ing the new nutritional goals. Public Voice does support the use of
nutrient standard menu planning and assisted nutrient standard
menu planning as proposed by USDA. We also believe that other
menu plans, such as the one that has been developed by the Amer-
ican Heart Association, and perhaps even alternative meal patterns
should be permitted but only as long as nutrient analyses are un-
dertaken somewhere along the line to demonstrate that these other
approaches in fact meet USDA’s new nutritional standards.

Additionally troubling the Public Voice is USDA’s proposal to
give schools until the 1998-1999 school year to meet the new
standards. This would condemn program participants to a full 4
more dyearsz of an unacceptable status quo. More than a decade has
already elapsed since the original dietary guidelines for Americans
wer? issuecf The last thing we need is further delay.

Even i USDA believes that a few less advantaged schools in both
rural and urban areas will have difficulty complying before 1998
1999, a more appropriate response is to target those schools for
technical assistance and additional flexibility while enforcing com-
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pliance. The vast majority of the schools in the program, however,
w;gl/)elieve, should be required to come in compliance by 1996-
1997.

Whatever the final deadline established by USDA, the Depart-
ment also needs to do some housecleaning of its own to heip schools
meet the new nutrition standards. USDA’s commodity distribution
}()Jro am continues to impose barriers to healthier school meals.

nfortunately there is little, if anything, in the current proposai to
suggest that the Department as a whole has found a way to redi-
rect its priorities in this area.

As reported first in Public Voice’s, “Serving Up Success,” over the
past 5 years, the 1 billion pounds or so uf subsidized food sent di-
rectly by USDA to schools through its commodity distribution pro-
gram has provided between 47 and 50 percent of calories from fat,
well over the 30 percent recommended by the dietary guidelines.

Now, one does not have to be a mathematician to understand
that if this keeps up, schools will find it unnecessarily difficult to
develop meal plans that meet the dietary guidelines.

Mr. Chairman, in our formal comments to USDA, which will be
submitted tomorrow, Public Voice addressed these and other as-
pects of the regulatory proposal in much greater detail. I would ask
that these formal comments as well as our latest school lunch re-
port be included as part of the record of this hearing.

In summary, I want to reiterate Public Voice’s suppori for
USDA’s proposal. With the right changes, USDA’s proposal can
lead to long, overdue action that will help safeguard the health of
the Nation’s youth. We look forward to working with the Depart-
ment and with the Congress in advancing this issue as rapidly and
effectively as possible.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Rosenfeld appears at the conclu-
sion of the hearing.]

Mr. STENHOLM. Next, Ms. Lynn Parker, director of child nutri-
tion programs and nutrition policy, Food Research and Action Cen-
ter.

STATEMENT OF LYNN PARKER, DIRECTOR, CHILD NUTRITION
PROGRAMS AND NUTRITION POLICY, FOOD RESEARCH AND
ACTION CENTER

Ms. PARKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-
committee for inviting the Food Research and Action Center here
today to share with you our thoughts on the proposed rule on nu-
trition objectives for school meals. This is a very important issue
for us and we really appreciate the opportunity to share our views
with you. :

As you know, FRAC is a national organization, working to eradi-
cate undernutrition and hunger in the country. For that reason we
are concerned abou* the potential impact of the proposed regula-
tion. Over 25 million children nationwide eat school lunches every
day in over 90,000 schools and over 5 million children eat school
breakfast.

Over half of the children that eat the lunch every day are low-
income children and the vast majority of children in the school
breakfast program are low income. These children depend on school
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meals for a large percentage of the nutrients they take in every
day, so these meals can mean the difference between good nutrition
and hunger for many of these children.

Thus, any major change in school lunch regulations has the po-
tential for very positive or very negative impacts on all children,
but especially low-income children. FRAC welcomes USDA’s efforts
and leadership on implementing the dietary guidelines in the
school meals programs and we strongly support the goal of making
the school meals more healthful.

There are many positive aspects of the regulations and we ap-
plaud them. We go into more detail in our formal statement on the
positive aspects of the regs but let me just list them quickly.

One is the calculation over a week’s time of the fat content of the
meals. We think that makes sense and is in the spirit of the die-
tary guidelines. Second, the emphasis on corrective actions over pu-
nitive sanctions. That is, when schools have difficulty complying
with the new guidelines USDA is saying they will provide help on
making the changes that are needed. We think that is much more
positive than punitive action and we applaud USDA for doing that.

And finally, we are glad to see that the Department is taking
leadership on making more visible the importance of providing chil-
dren enough time to eat the meals that are put in front of them.

However, we believe that the regulations as proposed require
some significant changes in order to accomplish the important
goals that USDA has laid out for itself and for the nutrition pro-
grams. Our principal concern is that the nutrient standard and as-
sisted nutrient standard approach in the regulations require a level
of resources, equipment, and trained personnel not currently
present in many schools and school systems.

The use of these methods requires computers, software, and staff
to understand how to use nutrient analysis software, how to apply
the complex set of planning and evaluation steps required, or the
monetary resources to acquire them. This, I think, reflects many of
the concerns raised by the members earlier in this testimony.

There is no evidence in the regulations that schools or States are
capable of handling this burden or that USDA has reviewed this
in any systematic manner. Nor is there a comprehensive plan in
the regulations on how the resources are going to bz made avail-
able to schools from outside to implement the regulations.

School meals are voluntary. Sometimes we forget this. School
meals are voluntary in most States and most schools. We are con-
cerned about regulations that are so complex and costly that they
have the potential of being counterproductive. Instead of children
receiving better school meals, we fear the proposed regulations
have the potential of causing schools to drop out of the child nutri-
tion programs. This would deprive children of meals they need, re-
sulting in a negative impact on their diets, their growth and devel-
opment, and their family’s food security. '

A major suggestion that we urge is one that others have dis-
cussed today and that is the deve%opment of a third option which

would address the complex resource-intensive nature of the pro-
posed regulations. This alternative described earlier in other’s tes-
timony is a modified meal pattern based on food, not on nutrients.
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It could meet the nutrient, calorie and fat goals that USDA has
laid out for the programs while recognizing that the training and
the education of school food service personnel across this country
varies greatly and the level of resources in various communities
across the country also varies.

A second recommendation we make is the testing of any new
standards before they are implemented nationwide. The nutrient
standard approach is a major change in the program that feeds 25
million children in over 90,000 schools. It has the potential of nega-
tive consequences for many schools and many children. Therefore,
the new standard should be tested and evaluated by the Depart-
ment before it is required in schools nationwide. There are cur-
rently too many unknowns to require it nationally without some
evaluation of its potential impact.

We have discussed with people in California the pilot testing of
the nutrient standards and they have told us that every three
school districts that were involved in this program were provided
anywhere from $30,000 to $50,000 to implement the pilot and were
zlso required to hire a part-time dietician. We are also told that the
State pushed the schools to serve fruits and vegetables and grains.
This is a very different kind of program than the one USDA has
recommended.

In summary, although FRAC supports the Department’s goal of
implementiug the dietary guidelines, we do not believe their pro-
posed strategy does the trick. And we also think that they should
think about other ways of accomplishing this goal including a third
option——modified meal pattern based on foods.

Finally, I would like to make one other point that is not directly
related to the regulations but it is something we often forget. It is
important to remember that while the school lunch and breakfast
programs.and other child nutrition programs reach millions of chil-
dren across this country, there are many other children in need
who do not have access to these meals yet and a key aspect of im-
proving children’s nutritional well-being is to ensure access to child
nutrition programs in their communities. USDA can play a crucial
role in making this happen through their program policies, tlirough
their outreach efforts, in working to remove the barriers to partici-
pation by schools and sponsors, and providing the financial incen-
tives that are necessary to get program expansion to happen.

We hope that in the future the Department takes on regulatory
and legislative changes that will allow this program expansion to
occur. We appreciate this opportunity to share our views, and
thank you very much for your interest and your time.

{The prepared statement of Ms. Parker appears at the conclusion
of the hearing.] .

Mr. STeENHOLM. Thank you. And cur last but certainly not least
witness today is Vicki Rafel, member of the board of directors of

the National Parent Teachers Association. Thank you for your
patience.
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STATEMENT OF VICKI RAFEL, MEMBER, BOARD OF DIREC-
TORS, NATIONAL PARENT-TEACHER ASSOCIATION, AND -

PRESIDENT, MARYLAND STATE PARENT-TEACHER ASSOCIA-
TION

Ms. RAFEL. Thank you. I am the president of the Maryland PTA
and by virtue of that I serve on the national PTA board of direc-
tors, and I am very pleased to be able to be here to testify today,
even if it is last. Il;lyo a good job of mopping up at the end.

We are very pleased to testify on this proposed rule, and I appre-
ciate your willingness to include the longer written statement in
the record of today’s hearing.

We applaud the USDA’s current efforts to improve the school
meals programs. For the past year, USDA has gone out of its way
to seek public comments on its efforts to improve the nutrition of
school meals. The PTA members testified at field hearings and sub-
mitted comments on the agency’s earlier nutrition proposals. We
commend the Department for its willingness to work with parents
on this issue. We support the major goal of USDA’s proposed rule
to lower the fat content of meals served in America’s schools. In
fact, we support all the USDA Dietary Guidelines for Ame.icans,
the document used as the basis of this requirement.

Our principal goals for the child nutrition programs are to ex-
pand access and improve the nutritional quality of school meals;
grant local schools maximum flexibility in administering the pro-
grams; and involve parents as full partners in planning and imple-
menting effective school meals programs.

While we applaud the USDA for its leadership in developing this
rule, we request some modifications to the proposal to assure that
schools are able to comply without compromising children’s access
to free and reduced priced meals, and to maintain the effectiveness
of our programs.

The following are our recommendations for how the rule needs
to be changed. )

Many individual schools, and school systems, do not currently
have the computer equipment nor the properly trained staff to fol-
low the nutrient standard planning system outlined in the NPRM.
We recommend that a third option be developed based on the cur-
rent, successful food-based, meal pattern system, which could be
modified to meet the desired nutrient calorie and fat goals, as have
been suggested by several other speakers here today.

If this third modified option is not adopted, we recommend that
USDA provide direct assistance to schools to acquire the equipment
they need to comply with the NSMP system, rather than rely on
the Assistant Nutrient Standard Menu Planning system, which
limits schools’ flexibility and control in menu planning and food
preparation.

We recornmend that USDA be required to develop a plan with
maximum input from parents and school officials, describing the
actua) resources, technical assistance and training that will be
made available to States and schools to help them comply with the
regulations.

he rule should strictly limit fortification of foods and require
specifically that the amount of fruits, vegetables, and grains served
are increased. We are concerned that this new system will create
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increased complexity, causing schools to drop their school meal pro-
grams. We would like to see results of an evaluation of the NSMP
demonstration projects now underway. This would provide good in-
foz}’lmaltion about how this system works before it is required of all
schools.

The regulations should allow maximum local control in develop-
ing menus, and in planning and preparing food. The rule should
give more guidance or set goals for meeting all the dietary guide-
lines, not just fat.

Additional explanations of these recommendations along with
comments on some positive aspects of the rule and future steps we
believe need to be taken to improve the programs are included in
our longer statements that will be inserted into today’s record.

Thank you for allowing us to present our views.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Rafel apnears at the conclusion
of the hearing.]

Mr. ROBERTS [assuming chair). I want to thank all the witnesses,
and for the record let me simply state that the chairman, Mr. Sten-
holm, who had to leave or: a temporary basis—and just to show you
that this committee is bipartisan in its attempt to achieve a more
healthy diet, the chairman left me the gavel and with it indicated
this is a gavel, hold it in either hand, in my case it should be the
right one, and bang it once to adjourn, which we will do very
quickly.

I told the chairman that perhaps he had seen a preview of 1994.
He indicated that that was a bit self-serving and premature, so I
will not say that.

I am going to make a statement here and then ask. just a couple
of questions, and I want to thank you for your patience and I want
to thank you for your contributions.

1 think there has been an impression that was given here today
that the school lunch program is somewhat of an antiquated and
dangercus relic of the 1940’s. That is not right. It is not correct.
A reference has been made here today to an era of nutritional ne-
glect. That was presumably all the decades prior to 1993. In fact,
the school lunch program has been provided in local schools by
local school food service workers who have struggled with very
tight budgets and increasing Federal demands to provide the best
food possible to America’s schoolchildren.

For the record, the 30 percent fat standard in the dietary guide-
lines that are a focus of these proposed regulations, it was adopted
in 1990. In every year since then, both the local school food service
folks and the food and nutrition service have made innovations in
the foods available to children to reduce the fat and sodium in the
diet.

Virtually no one is arguing with the goal of reducing fat and so-
dium in school lunches. That has been the goal for 4 years. It con-
tinues to be the goal. And Federal agencies have been working to
reach that goal steadily as well as local school districts.

So lest we become lost in the rhetoric as of today, we are discuss-
ing whether or not the Department’s proposed regulations to create
a centralized nutrient based system is the best way to reach these
goals. The goal is not in dispute, only the method of reaching it.
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A question for any of you to comment on. The California School
Food Service Association stated when the average fat level in
school lunches drops below 32 percent, the student’s participation
in the grogram drops dramatically. Is there any correlation be-
tween the reduction of the fat content of school meals and the rate
of participation by the children in the program?

Mr. ROSENFELD. If I could, I want to comment based on the re-
port, “Serving Up Success” that we just released last week. In the
41 case studies, we found that the vast majority of the individual
schools that we looked at had either level or increased participation
when the nutritional quality of the school meals was improved. So
we are certainly seeing the reverse of that.

Now, we do not claim that our 41 case studies represents a sta-
tistically valid sample of the 93,000 school districts in the country,
however, we did put together that survey based on the objective of
looking at those who had made the kind of changes that USDA’s
proposed rule would try to bring about. So I think it sends an im-
portant message that participation and improved nutritional qual-
ity can go hand-in-hand.

Ms. PILANT. USDA’s own study, which was conducted in 1992,
which was 2% years ago, did report, and USDA’s own study indi-
cated if it were reduced lower tﬁan 32 percent, calories from fat,
that participation did drop. Of course, that was 2V years ago and
there may have been some improvements in that area since then.

We also know that some of the testimony last year in the fall
hearings when USDA conducted them there were some people that
testified that they had implemented a 30 percent calories from fat
and the participation had dropped.

Mr. ROBERTS. Let me ask another question, and it is along the
same lines and just as important, if not more so. Do any of you be-
lieve that these proposed regulations will have the effect of driving
schools out of tﬁe national school lunch program because of the
complexity and the lack of flexibility in the rules?

Ms. Parker, I think you testified that the average cost is some-
where between $30,000 and $50,000, and that is a real concern to
us on the committee because of the impact on children from needy
families. We sure do not want people to drop out.

Ms. PARKER. The $30,000 to $50,000 figure that I mentioned is
how much the State of California ;;rovided to every three school
districts to imf)lement the pilot and I was trying to make the point
that it is costly to do it. California has done it in many pilot dis-
tricts, but they spent a lot of money to do it, and that would be
hard for other States to come up with.

Mr. ROBERTS. How does that square with the commentary earlier
that we are doing it at less cost? I realize there was a statement
that we took from one budget function and provided it to the other,
which is not really saving money, you are just making a statement
on your priorities,

Ms. PARKER. California probably had a larger administrative
budget, I suspect, being the large State that they are, and perhaps
had the akility to provide those funds, I don’t think a lot of States
in this country particularly now have that option.

As I said in my testimony, we are concerned that this standard
as it sits now in the regulations could cause schools to drop out of
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the program because they could not comply, because they have dif-
ficulty complying. We are certainly in agreement that the program
should seek improvements and the dietary guidelines should be im-
plemented, but we want the emphasis to be made in a way that
is less costly and less complex for schools to implement.

Mr. ROSENFELD. Congressman, if I might add another piece of
empirical evidence, and 1 think it is important that we do look at
evidence here. In 16 of the 41 case studies, although program costs
did increase somewhat, much of the cost was offset by the fact that
participation increased. In another 16 of the 41, costs have de-
creased or stayed the same while participation has increased or
stayed the same. So in many cases you have a wash.

I think, at least from my perspective, and I have looked at a lot
of literature on this, I have not found any evidence that improving
nutritional quality of the program has actually driven schools out
of the program. I mean, that kind of correlation, I think, has yet
to be demonstrated, and I would just urge—

Mr. ROBERTS. I don’t mean that. I am talking zbout the regu-
latory cost.

Mr. ROSENFELD. I am referring to what Ms. Parker said. I would
just urge caution before we jump to that kind of conclusion because
that would be a major reversal. :

Ms. PARKER. Could I respond to that? I am not saying that im-
proving nutrition of meals is going to send kids out of schools or
that schools are going to drop out%ecause of improvements in the
school meals. And I think the 41 schools that Mr. Rosenfeld refers

0 obviously have shown that is not the case. )
What I am saying is that the regulations as they are laid out are

so complex and difficult and resource-intensive and require such a
level of expertise on the part of the personnel, that that is what
I am concerned about. It is not the goal, it is not the various ways
the States have been able to, or school districts have been able to,
reduce fat or implement dietary guidelines. It is the proposed
method I am concerned about.

Ms. PILANT. I would like to respond to this as a practitioner with
over 20 year’s experience in this area in three different States at
all different levels, that I think it will definitely make a Jifference.
We have just estimated the cost of what it would take to computer-
ize one school that would be involved in this, and it is $2,500 to
$3,500 based on USDA’s specifications for the data base, and the
computer system would be at least a 386 or 486 with 8 megabytes
of memory. In our State alone, we estimate that would be about
800 schools out of our other 1,100, and that would be a cost of $2.5
million to computerize each school. .

The ofher alternative is the assisted nutrient standard menu
planning, which means you would have to have someone else over-
see what you were doing in your school district, and our concern
is the complexity of that method would actuallv drive schools from
the program because it would simply be—they would lose local con-
trol over what was going on. Even their recipes would have to be
evaluated by a State agency or USDA or some other entity before
they could even use those in their school program.

The complexity is overwhelming when you look at it from the
State agency that would have to implement this. And even though
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we do receive SAE money, I don’t see we have the resources to do
the kind of complexity that USDA is requesting. School districts
would be driven to probably a la carte programs which are not cov-
ered under this program. And even though some States have man-
dates for school lunch programs, I think there would be a very
strong pressure for schools just to drop the program and eliminate
it entirely. Thank you.

Mr. ROBERTS. Did you want to make a comment?

Ms. RAFEL. Yes, please. The push to provide technology in the
classroom is putting enormous pressures on our school systems and
this additional piece of technology is going to have a definite im-
pact on school system budgets, and as long as school systems are
required to keep it revenue neutral at least, it works fine, but
when you have to then invest money in the program, I would sus-
pect that would be the place where you might get systems optin
out of it. Not just the rural systems, but the smaller systems an
perhaps even the larger urban systems.

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank you for your candid comments.

There is a recent article in the Washington Post again, Septem-
ber 1, and it describes the changes made by local schools to im-
prove lunches and the breakfast, talking about pasta salad bars,
talkin?l about low fat turkey meats, spices instead of salt, low so-
dium hot dogs and french fries. Although I note the low sodium
turkey hot dogs flunked in regard to the student preference and
they instead now are having Belgium waffles and a new leaner ver-
sion of meat loaf, so they made that choice.

But I think that this is happening all over the country by the
local school districts. The article goes into considerable detail, and
it is focused on northern Virginia, already making significant
strides in cutting fat and sodium in their foods, spaghetti sauces,
low fat turkey meat, again we are back to that, and the ground
beef, a la carte breakfast bars. They take them to the students as
they §et off of the buses because of the distance involved, which is
one of the things that I think maybe one of you mentioned.

But my point is that the favorites are still there, the pizza, the
tacos, and the chicken nuggets but they are supplemented by
things that we think are advisable but they are doing this without
the $25,000 to $30,000 in regard to mandates.

Now, if Mr. Condit was here, the gentleman from California, Mr.
Unfunded Mandate, in regard to the Congress, he would point out
he has 151 of us signed up in this caucus. Because you cannot deal
with any businessman or woman up and down Main Street, any
farmer, any rancher, any essential service, hospital, school, without
discussing these unfunded mandates, and about discussing the
Cederal Government getting into the business of rural dismantle-
ment. I know it is true in the cities as well, and it is a real prob-
lem. And people are mad as you know what and they are not going
to take it any more.

Thirty and 40 percent of our county budgets, of our city budgets,
are now directly stemming from these Federal mandates. Mr.
Condit has a bill, I am on it, that says if we have a mandate, we
pay for it. Now, all of you would probably agree that if we paid for
it, and we gave you the technology and the assistance, and we gave
you the Secretary’s plan, despite the testimony by the doctor from
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Canada, that you would probably say, sure, if you pay for it. But,
folks, we are not going to do that. And I would hate to get the
school lunch program involved in an unfunded mandate con-
troversy and take away from the value of the goals as expressed
by this administration and previous administrations.

I am not asking a question, I am giving a speech.

Do any of you have any final comments before I wield the unique
privilege of the gavel? Thank you for coming, this hearing is ad-
journed.

[Whereupon, at 5:35 p.m., the subcommitiee was adjourned, to
reconvene subject to the call of the Chair.]

[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:]




78

TESTIMONY OF ELLEN HAAS
ASSISTANT SECRETARY, FOOD AND CONSUMER SERVICES
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
BEFORE THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON DEPARTMENT OPERATIONS AND NUTRITION,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE
U. S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVFS
SEPTEMBER 7, 1994

Thank you for inviting me to appear before the Commitiee today regarding USDA's
School Meals Initiative for Healthy Children. I last appeared before this committee on June
9, 1994. On that day, newspapers around the country ran stories and editorials on our

school meals initiative. ['d like to read from a few of them.

The Heuston Chronicle editorial stated:

“Sadly, for too many [needy] children, those school lunches constuute the only really

nutritious food they get all day. For thas reason glone, it is important that the meals

be as healthy and apperizing as possible. ”

The Portland Oregonian editorial stated:
“Federal officials are changing the rules to encourage cafeterias to adopt
iower far menus. Good for them. It's high time schoo! luiches reflected the

importance of earing both a balanced diet and one that is low in fat.”

And The St. Louis Post-Dispatch in supporting the School Meals Initiative, said:
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" [The] mission may be difficuls, but not impossible; for the program to

succeed, it is crucial.”

Such support for the initiative is typical. It is a response to a new USDA, which
under Sccretary Espy’s leadership has accepted responsibility fo. ensuring that our programs
play an important role in promoting the health of American children. 1 know that the
members of this committee are aware of recent USDA studies that show school meals are too
high in fat, sa}urated fat and sodium. The changes USDA is pmposi:ig will ensure that our

ration's children will have more healthful menus in school. .
Our goal in making these proposals is a simple one: healthy children.

There is a scientific consensus that an inadequate diet is related to chronic disease.
Since lifelong eating habits are established by the age of 12, it is essential that we help
children establish good eating habits early. The food that we offer in schools can set an

example.

We have a federal policy on what makes a healthful dict. The USDA and the

Department of Health and Human Services in 1980 cstablished the Dictary Guidelines for
Americans, which are based on sound science and updated every five years. The Guidelines
are based on the best available scieatific and medical knowledge and have been widely

endorsed by both the private sector and the general public.




80

The last time I appeared before this committee, 1 outlined USDA’s School Meals
Initiative for Healthy Children, which is organized around a comprehensive, integrated

framework for action.

Today, I'd like to give you a more detailed description of the major provisions of the

proposed regulations.

School meals will be required to meet the Dictary Guidelines for Americans, which
advise that no more than 30 percent of calories come from fat, and no more than 10 percent
from saturated fat, by the 1998 school year. We encourage schools tc make the changes
carlier but we understand that change takes time and we want to give schools the time they 3
need. Compliance will be achieved with USDA assistance and corrective action rather than

through punitive sanctions, except in instances in which schools refise to comply. 2

To help schocls mieet new requirements, we are introducing a new, flexible easy-to-
use system of menu planning called NuMenus. This system of nutrient analysis will ensure
that school meal providers can plan menus which meet the RDAs for vitamins and minerals

and limit fat as well.

NuMenus will use updated computer software and a national Nutrient Data Base

:-'JM.“ i !‘. PRI,

developed by USDA to help food service professionals plan and adjust school meals.

N
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NuMenus will remove the distinctions about which foods are served and focus instead on
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total nutrients provided over the course of 2 week.

We already know this nutrient-based meal planning system works. It has beea tested

and proved successful.

Since 1989, many California schoois have used nutrient-based menu planning with
excellent results. And under this System, program costs have stayed the same or actually
decreased. NuMenus builds upon this success--a proven method through which hundreds of

schools around the nation have already improved the nutrition of the meals they offer

children.

Nonetheless, USDA’s proposal acknowledges that the 92,000 individual schools
across the country participating in the schoot meals program have significantly different
levels of technological capability. To help those schools--many of which are in rural areas--
with limitec access to technology USDA has proposed Assisted NuMenus, a system of

choices, options and resources designed to help schools develop menus which meet the

Dietary Guidelines.

The types of free ass, ance available from USDA under Assisted NuMenus could
include standardized recipes, menu cycles, and food product specifications. We could also

offer preparation methods and technigues for meeting the Dictary Guidclines. USDA has a



Q

LERIC,

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

82

long history of providing technical assistance to schools and that tradition will be improved

and enhanced.

With the tools and technical assistance provided under USDA’s Assisted NuMenus,

every school in the country will be able 1o comply with the new regulations and serve meals

which better promote the health of children.

Beyond NuMenus and Assisted NuMenus, there is 4 wide variety of free technical
assistance which would be available to schools under our proposal. I'd like to mention a few

of them.

We intend to offer access to computer support which would include a special USDA
database offering accurate analyses of foods, USDA screening and approval of all
commercial computer software for operating NuMenus systems, and free NuMenus computer

training for state agency staffs.

We would offer grants (o states to fund NuMenus training and technical assistance for

local schoot food service staffs.

New, stancardized, lower-fat school lunch recipes and accompanying training and
promotion packages would be available to states and schools. And a new school lunch menu

planning guide with CD-ROM applications also would be available.
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We have already begun to collaborate with chefs across the country to help local
schocl food service staffs improve the taste, appeal and appearance of school meals. This
cooperative effort is generating enthusiasm and creative new ideas for preparing more
healthful school meals. A recent example was the American Culinary Federation’s School
Lunch Challenge. The organization of 20,000 chefs around the country was challenged to
prepare tasty meals that meet the Dietary Guidelines within current school lunch and

breakfast budgets. USDA will distribute the winning recipes to schools.

Qur proposa! also recognizes that we must teach children about nutrition so they
choose foods that are good for them. We must teach them in the classroom, the lunchrocm

and the living room. We have a number of initiatives under way to achieve these goals.

Our proposal also provides for streamlining the administration of school meals so that

local school food service staffs may concentrate less on burcaucratic red tape and more on

designing more healthful menus. We propose reducing paperwork by allowing state agencies
and school food authorities flexibility through an extension of the Coordinated Review Effort
(CRE) cycle from 4 years to 5 years, deleting a requirement for specific types of edit checks
on daily meal counts for well-managed school food authorities, and eliminating the Federal

requirement that schools document that they are operating on a non-profit basis.

R
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We are analyzing ways to regularly measure improvements in the quality of school meals on

a national basis.

Our School Meals Initiative for Healthy Children reflects an increased emphasis on

nutrition throughout the Department.

As I testified three months ago, through our School Meals Initiative, we are ushering

our commodity procurement programs intc a new era.

USDA's commodity programs will continue to provide vital support 1 helping our
»chool meals programs meet the Dietary Guidelines.” Commodity groups across the nation
are committed to working with USDA not only in developing lower-fat products, but in
providing schools with recipes and technical assistance in using these new products. USDA’
will provide nutrition labels on commodity products donated to schools so that school food

service personnel know the nutrition content of these products.

Secretary Espy recently established the Cominodity Improvement Council to promote
the health of school children by improving the nutritional profile of USDA commodity
offerings, while maintaining the Department’s mandated support of domestic agricultural
commodities. The Council has already met and as a first step has begun a systematic,

comprehensive review of carrent commodity product specifications.
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We want t0 forge new links with local farmers to help schoois purchase regional
commodities in a more economical manner. USDA will work with schools, state
departments of agriculture, small resource farmers, and farn.ers’ markets, to name a few, to

establish direct purchasing arrangements between schools and small farmers.

We want to increase the variety of fresh fruits and vegetables available to schools

through a pilot program through which the Department of Defense will act as procurement

agent for USDA. Schools would then have access--at lower cost--to the same wide variety of

produce that is currently available in military commissaries and mess halls rather than the

relatively limited variety of fresh produce that USDA can effectively buy and ship directly.

USDA'’s School Meals Initiative for Healthy Children was devcloped as the result of
one of the most extensive consultative process in the Department's history. We held national
hearings, analyzed more than 2,000 wriiten comments, and held a series of focused issue
roundtable discussions with organizations closely involved with school meals, agriculture,

and children’s health.

Our commitment to this public process extends to the comment period on this

proposed regulation.
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Once again, we want to hear what the public has to say. So we are nearing the
conclusion of 2 90-day comment period which ends Sept. 8, 1994. As of teday, we've

received approximately 5,000 comments.

1 was pleased to note that the tesumony heard by this commuitee today will also be

forwarded to us for consideration as comments.

1 can assure you that all comments will be carefully considcred.

Mr. Chairman, members of thc subcommittee, taken togethcr, we believe tha. our
School Meals Initiative for Healthy Children 1s a modcl for reinvenuon of government
programs, as well as a model for promotion of national health and nutrition. And, we want

1o continue to serve the public in new ways.

Just last week, USDA announced a new Parents” Guide for Healthy School Meals--a
checklist of 10 actions concerned parents can take to make sure bicir children have access to
healthful meals at school. USDA and the National Parent Teachers Association (PTA) will
cooperate in the distribution of the guide to parents of school-agea children through 27,000
local PTA units nationwidc. The guide marks the beginning of a national initiative between
USDA and the PTA, in agreement with the Dcpartment of Education, to support parents’

involvement in healthful school meals for children.

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC .
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A recent national poll shows overwhelming public support--more than 94 percent of
those surveyed--for USDA's initiative to ensure that the nation’s school children have access

to healthy meals at school.

A vast majority of those surveyed supported USDA's proposai to provide school
meals that reflect the most current nutrition recommendations. "‘More than 92 percent of
those in houscholds with children agreed that USDA should take action to improve school

meals.

More than 39 percent of those surveyed, and more than 94 percent of those in

households with children, agreed that children should have more healthful meals in school.
Almost as great a percentage supported action by USDA to provide school meals that reflect
the most current nutrition recommendations. More than 88 percent of all those surveyed,
and mwore than 92 percent of those in households with children, agreed that USDA should

take action to improve school meals.

We cannot undertake this massive change without the full cooperation of all of our
partners, including schoc” food service personnel, the dieticians, the medical community, the

advocacy community, parents, educators, food producers, and, of course, the Congress.




We plan to hold a roundtable later this month with national non-profit organizations,
professional associations and philanthropies to discuss methods for working together to
improve the nutritional status, and therefore the health, of American children. And in
October, we plan a national interactive audio-video conference for program stakeholders and
cooperators to discuss effective strategies in order to develop successful programs for a

national nutrition education campaign.

With our Schoo! Meals Initiative for Healthy Children, we are beginning a new era
for our children, for their parents, their teachers, their school food service providers. and for

the U.S. Depariment of Agriculture. This fundamental revision of the School Meals

Program marks the beginning of an era of continuous improvement and a healthy future for

America's children.

This concludes my formal statement. I will be pleased to answer any questions you

or the subcommittee members may have.
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
OFF!CE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20260

Honorable Tim Holden

U.S. House of Representatives

1421 Longworth House Office Building
‘Washington, D.C. 20515-3806

Dear Congressman Holden:

Enclosed, with this letter, are replies to questions you submitted for the recent hearing on
the School Meals Initiative before the House Agriculture Subcomrmittee on Department
Operations and Nutrition. These questions were subsequently referred by Committee staff to
us as there was not time at the hearing to ask all of the questions.

We are pleased to provide these answers and would be happy to answer any further

questions you might have.
Sincerely, !

Ellen Haas
Under Secretary for
Food, Nutrition, and Consumer Services

Enclosure

cc: Julie Paradis
House Agriculture Committee
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Question: It is my understanding that USDA has requested some $20.5 million including
$10 million to conduct a children’s nutrition education campaign, and $10.5 million to train
school food service directors on the new menu plan. Of that amount, I am told $8.4 million
will “flow to states™ to conduct the actual training of school food service and classroom staff.
Do you plan to follow through and provide the $8.4 million to state educational agencies to
provide this training?

Answer: We are planning to make a portion of the $20.3 million appropriated available to
states for technical assistance to and training of local school food service operations. Since
provisions of S. 1614 will change the options for menu planning available to school districts,
we are in the process of determining what new materials will be developed Federally, and
what should be done by states.

Question: My understanding of the Department's new menu system is that it will eliminate
the traditional food groups and replace them with specific requirements for individual
nutrients, is that correct?

Answer: No. Traditional food groups are eliminated, but meals would be planned based on
the nutrients provided from various food groups. Under the current meal pattern system,
which is based on food groups, schools must serve meals that conform to a specific meal
pattern established in the regulation. The meal pattern specifies the minimum amounts of the
five food items which must be offered (meat or meat aiternate, bread, fruit/vegetable, and
milk) in order for the meal to receive reimbursement but it does not contain any guidance
about purchasing or preparation techniques. While the current meal pattern provides for
adequate amounts of vitamins, minerals and calories, it inhibits the ability of schools to
comply with the Dietary Guidelines for Americans, one of which limits calories from total
fat to 30 percent and from saturated fat to 10 percent.

The Department’s new menu system, NuMenus, is a flexible approach to menu planning
designed to meet the Dietary Guidelines for Americans, while continuing to provide lunches
meeting specific nutrient standards for calories and for key nutrients. Under NuMenus,
menus will be planned based on their nutrient composition, not simply on the amount of
specific food items. It takes into account purchase and preparation methods by including all
of the foods that are in a recipe. We believe NuMenus allows more local creativity and

. flexibility in menu planning as well as a more consistent analysis of nutrients over time.

Question: If you no longer require schools to offer choices from the fruit and vegetable
groups, is it not possible that your new menu plan may result in a decrease in the amount of
fruits and vegetables purchased by and served in schools?

Answer: Previous experience in pilot prograr . ilizing the nutrient standard approach in
lieu of a meal pattern have resulted in menus th... continue to provide fruits and vegetables.
There is considerably more flexibility in menu planning when you are not required to adhere
to a pattern specifying the amounts and types of foods that are allowed. We expect more
fruits, vegetables and grain products to be served as the menus must meet not only the
Recommended Dietary Allowances for key nutrients but must also incorporate the Dietary
Guidelines for Americans. Increased amounts of low fat foods, e.g., fruit, vegetables, etc.
will be needed to offset the loss in calories as fat is reduced.
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Question: The nutritional value of fresh apples is less than some other fruits. There is also
no specific dietary guideline for fiber, which apples do provide. What impact will Nutrient
Standard Menu Planning (NSMP) have on the sale of fresh apples in the school lunch
program?

Answer: In fact, the 1990 Dietary Guidelines for Americans do recommend increasing the
level of dietary fiber, and apples are an excelleni and delicious source of dietary fiber.
Although the target levels for dietary fiber are not specifically quantified in the 1990 Dietary
Guidelines, the Department wiil be monitoring the levels of dietary fiber in school meals and
expects schools to show progress, as appropriate, tuward increasing dietary fiber in meals.

The Department does not foresee a reduction in fresh apple sales to the schools under
NSMP. Since apples are versatile, high fiber food which is useful in low fat menu planning,
apple sales should not decline ard may indeed increase. In fact, the Department's economic
impact statement to the proposed rule on NSMP projects an increase of an additional 718
million to 1.1 billion pounds in the use of fruits in the school lunch under the NSMP. In
addition, the Department is actively promoting the increased use of fruits and vegetables in
the school lunch program, and we know that fresh fruits are favored by children.

Question: My concern is whether or not the scheols themselves will decres: < their
purchases of fresh apples. If schools do not purchasc as any fresh apples in an effort to mect
your nutrient requirements, will USDA purchase more commadity apples in order to offset
any harm which growers may experience ?

Answer: Apple purchases made by USDA are driven by a combination of the need to
remove surplus fruit from the market and the schools preferences and orders. We have no
reason to believe that schools would reduce their purchases of apples under the proposed new
requirements.  If a national surplus of apples occurs, however, USDA normally steps in and
purchases apples in accordance with its surplus removal authority.

A pilot project with DOD (Department of Defense) that began September 1994 may result in
larger apple purchases. It allows schools to order fresh produce (including apples) directly
from DOD produce buyers located in the major markets across the country. DOD already
uses this system to purchase fresh products for its mulitary bases and commissaries. If the
pilot continues to prove successful it will be expanded next year. If schoo' choose to
purchase apples it could significantly increase the quantity now purchased by USDA.

Question: It is my understanding that the Department has no plan to regulate the use of
fortified foods by schools to meet the nutrition requirements. Is that correct ?

Answer: USDA is committed to the nutrition principle that the preferred source of adequate
nutrition is a meal providing a variety of conventional foods rather than formulated fortifi.3
foods. To date, the Department has been unable to develop scientifically-based criteria that
could be applied in a consistent manner to a variety of food products, to prohibit meeting the
established nutrient standard through the addition of nutrients/dietary components to foods,
and in the proposed rule of June 10, 1994, requested comments so that fortification could be
addressed in the final rule.
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Question: If you do not regulate the use of fortified foods, what will prevent schools from
using highly sugared fruit drinks with added vitamins, instead of fortified apple juice?

Answer: The Department believes it is better for children to get their required nutrients
from natural sources by eating a wide variety of foods, as recommended in the Dietary
Guidelines. We believe schools will continue to plan their menus to accomplish this goal and
will not rely on highly fortified, sugared products for both financial and nutritional reasons.
Highly fortified products tend to be expensive. On the other hand, schools will want to get
the best value for their food dollars by purchasing proven, well-priced products such as apple
juice. Furthermore, public comment to the Department’s Nutrient Standard Menu Planning
proposal indicates significant support among food service personnel and parents for natural,
nutritious "whole" foods rather than highly fortified, formulated products.
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Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Nancy Berger,
Director of Child and Adolescent Health in the Connecticut
Department of Health Services. I am past president of the
Association of State and Territorial Public Health Nutrition
Directors, and I currently serve as Chairman of the Board of the
Connecticut Division of the American Cancer Society. I am pleased
to be here today to discuss th: American Cancer Society’s comments
on USDA’s proposed School Meals Initiative for Healthy Children.

The American Cancer Society is pleased to have had the
opportunity to participate in two of the four regional hearings
held by USDA last year, and we applaud the U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s leadership in improving the health of America’s
children by providing for more nutriticus meals and better
nutrition education in schools through the school Meals Initiative
for Healthy Children.

The American Cancer Society is the nationwide community-based
voluntary health organization dedicated to eliminating cancer as a
major health problem by preventing cancer, saving lives from
cancer, and diminishing suffering from cancer through research,
education and community service. Among the Society’s priorities
for tha year 2000 is cancer prevention, including promotion of
better nutrition in order to reduce cancer risk. Diet is one
cancer risk factor over which we have substantial control. As we
learn more about the relationship between nutrition and cancer, we
improve our ability to prevent up to one-third of cancers which we
estimate to be diet-related.

The most effective way to prevent cancer and other chronic
diseases is to start by teaching children at a young age how to
avoid risky behaviors that will lead to disease and poor health
later in 1life. Behaviors such as tobacco use and poor eating
habits are responsible for the majority of preventable cancers, but

the best way to reduce these behaviors is to teach children to
avoid them before the behaviors become habit. Such childhood
education can be accomplished in two ways: through instruction and
through example. The American Cancer Society has worked to
integrate these two approaches through promotion of comprehensive
school health education as a core priority for the organization.

In the area of child nutrition, the American Cancer Society,
in conjunction with the Natjonal Cancer Institute, developed our
Changing the Course Program for child nutrition. This program
includes both a nutrition education curriculum for schools to use
as part of a comprehensive school health education program, and a
manual for school food service providers. A recent evaluation of

1
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changing the Course found that, by using the program, school food
service providers were able to lower the fat content of school
meals without adversely affecting the overall nutritional quality
of meals (i.e., the extent to which meals satisfied one-third of
students’ daily needs for calories and other essential nutrients),
food acceptability, student participation in the schocl 1lunch
program, or overall meal costs ("Evaluation of the School Nutrition
Demonstration: Final Report;" prepared for the Henry J. Kaiser
Family Foundation and the Amexican Cancer Society). This example
shows that modification of the federal school neal programs to
improve their gquality is achievable, and that resouvces are
available in the community to assist in achieving this goal.

I. Meeting Dietary Guidelines

The American Cancer Society supports the goal of the USDA to
bring nutrition standards for school meals into compliance with the
1990 Dietary Guidelines for Americans. The purpose of the National
School Lunch Program and the School Breakfast Program is to improve
the health of children by ensuring that they have food at school.
But this purpose cannot be fully et if the meals contain a poor
nutritional balance that could lead to poor health and diet-related
diseases. By providing meals that meet the Diatary Guidelines for
Americans, the U.S. Government wili safeguard the nutritional

integrity of these meals and remain consistent with its own
objective.

Evidence from numerous experimental and human population
studies suggest that up to one third of deaths from cancer in the
United States, including the most common sites such as breast,
colon and prostate, may be attributed to dietary practices. For
this reason, the American Cancer Society has developed dietary
guidelines for cancer risk reduction. These guidelines include: 1)
maintaining a desirable body weight; 2) eating a varied diet; 3)
including a variety of both vagetables and fruits in the daily
diet; 4) eating more high fiber foods, such as whole grain cereals,
legumes, vegetables, and fruits; 5) cutting down on total fat
intake; 6) limiting consumption of alcoholic beverages; and 7)
limiting consumption of salt-cured, smoked, and nitrite-preserved
foods.

As more is learned about the relationship between diet and
health, it is reasonable to expect that federal nutrition
guidelines will be updated. The America. Cancexr Society hopes that
the USDA School Meals Initiative will oe flexible enough so that
the program can be updated to remain consistent with revised
nutrition guidelines as they are updated.
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muﬂuummmmﬂmMAm
Education

The American cancer Society believes strongly that children
need a comprehensive health education program in school which
provides instruction on how to lead healthier lives and reduce
disease risk. But this instruction must also be reinforced by
example to make the most impact on children’s behavior., The
educational message of nutrition taught in the classroom should be
consistent with healthy meals served at school and at home. The

cafeteria can be a relatively low cost/low tech laboratory of
learning.

The American Cancer Society strongly supports the
implementation of comprehensive school health programs in schools
throughout the country. We urge coordination between the
Departments of Agriculture, Educaticn, and Health and Human
Services, as well as the Uu.S. Congress, to ensure that American
children are educated, by .instruction and by example, to provide
them with the ability to maintain healthy lifestyles, including
making good distary choices.

MMMMMLMM_MEMMM
Service,

School is a place for learning, whether the education takes
place in the classroom, on the playground or in the cafeteria. 1In
order for a school health program to be comprehensive, all aspects
of the school experience must be consistent if the children are to
benefit fully. fTherefore, nutrition instruction in the classroom
should be linked with the food that served in the cafeteria. The
American Cancer Ssociety is pleased to have the opportunity to
demonstrate this in a national program.

Based on an abundance of scientific studies showing the link
between diet and cancer risk, the American cancer Society, in
purtnership with the National cancer Institute, developed changing
the Course in 1988 to assist schools in implementing a coordinated
nutrition program for children. In order to provide consistency
between the instruction and the practice, the program consists of
both nutrition education curricula for use by teachers a.id a manual
for school food service providers that assists them in preparing
meals that follow healthy dietary recommendations. Program
materials are provided free of charge to schools. changing the
Course has been shown to have a consistent, positive effect on
students’ nutrition-related knowledge and behavior.

The American Cancer Society strongly supports USDA’s plan to
launch a nutrition education initiative as part of the School Meals
Initiative for Healthy children. Recognizing the value of
partnership and collaboration, we hope the resources of our

3
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volunteers across the country can assist schools in implementing

this coordinated and comprehensive nutrition program for school
children.

IV, Balancing Nutrient Content Based on Weekly Analvsis

Based on the science of nutrition and cancer prevention, the
American Cancer Society advocates that it is important to focus on
the total diet, rather than individual foods or nutrients, in
encouraging a preventive health nutritional pattern. Looking at
the #big picture" of analysis based and a whole week’s worth of
meals helps lead to behavioral change that promotes a healthy
lifestyle. USDA’s requirement that nutrition analysis be based on
a weekly menu, rather than meal-by-meal, will help to keep the
enmphasis on the total diet, and the American Cancer Society
supports this stipulation.

V. ie tati at.

The American Cancer Society strongly urges implementation as
soon as possible. Some schools may be able to achieve complilance
with the USDA rulee earlier than the proposed 1998 implementation
date. USDA should encourage prompt implementation where possible,
and should provide incentives for earlier implementation.

American Cancer Society volunteers are available to assist
schools in expediting implementation of this important program.

Earlier implementation will further enable success in meeting
the federal Healthy People 2000 Objectives calling for changes in
dietary patterns through nutrition education and healthful food
service for children. These behavior patterns cannot occur unless
the jnfrastructure for providing the nutrition education and
healthful food service is in place. It is necessary to allow the
time to implement these institutional changes which will then

enable the actual education and subsequent behavior that is desired
by the year 2000.

Similar objectives were in place for 1990 and were unmet. We
hope we can all take the necessary actions so that the objectives
having to do with the health of our nation’s children do not go
unmet again in the year 2000.

VI, Nutrient Disclosure

The American Cancer Society encourages USDA to require general
nutrient disclosure for school meals. Such disclosure allows
students and their parents to understand their school meals in the

context of the nutrition education they receive in the classroom.

4
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But the disclosure requirements should not be so rigid that they
become burdensome to school food service providers.

YII. Training for Foed Service Providers

The American Cancer Scciety commends USDA for its intention to
provide training and technical assistance to schools and food
service providers for implementation of the School Meals
Initiative. Quality training and ongoing technical assistance are
essential to ensure an informed, skillful, and motivated team to
implement the initiative. Both training and technical assistance
can advance the capacity of schools to implement this initiative
expediently and successfully. We further encourage that any
training and technical assistance protocols utilize existing
resources and/or collaborate with parallel initiatives. The
Society also supports the use of qualified nutrition professionals
to direct nutrition services in schools, including training and
technical assistance.

VIII. Fortification

Regarding the wuse of fortified foods to meet the
specifications of the School Meals Initiative, the American Cancer
Society urges caution. Although for nutrition purposes,
fortification of foods can sometimes be beneficial, as in the case
of milk fortified with Vitamin D, there is a proven association
between eating certain types of foods and cancer prevention.
Therefore, for cancer prevention purposes, dietary benefits rely on
the actual foods such as fruits, vegetables, whole grains and
legumes, rather than nutrient supplementation. Since schools, as
community centers of learning, set the example, here is an
opportunity to impact on 1lifelong eating habits by serving a
variety of foods with nutrients necessary for good health and not
super fortified food items or supplements.

IX. Flexibility in Menu Planning

ACS endorses Nutrition Standard Menu Planning in principle,
but we agree that flexibility is essential to the success of the
program, and schools need sufficient time to implement the progran.
The American Cancer Society applauds USDA’s movement toward much-
needed change in its school meal programs. The USDA needs to
shoulder the bulk of the responsibility for the success of this new
initiative. However, organizations such as the American Cancer
Society are in the communities and we offer our assistance in
training and providing "necessary resources" to schools.




ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

99

This Initiative is very timely, coming during the course of
national debates on education reform and health care reform. By
pushing for changes toward good health practices, schools can
pecome the springboard for lifelong behavior patterns which will
improve the lot of children, and ultimately of society as a whole.
The American Cancer Society applauds the US Department of
Agriculture’s efforts in preparing the School Meals Initiative for
Healthy Children. This initiative provides a thorough proposal for
improving the health and well-being of school children by not only
improving the quality of the meals they receive, but also
coordinating these meals with nutrition education provided to
children in the context of comprehensive school health programs.
But USDA cannot do this alone. The American Cancer Society
strongly supports this effort, and Ppledges its assistance in
helping schools in the implementation of the Initiative.
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Good aftemoon. Mr. Chairman. members of the committee, and guests. my name is
Dr. Frances Cronin, and [ am here today representing the Society for Numition Education
(SNE) to address the recent effort by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) to improve
the school meais program. We appreciate this opportunity.

A Positive Direction

As the leading national professional association linking nutrition, food, and education,
SNE commends the USDA for uts School Meals Initiative for Healthy Children and welcomes
the opportunity to comment on the regulations proposed o govemn this program. SNE

Supports revising the cutrent program and agrees in concept with the direction of the proposal,
including*

. the emphasis within the program on nutrition, nutrition education, and
food quality:

the mandate 1o “have school meals conform to the 1990 Dietary
Guidelines for Amencans... as well as provide proper levels of nutrients
and calories: " (Federal Register, Yolume 59, No. 111, Friday. June 10,
1994, p. 30219.)

targeting a reduction in the consumption of fat in school meals;

making greater use of computers and technology in the school meal
program and in the analysis of the nutritional content of those meals;

crediting all foods for their nutritional conuributions, thereby giving
individual schools and schiool districts greater flexibility to accommodate
the regional and cultural food interests of their students; and

the launching ot a nutrinon educauon initiadve, with the Adminsstration
providing the leadership to address training and education.
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These arc sirengths and represent a foungiation.upon which to build. Some of the
details in the proposed regulations, however, raisc serious questons and concems.

Issue: Incorporate Dietary Guidelines In Schooi Meals As A Learning
Tool

SNE believes that an effective school meals program should do two important thirngs: it
should provide nutritious meals for school children and it should complement nutrition
education in the classroom so that students can make appropriate food choices both in school
and outside of school, In the School Meals Initiative for Healthy Children, "the Department is
proposing to use the Dietary Guidelines as the basis for the nutrition standards for school
meals.” (Federal Register, Volume 59, No. 111, Friday June 10, 1994, p. 30220.)

“The current Dietary Guidelines recommend that people cat 2 variety of foods; maintain a
healthy weight: choose a diet with plenty of vegetables, fruits, and grain products; and use
sugar and sodium in moderation. The Dietary Guidelines also recommend diets low in fat,
saturated fat, and cholesterol so that over time, fat comprises 30 percent or less of caloric
intake, and saturated fat less than 10 percent of total calories, for persons two years of age and
older.” (Federal Register, Volume 39, No. 111, Friday, June 10, 1994, p. 30229.)

As proposed, however, the School Meals Initative for Healthy Children does not
reflect all of the dietary guidelines. Students would see a srong focus only on the reduction of
fat and saturated fat - commendable goals, but they do not reflect all of the Dietary Guidelines.

. Students would not necessarily see a variety of foods offered because
fewer components would be required in school lunches than are currently
required. The use of nutrient-based requirements may discourage schools
from offering foods that might provide variety within a food group but
that are not especially rich sources of a required nutrient.

They would not necessarily sce the recommended emphasis on cating
more fruit and vegetables because under the School Meals Initiative for
Healthy Children, schools no longer would be required to offer students
fruits and/or vegetables in every meal. '

They would not necessarily see an increass in the consumption of whole

grains because increased fiber is only recommended, not required, as past
of the School Meals Initiative for Children.

They would not necessarily sec the recommended emphasis on
moderating intake of sugars. Since sugars provide an inexpensive way 10
meet calorie requirements without exceeding fat limnits, school programs
may greatly increase the amount of sweet foods they serve to meet calorie
requirements.

Currently, the USDA is about 10 begin a demonstration project of Nutrient Standard
Menu Planning (NSMP) in thirty-four school districts throughout the country. This effort
should yield useful insights into the possible consequences of this nutrient-based approach 10
school meals. SNE commends USDA for this demonstration project. We believe that the
evaluation of this project will provide valuable insights into the consequences of the program.
In evaluating the results of these pilot programs, it will be important to consider the impact of
the proposed regulations on:
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the ability of schools to meet the broad spectrum of nutrient objectives,
including components not targeted at all by the regulations, such as
vitamins and minerals. and components sich as fiber, sugar, and sodium;

participation rates:
. the effectiveness of the meals program as an educational tool; and

M cost.

SNE strongly recommends that mandated NSMP of the School Meals Initiative for Healthy
Children be delayed undil the demonstration projects have been completed and their
performance thoroughly evaluated.

As currently structured, SNE is concerned that the School Meals Initiative for Healthy
Children could provide students with the recommended nutrients but not . example of healthy
meals. They may, for example, learn in the classroom that they should eat three to five
servings of fruit and two to four servings of vegetables every day, but then, they may not be
offered any fruit or vegetables with their school lunch. If we are going to teach students all of
xgc dietary guidelines, he meals must follow all of the dietary guidelines, not just a few of
them.

Issue: Inadequate Funding for Training and Other Program-Necessitated
Expenditures

The School Meals Initiative for Healthy Children is a laudable program, and SNE
commends USDA on the tone of the proposed regulations, which stress working with school
districts to assist them in complying with the requirements of the new prograr.. Nevertheless,
itis clear that the School Meals Initiative for Healthy Children is a complex undertaking that
will require chunges in the planning and serving of meals in America's schools, Changes of
this magnitude will require well conceived and adequately funded training programs in every
state.

SNE has serious reservations about whether the program, as proposed, adequately
funds such training. According to the Secretary of Agriculture, the Schooi Meals Initative for
Healthy Children would be funded by an appropriation of $30 million. This $30 million,
however, is an annual appropriation and would be subject to the normal legislative
appropriations process. It is by no means guaraniced and may not be provided as expected.
SNE also doubs that $30 million is even elose to the amount of money needed to provide the

training, equipment, and materials necessary to launch the School Meals Initative for Healthy
Children.

SNE supports additional funds for training to implement NSMP. SNE is concerned
that current NET (Nutrition and Education Training) funds may be diverted for this purpose.
Section 227.36 (CFR) outlines fifteen different categories of need that must be assessed and
addressed under the NET program. It would be impossible to perform this legislatively
mandated work without these funds.

USDA maintains, for example, that schools and school districts that cannot afford to
conduct NSMP independently could "draw on the expertise of others to provide menu cycles,
adjusted for local needs and preferences.” (Federal Register, Volurr= €2 No, 111, Friday,
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June 10, 1994, p. 30228.) This may be possible in some places, but SNE believes it would
not be possible everywhere.

Many schools and/or school food authorities may require funds for the purchase of
computer hardware and software to do the required analysis. The changing meal requirements
also could recessitate capital outlays by some individual schools, and the program does not
provide any funds for such expenditwures. If school meals are to reduce fat by baking items
instead of frying them, for example, more ovens may be necded: likewise, if schools hope to
serve more fresh fruits and vegetables, they may need more retrigeration equipment.

In light of the increased cost involved in implementing the School Meals Initiative for
Healthy Children, some school districts may choose not to bother with the program atall. A
recent feport by the U.S. General Accounting Office noted that more than 300 schools have lett
the National School Lunch Program since 1989. Two of the major reasons that these schools
cited when explaning their departure were the administrative complexity and USDA
regulations. (U.S. General Accounting Office, Food Assistance: Schools That Left the
National School Lunch Program, GAO/RCED-94-36BR (Washington, D.C: General
Accounting Office, December 1993), pp. 2,21-29.) SNE is concerned that the cosc and
complexity of the School Meals Initiative for Healthy Children could have a similar effect,
inducing still more schools to leave the program.

Issue: The Program May Not Lead to Children Eating More Healthful
Meals

In theory. the School Meals Initiative for Healthy Children seeks to encourage children
10 eat healthful, more nutritious meals. in practice, the proposed requirements may have the
opposite effect.

Current regulations for students in grades four through twelve, for example, reg:"ire
that schoo’ lunches offer at least two fruit/vegetable items totaling at least three-quarters of a
cup, two nunces of a meat or meat alternative, bread or a bread altemative (eight servings per
week), and cight ounces of fluid milk. The proposed regulations, on the other hand, require
just three items: a main entres, a second item, and fluid milk. Other than the milk, no specific
foods are required. Instead, meals only must previde a specified average level of calories,
protein, iron, calcium, and vitamins A and C; they also must stay within a stipulated maximum
of calories from fat and saturated fat. (Federal Register, Volume 59, No. 111, Friday, June 10,
1994, p. 30234.)

In theory, the new, proposed criteria could form the basis for meals that include a vide
variety of foods. In practice, however. it would be possible to serve meals that meet the
proposed criteria yet provide few or no servings of frt and vegetables and no whole grains at
all. The required level of vitamin A for children ages eleven through seventeen, for example,
could be met by serving only about four carrot sticks a week: even less would be required for
younger students. Stnularly, the required level of vitamin C for one week could be met with a
single, three-quarters of a cup serving of orange juice. These natural sources of vitamins A
and C also could be provided through fortification of other foods.

Other than the fat and saturated far conten, the proposed regulations pay too little
attention 10 other aspects of a healthy and nutritious diet. They do not increase the amount of
whole grain breads and bread altematives offered in school meals. Likewise, and as noted
previously, they also could result in the serving of fewer fruits and vegetables than required
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under the current program. This, in SNE's view, is neither reform nor improvement. A fat-
reduction program, though laudable, constitutes an incomplete program.

In addition, SNE is concemed that the School Meals Initiative for Healthy Children
may have the unintended effect of encouraging school food service personnel to minimize
student choice. Under the regulations, for example, and especially if funds for training and
computer equipment are not adequate, schools may find it much easier to use a single daily
menu rather than offer multiple-choice menus. Multiple-choice menus would involve a great
deal of computer analysis and paperwork, none of which has anything to do with the direct
serving of nuitious meals. Tﬁus, offering single menus would make the school's job much
easier, but it would do so at the expense of limiting the food choices of the stulents. If
children do not like what is being served, they will not eat it, so this would reduce the
likelihood that students would choose a well-balanced, reimbursable school meal. Offering

more nutritious meals. while an excellent goal, is of little value if children choose not to eat
them.

Issue: Possible Overuse of Fortified Foods

SNE is concerned about the possible overuse of fortified foods in the School Meals
Imtiative for Heaithy Children. While the regulations do not encourage the use of fortified
foods, they fail to explicitly discourage their use. They stz°e that “This propasal does not
require school food authorities to distinguish between naturally occurring nutrients and those
that are added through fortification."(Federal Register, Volume 59, No. 111, Friday, June 10,
1994, p. 30229.) This amounis to tacit approval and potential over-reliance on fortified foods.

The major drawback is that forufied foods could be used in the context of a program
that mandates requirements for just a few vitarnins and minerals and effectively ignores the
many other nutrients that children need to thrive and grow. This view was clearly expressed in
the Food and Nutrition Board's Recommended Dietary Altowances, published in 1989, which
stated that

"Because there are uncertainties in the knowledge base, it is not
possible to set RDAs for ail the known nutrients. However, the
RDAs can serve as a guide such that a varied diet meeting RDAs
will probably be adequate in all other nutrients. Therefore, the
subcommittee recommends that diets should be composed of a
variety of foods that are derived from diverse food groups rather
than by supplementation or fortification and that losses of
nutricnts during processing and preparation of food should be
taken into conside:mu'on in planning diets.” (National Research
Council, RDA, i0th edition (Washington, D.C: National
Academy Press, 1989), p. 13.)

There are many reasons to recommend an adequate intake of fruits, vegetables, and
whole grans . In addation to providing fiber and vitamins A and C, they also provide folic acid
and other mucronutnents and phyto-chemicals that may help prevent cancer and improve health.
The recommendation to cat a generous amount of fruits and vegetables is supported by a wealth
of cpidermuological evidence (Willeit, Walter C.., "Diet and Health: What Sheuld We Eat?"
Science. Apnl 22, 1994, pp. 532-537.) Fortificd ades and punches, for example, while
potentiaily useful supplements in providing vitamins A and C, may not provide many other
essential nuaients found in fruit and vegetable juices.
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Nutrients do not act in isolation, and fortification and supplementation with individual
numents cannot creatc a healthy diet. Even though so-called designer foods with enhanced
nutrients may be available, we should continue to emphasize the consumption of a wide variety
of foods from diverse food groups. This offers students the best chance of getting the
nutrients they need most — and even benefiting from food components about which we know
litle at this time. (Shaw, Anne and Carole Davis. "The Dietary Guidelines Focus on Reducing
Excessive Intakes." Food Review. USDA, Economics Research Service, January-Aoril
1994, pp. 4-7.)

Another problem with fontified foods was altuded to previously in the section
“Incorporate Dictary Guidelines...” A major goal of nutrition education is to educate students
1o make informed choices about the foods they eat. We cannot accomplish this if we talk about
food groups and a balanced diet in the classroom and then scrve meals that are limited in the
number and types of foods offercd in the cafeteria. We do not want students to conclude that
they can get nurients from a few fortified foods. A balanced diet containing a variety of foods
in moderate amounts is the message that must be communicated.

The proposed reguiations downplzy the possible overuse of fortified foods, stating that

“The Department belicves the standards as outlined under NSMP
that meals contain adequate calories and thar at least three meau
items be offere 4, as well as the higher expense of engineered
foods, will inhibit excessive reliance on highly fortified foods.
(Federal Register, Volume 59, No. 111, Friday, June 10, 1994,
p. 30229.)

SNE disagrees strongly with this conclusion and believes that the School Meals
Initiative for Healthy Children, as currently structured., may encourage the use of fontified
foods instead of discouraging their usc.

Fortified foods were limited in California’s Nutrient Standard Menu Planning pilot
project. The regulations governing that program state that

“Nutrients added to foods can be counted toward the nutrient
standard only if they were added in accordance with:

1) a Standard of ldentity or Standard of Enrichment issucd by
the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) for the food item.
Commonly cnriched foods for which fortification is added under
this provision include milk, tnargarine, commercially-preparcd
cereals, enriched bread and ccreal products. and fruit products
including canned pruns juice, nectars, and canned applesauce;

2y a USDA purchase specification for a donated cormnmodity
food,

1) a Standard for an Alternative Food for Meals (sce 7CFR
210 10 and 220.8), excluding formulatcd grain/fruit products: or

4) a breakfast cercal available on the comncereial market. The

nntrients added to fortify products suc’1 as the USDA enriched
macaroni with foritied protein can be counted toward the
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nutrient standard.” (California Department of Education,
Nutrition Education and Training Program, Program
Requirements for the Revised Meal Pattern, Sacramento, CA,
July 1994.)

SNE recognizes that the California regulations may be very difficult to implement ¢, ..
nation-wide basis and may be subject 1o varying interpretations. This does not mean that
efforts should not be made to develop procedures that ensure that the use of fortified foods to
meet the levels of required nutrients also provides adequate amounts of other essential numients
and other food components recognized as essendal for good health. Therefore, SNE
recommends that USDA request that a nationally recognized scientific nrganization, such as the
National Academy of Sciences or the Federation of American Societies for Experimental
Biology's Life Sciences Research Office, review the consequences of using fortified foods in
the school meals program and make recommendations for their appropriate use.

Conclusion and Recommendations

SNE commends USDA for its commitment to iniegrating the Dietary Guidelines into its
School Meals Initiative for Healthy Children. SNE does not believe, however, that the
program is ready for nation-wide implementation. As an interin measure to encourage the
implementation of the dietary guidelines in schools, SNE urges USDA 1o develop a modified
meal patiern that encourages the inclusion of more fruits, vegetables, and more grain products,
particularly whole grains. The demonstration project, once completed. will reveal both
NSMP's strengths and weaknesses. This will give USDA an excellent opportunity to improve
and refine the regulations before implementing the program nationally. Because of the
shortcomings identified in this document, SNE believes it would be inappropriate to change the
current school meals program before ensuring that its replacement will @d meet its
intended goals.

SNE supports USDA''s commitment to nutrition education and appropriate, well-
balanced meals. The benefits of classroom lessons supported by lunchroom experiences are
incalculable. SNE also supports active partnerships between the public and private sectors in
pursuit of better nutrition and better nutrition education in our nation's schools. SNE would
welcome the opportunity to work with this Commiittee and USDA to develop and implement
nutrition education strategies and to assist in implementing USDA's School Meals Initiative for
Healthy Children.

Again, we appreciate this opportunity to address you today and welcome any questions
you may have about our testimony or our views on the school meals program.




by Stanley 2loktin, MD, FRCPC, PhD
S.H. 2zlotkin, M.D., Ph.D., F.R.C.P.(C)

Prokessor of Paediatrics and of Nutritional Sciences

Before commenting specifically on the USDA proposed rule for the
National School Lunch and School Breakfast Program: Nutrition
Objectives for School Meals I would like to briefly provide a
background and summary of the recently deliberations of a Joint
Working Group of the Caradian paediatric Society and Health Canada
on Dietary Fat and Children.

The.committee reiterated the link between elevated blood lipids,
especially LDL and VLDL and low HDL levels, and cardiovascular
disease in adulthood. From a public health perspective it
acknowledged that it is reasonable to attempt to modify these risk
factor in adults. In children, however, the picture was not as
clear. There were a number of unanswered questions, like:

1. 1s fat intake a risk factor in childhood for the development of

elevated blood lipids later in life.

. Do elevated lipid levels track from childhood to adulthood,

Assuming that fat intake is a risk factor and that it tracks
over time, can it be safely modified.
The Canadian “Joint Working Group” examined issues surrounding
dietary fat recommendat ions for children from the perspective of
efficacy and safety. We questioned whether intervention in
childhood was likely tc¢ be effective in changing adult CvVD
morbidity and mortality. We attempted to determine the balance or

trade off between safety and efficacy.

With regard to efficacy, we acknowledged the relationship between

dietary saturated fat intake and blood cholesterol levels and the
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relationship between raised serum cholesterol and cardiovascular
disease., However, evidence comes largely from studies carried out
in adult males with hyperlipidemia. Although atherosclerosis
appears to start in childhood or adolescence, extrapolation to
childrer. and adolescents of conclusions based on studies in adults
is controversial. The few studies of dietary interventions to
lower serum cholesterol levels in children were of short duration
and' yielded reductions in cholesterol of 5% or less. There were no
data to dewonstrate that these reductions persisted into
adulthood. Very importantly, there were no controlled studies
demonstrating the efficacy of a low fat diet in childhood in
reducing adult cardiovascular disease and because of the logistics
involved, it is unlikely that such a study wiil ever take place.

It has been argued that the general principle of early initiation

of a reduced fat and saturated fat diet is appropriate for

children. Implicit in initiating these specific dietary quidelines
during childhood is the overall goal of establishing nutritional
patterns in childhood, that when maintained to adulthood, will
lower blood cholesterol levels of the adult population as a whole.
There 1is, however, no evidence that changing children's current
intakes to diets providing 30% of energy from fat and 10% from
saturat'ed fat would achieve this goal. Although it is a natural
assumption that good foods habits started in childhood will
promote good food habits during adulthood, the means by which

children acquire their food preferences is complex and there is
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little evidence that children's tood preferences remain stable

over time.

The committee examined safety from a number of perspectives. One
of our concerns was misapplication of a dietary message to
restrict fat intake in children. We were concerned that some

individuals may be overzealous in their belief that 1if some

reduction in fat is good, then a large reduction may be better.

Delayed growth and delayed puberty have been reported as

consequences of the misapplication of dietary advice.

The committee noted the alarmingly high rate of anorexia nervosa
among North American adolescents. Preoccupation with body image
and soc%etal preference for thinness (especially in females) can
result in restrictive eating patterns and inadequate energy and
nutrieht intakes. The comnittee concluded that further emphasis on
restricting a specific nutrient intake during childhood (ie
restricting fat intake) may subtly reinforce this predilection for

restricted intake, making tha problem of anorexia even worse.

Finally, th.ce is a real potential for habitual low fat intakes to
result in inappropriate food patte:ns that compromise nutysitional
food adequacy. The committee recognized the high needs for energy
and nutrients and the wide variability of these needs in
individual children to support the normal rapid growth of children
and adolescents. Particular attention must be payed to the diets

of children who are consuming reduced fat diets to assure adequate
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intakes of energy and essential nutrients. When children are put
on lower fat diets, it is recommended that the deficit in energy
resulting from the lower fat diet intake be made up by an
increased intake of cereal products, breads, fruits and
vegetables., However, children will often find this increased
demand for high carbohydrate containing foods impossible to

achieve. The results will be decreased energy intake (resulting in

delayed growth or children not meeting their genetic potential for

growth) and inadequate nutrient intake (specifically iron,
calcium, other minerals, riboflavin and vitamin A). Dietary
inadequacies have been reported in the literature even when
dietary changes were supervised and even when subjects had above
average nutrition knowledge. The committee felt that the provision
of adeqqate energy and nutrients to ensure growth and development

was the most important consideration in nutrition »f children.

The two criteria considered essential in making our
recommendat ions were efficacy and safety. The estimated benefits
of a restricted fat intake were weighed against the anticipated
risks. In view of the following considerations, that:

~ there is no evidence that implementation of a diet
providing 30% of energy as fat and 10% of energy as saturated fat
in children would reduce illness in later life or provide benefit
for children as children;

~that there 1is the potential for i1nadequate energy and

specific nutrient intake on a lower fat diet;
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-and that there is potencial for emphasizing an already
significant preoccupation with focd restriction in adolescent
females;

We concluded, in part that:

1. Providing adequate energy and nutrients to ensure adequate
growth and development is the most important consideration in the
nutrition of childien.

2..During the oreschoc) and childhood years, nutritious food
choices should pot be eliminated or restricted because of fat
content . Curing early adolescence, an energy intake adequate to
sustain growth should be emphasized, with a gradual lowering of
fat intake. Once linear growth has stopped, fat intake as
currently recommended (30% total fat; 10% saturated fat) is

appropriate.

I would lire to make a brief comment on the USDA proposed rule for

the Mational School Lunch and School Breakfast Program: Nutrition
Objectives for School Meals from the perspective of the Canadian

Recommendat ions on Dietary Fat and Children.

From the perspcctive of efficacy, there is no support from the
current medical ) terature of studies on the topic that changes in
total or satu-ated fat intake that may result from the Breakfast-
Lunch Program will either improve the health of the childrzen in
the programs or improve the health of these individuals when they
become adults. There is also a lack of documentation that changes

in total or saturated fat from a single meal (breakfast or lunch)
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will influence totai daily (or weekly) total or saturated fat
intake. Finally, there is no documentation that changing the fat
content of children's meals will influence their current or later
food habits. Thus from the perspective of efficacy, the proposed
changes to the Breakfast/Lunch program may not achieve the stated

goal of “disease prevention or long term health promotion”.

Fréﬁ the perspective of safety, it is unlikely that a change in

the fat content of a single meal will adversely affect total
energy or nutrient intake. Changes in habitual intake, however,
will increase risk. For adolescent females who may already be at
risk of anorexia nervosa and inappropriate food restriction, a
further emphasis on nutrient restriction may increase the

prevalence of this serious disorder.
s

Thank you for your atteaticn.

(Attachment follows:)
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Preface

essential to normal growth and development
during childhood and central to establishing the
foundation for lifelong health.

It is well recognized that good nutrition is

The Nutrition Recc dations for Canadi
issued in 1990 describe characteristics of the diet
recommended for healthy Canadians over the age
of two years. They were intended to provide
guidance in the selection of a dictary pattern that
supplies recommended amounts of essential
nutrients while reducing the risk of nutrition-
related chronic diseases.

This Report re-examines issues related to dietary
fat and children. It concludes that during
childhood, emphasis should be placed on diets
which provide adequate energy, and eating
pattems which emphasize variety and complex
carbohydrate and include lower fat foods.
Childhood is charactenzed by marked

individuality in growth patterns and energy needs.

While the same pattern of eating is recommended
for all members of the family, meeting children’s
energy requirements is a priority. To help meet
these requirements, children need more flexibility
in their fat intake.

This work was undertaken in collaboration with
the Canadian Paediatric Society It was supported
by the Brighter Futures Program. Brighter Futures
is dedicated to activities aimed at improving the
lives of children.

Nutrition Recommendations Update
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Summary

Canadians recommend the consumption, by

healthy individuals over the age of two years,
of a diet providing no more than 30% of energy as
fat and no more than 10% of energy as saturated
fat. This recommendation, which was based on
evidence from the adult literature, required
clarification regarding its application to growing
children over the age of twc years. This led Health
Canada, in consultation with the Canadian
Paediatric Society, to establish a Working Group to
examine issues surrounding dietary fat
recommendations for children.

Thc Nutrition Recommendations for

The Working Group weighed information on
nutritional needs for growth and development
with evidence linking diet and adult-onset disease.
Both efficacy and safety were considered to be
important criteria in establishing a recc da
tion. The Working Group examined the following
issues: the effectiveness of a childhood diet

. providing 30% of energy as fat and 10% of energy
as saturated fat (the Reconumended Diet} in
lowering cholesterol levels in children and in
reducing risk of coronary heart disease in adult-
hood; developmental considerations regarding
children and dietary fat; the feasibility of designing
a nutritionally adequate 30:10 diet for children;
current levels of fat and saturated fat in children’s
diets; and the adequacy of energy and nutrient
intakes of children who consume this
reconunended diet.

The Working Groap concluded that:

1. Providing adequate energy and nutrients to
ensure adequate growth and development
remains the most important consideration in
tire nutrition of children. Small frequent
fewdhngs play a significant role in providing
energy in the diets of children.

2. During the prescheol and childhood years
nutritious food choices should rot be
eliminated or restricted because of fat content.
During early adolescence an energy intake
adequate to sustain growth should be
emphasized with'a gradual lowering of fat
intake. Once linear growth has stoppad, fat
intakie as currently recorhmended is
appropriate.

. Food patterns, which emphasize variety,
complex carbohydrate and include lower fat
choices are appropriate and desirable for
children.

4. Physical activity and healthy eating are
important lifestyle habits for children.

The Working Group made the following
recommendation:

From the age of tvo until the end of linear growth,
there should be a transition from the high fat diet
of infancy to a diet which includes no morc than
30% of energy as fat and no more than 10% of
energy &5 saturated fat.

During this tra;sition, energy intake should be
sufficient to achieve normal growth and develop-
ment, Food patterns should emphasize variety and
complex carbohydrate, and indude lower fat
foods. Physical activity should be stressed.

Nutrition Reconumendations Update

(The complete repart is held in the committee files.)
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THE PRESIDENT’S COUNCIL
ON PHYSICAL FITNESS
AND SPORTS

TESTIMONY OF DEBORAH SLANER LARKIN
COUNCIL MEMBER, PRESIDENT’S COUNCIIL ON
PHYSICAL FITNESS AND SPORTS
Before the
Department Operations and Nutrition Subcommittee
of the House Agriculture Committee

Review of proposed USDA rule “Nutrition Objectives for School and Meals”

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 7, 1994 - 2:00 PM
1300 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING

Mr. Chatrman and members of the committee, I am Deborah Slaner Larkin,
member of the President’s Council on Physical Fitness and Sports. Previously, |
served for six years as Executive Director of the Women’s Sports Foundation, a non-

profit, educational orFanization that provides educational information about the

importance of sports for girls and promotes participatory opportunities for all
females.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today on behalf of the President’s Council
on Physical Fitness and Sports. It is an honor to appear before this subcommittee to
discuss the relationship of physical fitness and nutrition for children.

The President’s Council on Physical Fitness and Sports serves as a catalyst to
promote, encourage and motivate the development of physical fitness and sports
participation for all Americans of all ages. It was established in 1956 by executive
order and is made up of twenty members appointed by the president.

It is a program office of the Department of Health and Human Services. It reports to
the Office of the Surgeon General, and is assisted by elements of the U.S. Public
Health Service. The President’s Council provides guidance to the president and the
Secretary of Health and Human Services on ways to encourage more Americans to
become physically active, and as a result, healthier.

"0l FENNSYLVANIA AVENLE - SLITE 250 - WASHINGTION, D.C o004
PHONE 102.272.3421 EAX 202 504-2084
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As the only federal agency solely devoted to sports and physical fitness, the
President’s Council is acutely interested in these hearings regarding proposed
nutrition regulations. A child cannot develop a healthy, physically fit body through
physical activity and exercise alone. Without the daily foundation of a balanced,
nutritious, and healthy diet, the physically active body has nothing to build upon.

I am before you to report on the value of participating in sports and fitness activities,
its relaﬁonshiﬁ to good nutrition and the current role of physical activity in the
lives of our children.

Imy Physi

+ Healthy People 2000-National Health Promotion and Disease Prevention
Objectives states that evidence of the multiple health benefits of regular physical
activity continues to mount. Regular physical activity can help to prevent and
manage coronary heart disease, hypertension, noninsulin-dependent diabetes
mellitus, osteoporosis, obesity, and mental health problems (e.g., depression,
anxiety) (Journal of American Medical Association 261:3590-3598, 1989). Regular
physical activity has also been associated with lower rates of colon cancer
(American Journal of Clinical Nutrition, 49:999-10G6, 1989) and stroke
(American Journal of Epidemiology 115:526:537, 1982) and may be linked to
reduced back injury Journal of Occupational Medicine 231:269-272, 1979). On
average, physically active people outlive those who are inactive (New England
Journal of Medicine 314:605-613, 1986).

Physical activity produces hormones in the body, called endorphins, which
lower stress and reduce the incidence of heart attacks. Because coronary heart
disease is the leading cause of death and disability in the United States, the
potential role of physical activity in preventing coronary heart disease is of
particular importance. Physically inactive people are twice as likely to develop
coronary heart disease as people who engage in regular physical activity
(Annual Review of Public Health, 8:253-287, 1987).

As little as two hours of exercise a week may lower a teenage girl’s lifelong risk
of breast cancer, a disease that will afflict one out of every eight American
women (USA Today, 6/30/87).

Children who play sports and participate in regular exercise have higher levels
of self esteem and lower levels of depression (Bernard R. Czhill, M.D.,
“Proceedings of the Conference on Strength Training and the Prepubescent,”
American Orthopaedic Society for Sports Medicine, 1988). Girls and youn%
-women who have low levels of self-confidence and self-esteem are more likely

to get pregnant (NY Newsday 2/13/89).

Teenagers who play sports have lower dropout rates in school, try to commit

suicide less often, get pregnant less often and generally exhibit less delinquent
behavior.
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In high school, caucasian, African-American and Hispanic athletes score as well
or better on their grades and achievement tests than non-athletes (The
Women', i ; Minorities in Sp 1989).

Findings from the National Children and Youth Fitness Studies I and II suggest
that the quantity, and in particular the quality, of school physical education
programs have a significant positive effect on the health-related fitness of
children and youth. In addition, recent reports suggest that physical education
programs in early childhood not only promote health and well-being, but also
contribute to academic achievement (U. S. Dept. of Education, 1986).

Sports is where we have traditionally learned about teamwork, goal-setting, the
pursuit of excellence in performance and other achievement-oriented behaviors
- critical skills necessary for success in the workplace.

If a child does not participate in sports by the age of 10, there is only a 10 percent
chance she will participate when they are 25 (Linda Bunker, University of
Virginia, 1989).

87% of parents accept the idea that sports participation is important for their
children (The Wilson Report, 1987).

The primary reasorS\ children participate in sports is because it is fun (The
Wilson Report, 1987).

The Current Role of Physical Activity in the Lives of Qur Children

While most people know, and many of us espouse the benefits of exercise and
physical activity, too many Americans of all ages still find reasons not to be
physically active.

43 percent of Americans fall under the term “couch potato.”

Children in the United States are fatter, slower and weaker than children in
developed nations.

Levels of obesity among children and adolescents have risen an average of about
45 percent between 1960 and the early 1980s. A general decline in physical
activity was cited as one of the primary reasons (Steven Gortmaker, Harvard U,,
speech at American Dietetic Assn. meeting).

From 1980 ~ 1987 71 percent of children failed to meet the standard for “average
healthy youngsters.”

Half of all children K-12 show at least one factor for heart disease This is
important because it's putting themselves at risk of developing diseases
associated with a sedentary lifestyle.
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¢ Children are more likely to participate and maintain their participation in sports
if one or both parents a articipate in sports or fitness activities i
Report, 1987), yet a national survey of i i
Activity and Fitness indicates that among less active adults who would lik= to
Earticipate and have the opportunity, 74% are either Not likely or Somewhat
ikely to increase their physical activity in the near future. 64 percent say they
would be more likely to participate ir they had someone, like a family member,
to exercise with.

Relationship to Nutriti

I am not a nutritionist by profession. My knowledge is based on research relating to
female athletes and how the combination of nutrition and physical activity is
beneficial. However, I was taught from a young age how important good nutrition
and physical activity are in developing and maintaining sound minds and bodies.
Yet, what I was taught and the messages people receive are not always consistent.

The message that the ideal woman should be thin is contrary to common sense and
good health. Being as thin as one thinks he or she should be can severely damage
one’s physical and mental health.

¢ The Female Athlete Triad: “Disordered Eating, Amenorrhea and Osteoporosis”
is a term to describe three interrelated problems than can cause long-term health
problems in female athletes. Treatment often requires a team of health-care
providers including a physician, psychologist and a nutritionist (
1994).

62 percent of female athletes participating in certain sports may suffer some type
of disordered eating, which can range from the use of laxatives and diuretics to
life-threatening anorexia nervosa or bulimia.

A female athlete is more likely to seek medical help if risks from inadequate
calcium, poor nutrition and amenorrhea are explained in a non-judgmental
manner. Binging or purging is not the problem. What causes the problem is if
a young person is dissatisfied with her body image. Sixty percent of those
afflicted with eating disorders will recover from the disease. The younger the
child with the problem, the better the recovery.

Amenorrhea or irregular menstrual cycles are associated with low reproduction
hormone levels and, left alone or combined with poor nutrition, can lead to
inadequate bone structure. Scientists have seen amenorrheic 20-year olds with
osteoporotic bunes similar to those found in their 70-year-old grandmothers.
'll'he osteoporotic vones may predispose women to spine, wrist and hip fractures
ater in life.

N
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Ore out of every four women over the age of 60 is suffering from Osteoporosis
(loss of bone mass). This is an $18 billion cost (National Osteoporosis
Foundation, 1992). There is substantial evidence that weight-bearing exercises
(e.g. walking) and improved nutrition are necessary to laying down bone mass
Nutrition Action, June 12, 1982).

High school principals piice physical fitness last on their list of ten goals for
education (National Association of Secondary School Principals, 1990). Yet their
second goal is developing a good self-image. Athletes, especially female athletes
have a more positive body image than do female non-athletes, and body image
is particularly important to self image during the adolescent years (Snyder &
Kilven, 1975).

Healthy People 2000 Objectives (1.7) wants to increase to at least 50 percent the
proportion of overweight Ieople aged 12 and older who have adopted sound
dietary practices combined with regular physical activity to attain an appropriate
body weight. The results of weight loss programs focused on dietary restrictions
alone have not been encouraging. Physical activity burns calories, increases the
proportion of lean to fat body mass, and raises the metabolic rate. Therefore, a
combination of both caloric control and increased physical activity is important
for attaining a healthy body weight.

A 45-year old black woman is twice as likely to be overweight as a white woman
the same age and 20 percent less likely to exercise regularly because exercise is
viewed by many blacks as a luxury they don’t have time for. Compared to white
Americans. African-Americans under the age of 64 are 10 percent more likely to
get heart disease, 30 percent more likely to have diabetes, and over 50 percent
more likely to suffer from hypertension (Shea, Sarah, Walking. p. 9).

Thank you for giving the President’s Council on Physical Fitness and Sports the
upportunicy to share the concerns and act upon the opportunities we all have to
improve the overall health and nutrition of our youth.
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Statement of Judi Adams
President
Wheat Foods Council

Mr. Chairman and Members of the subcommittee:

Thank you for the opportunity to testify on the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s
proposed ple to modernize nutrition objectives for school meals. I'm Judi Adams,
President of the Wheat Foods Council. The Wheat Foods Council is a non-profit
nutrition education organization supported by farmer-funded state wheat commissions,
milling companies and baking companies, as well a5 a number of pasta, cracker and
cereal manufacturers.

Our members include: Colorado Wheat Administrative Committee, Idaho Wheat
Commission, Kansas Wheat Commission, Maryland Grain Producers Utilization Board,
Minnesota Wheat Research & Promotion Council, Montana Wheat & Barley Committee,
Nebraska Wheat Board, North Carolina Small Grain Growers, Noith Dakota Wheat
Commission, Oklahoma Wheat Commission, South Dakota Wheat Commission, Texss
Wheat Producer Board, Virginia Small Grains Board, Washington Wheat Ccinmission,
Wyoming Wheat Marketing Commission. ADM Milling Company, American Bakers
Association, American Institute of Baking, Campbell Taggart, Cargill Inc., Cereal Fod
Processors, ConAgra, General Mills Inc., Hershey Pasta Group, Independent Bakers
Association, The Kellogg Company, Metz Baking Company, Millers' National
Federation, Nabisco Biscuit Company, National Pasta Association and The Quaker Oats
Company.
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The Wheat Foods Council's charter is to teach Americans improved nutrition
through increased consumption of grain foods in accordance with the federal Dietary
Guidelines and Food Guide Pyramid.

‘We're committed to healthier Americans and we applaud USDA's work to
improve the nutritional quality of meals se,ved in the national school lunch and school

breakfast programs. This is a significant undertaking and challenge. As several studies

_ have shown, school meals are similar in nutritional balance and content to meals caten by

all Americans: i.e., characterized by a diet that is deficient in consumption of complex
carbohydrates and fiber, and which contains excessive amounts of fat. By offering tasty,
affordable and nutritionally balanced meals at schools, we are confident that school food
service programs can serve as a model to help improve the eating habits, and ultimately
the health, of all Americans.

‘We are pleased by the proposed rule's emphasis on the scientifically based
U.S. Dietary Guidelines published nearly four years ago. By implementing the dietary
guidelines, we can assure that school meals provide our children with a variety of foods,
with meals that are low in cholestorol and have no more than 30 percent of calories from
fat, and with plenty of vegetables, fruits and grains.

Clearly it is time for school meal programs to be updated. We are not yet
convinced, however, that changing to an untested nutrient standards approach is
necessary. In our view, the approach warrants further study before widespread
implementation.

While a Nutrient Standard Menu Planning (NS..AP) approach, as outlined in
Section 210.10, may provide meals with exacting nutrition, it could jeopardize menu

variety and balance — and misses a valuable educational opportunity. By focusing on
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serving nutrients (especially if overly fortified foods are used) instead of foods, children
will not Jeam how to plan their own meals using the "variety of.' foods" approach of the

USDA's Food Guide Pyramid. While we're feasting on statistics, people may be left

starving for practical information.

To improve the proposal, we recommend that USDA immediately update meal
patterns in accordance with the U.S. Dietary Guidelines of 1990 and incorporate these
pattemns in the proposed rule. Meal patierns have long been the practical template for
balancing school meals, however, the program is still operating with mea! patterns that
reflect old nutritional information. By updating meal patters in accordance with the
dietary guidelines, school meals could more closely reflect the recommendations of the
Food Guide Pyramid. Updating meal patterns will do two things:

« First, updated meal patterns would provide guidance to the thousands of food service
officials who want to make changes immediately. (Nutrient standards could remain
an option for those schools that have computer food analysis systems and the
expertise to use them.)

«  Secondly, updated meal pattems would provide time to complete and evaluate the
pilot studies contained in the USDA proposal to see if the Nutrient Standards Menu
Plan spproach is a practical and effective means of improving the nutritional quality
of school meals.

In short, we don't know if the nutrient standard approach will work ~will it provide
sufficient guidance and flexibility to school food service directors and will it produce
meals that kids want to eat? The pilot studies should answer those questions. In the
meantime, we think it would be wise to improve the program immediately through
updated meal patterns.

130
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1f a nutrient standards menu plan is deemed the best way to optimize the nutritional
content of school meals, we need 1o pay very careful attention 1o the specific nutrient goals
established in such an approach.

"The current proposal requires school food authorities to ensure that their meal
program meets quantifiable targets of (1) total fat content limited to no more than 30
percent, (2) saturated fat limited to no more than 10 percent, and (3) one-third of the U S.
Recommended Daily Allowances (RDA) of protein, calcium, iron, vitamin A and vitamin
C. While this section also references the requirement to "choose a diet with pl'enty of
vegetables, fruits and grain products,” there is no definition of what that means in terms
of & quantifiable level of consumption of fiber and nutrients associated with these foods.

Goals for complex carbohvdrates, fiber and B-vitsmins are necessary to help
USDA assure that future school meals follow U.S. Dietary Guidelines. USDA's own
study on the impact of nutrient standards included a requirement that not less than 50
percent of calories come from carbohydrates. Yet there is no such standard in the
proposed rule.

Absmtawbohydmemquimxeminthepmposednﬂe,thctcmrisksin
replacing the traditional meal pettern approach with an exclusive nutrient standards
approach. Beuuseoftbepmpoal'swmuloricempbnisonpmtcinmd&mhaeism
zumntecthnwhoolchﬂdmwiﬂmeivemalsthnconainadeqmlevebof
carbohydrates snd fiber. A super-fortified high protein food bar, for example, could
replace traditional foods in achieving nutrient goals. Short of that, a typical lunch that
Mwhnw&mmdndseaﬂdbemprhedofthmlﬁmofcbempim,
cight ounces of skim milk and a vitamin C-fortified frozen fruit-flavored bar. Such a
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menu would be short on fiber and complex carbohydrates and have no fruits or
vegetables.

Finally, with respect to the National Nutrient Database to be compiled as part of
the Nutrient Standard Menu Planning proposal, we urge USDA to accept, where
appropriate, the nutrient analysis of a food product which was recently revised to comply
with the regulations of the Nutrition Labeling and Education Act (NLEA) of 1990. We
see no value in forcing companies to incur additional expense to conduct another nutrient
analysis for foods offered in the school meal programs if such an analysis has recently
been completed to compty with the NLEA.

In summary, we believe the department's first step should be to update the meal
pattem requirements. *f that doesn't optimize school meals. then let's introduce nutrient
standards -- including goals for fiber, carbohydrates and B-vitamins.

Again, we commend USDA, and Assistant Secretary Ellen Haas, for proposing
changes in the national school lunch and school breakfast programs in an attempt to
improve the nutritional quality and health of America's children. We look forward to
working with the department on our concemns and to the implementation of changes that
will truly produce an improved school meal program.
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Statement of
Mr. Tom Stenzel, President
United Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Association

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, my naiae is Tom
Stenzel, President of the United Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Association (United).
It is my pleasure to address the topics of the National School Lunch Program
and School Breakfast Program and the Department's recent proposal to upgrade
the nutrition quality of these two programs.

United is an international trade association representing the fresh produce
industry. Our members include grower/shippers, brokers, truckers and other
transportation specialists, wholesalers, foodservice distributors and operators,
retailers and allied suppliers. We represent 1,800 members of the fresh fruit and
vegetable industry, an industry \4h a value of over $60 billion at retail.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture bears an enormous responsibility for
the health and well being of our nation’s children through the administration of
the National School Breakfast Program and School Lunch Program. These
programs respectively serve 5.4 million and 25 million children daily. For many
of our natior's most nutritionally vulnerable children the breakfast and lunch

programs provide the greatest opportunity to good health through sound,
wholesome diets.

Unfortunately, rot only are these programs delivering nutritionally
inadequate meals to children they fail to set the example that sound dietary
decisions will lead to lasting good health. In the preamble to the proposal, the
Department referenced the findings of the School Nutrition Dietary Assessment
(SNDA) Study noting that, “children who ate the school lunch consumed a
significantly higher amount of calories from fat than children who brought their
iunch from home or obtained a lunch from vending machines or elsewhere at
school. Further the report showed that virtually no schools were in compliance
with Dietary Guidelines.” Obviously our nation’s most valuable resource, our

children, deserve better from such publicly funded efforts as the school breakfast
and lunch programs.

United strongly supports the intént of the Department to upgrade the
nutrition standards of the national school breakfast and lunch programs, by
bringing these very important meals into conformity with the Dietary Guidelines
for Americans. We believe the proposed Nutrient Standard Menu Planning
(NSMP) approach to menu planning for school meals is philosophically sound in
its focus on nutrient standards, rather than food type.

The flexibility in menu planning offered by NSMP, constrained only by
the Dietary Guidelines, makes a great deal of sense. The goals of limiting fat
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and saturated fat intake and assuring adequate consumption of vitamins A and
C, iron and calcium are laudable and must be implemented with haste. The
Department's intent to accomplish these goals through restricted intakes of high
fat foods and greater consumption, where needed, of grains, fruits and
vegetables makes good sense. However, we must offer a cautionary note that
this outcome is not certain.

We are concerned that the lack of emphasis on foods or food groups,
combined with the typical resource constraints confronting school foodservice
operators, may result in the preparation of menus that utilize empty calories in
order to satisfy the 30% and 10% caloric fat intake requirements; and an increase
in the use of fortified foods to meet the RDA requirements for vitamins A and C.
Obviously, such outcomes would defeat the express purpose of educating
students in making sound dietary choices through the offering of healthful
menus.

Furthermore, we are very concerned that the lack of a detailed policy on
fortification may result in the extensive use of highly formulated, fortified food
produrts—poorly serving the purposes of the proposed regulation.

The Department's proposal does not require school food authorities to
distinguish between naturally occurring nutrients and those that are added
through fortification. The Department indicates a commitment to the principle
that a variety of "conventional” foods should constitute the primary vehicle for
nutrients, rather than a reliance upon formulated fortified foods. However, in
the absence of a clear policy with regulatory weight, the hope that schools will
rely upon "conventional” foods for the deiivery of essential nutrients inay
develop unevenly. Leaving many children ill served.

The Department aptly notes in its proposal that, ™. . eating habits are
firmly established by age 12, [and] itis essential that dietary patterns be formed
early. What children eat helps determine rot only how healthy they are as
children, but how healthy they will be as adults.” A failure to clearty articulate a
fortification policy would undermin the value of the School Meals Initiative for
Healthy Children.

Simply stated, fortified foods can not Le expected to deliver the same
quality of nutrients and heaith benefits as conventional foods like fresh fruits
and vegetables. The extent of fortification by food processcrs within food
categories is inconsistent, so a reliance by schools upon formulated fortified
1oods will leave children ill prepared to make sound dietary decisions once
leaving the school: different brands of breakfast foods, juices, etc. are fortified at
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varying rates and some are not fortified at all. Similarly, the fortified food
product used in school may have no relevance in the commercial marketplace.

Several highly publicized studies during the last year questioned the
value of supplementation with vitamins A and C to reduce the risks of cancer.
One such study, sponsored by the National Cancer Institute, indicated that
vitamin E and beta carotene (a precursor to vitamin A) supplements did not
prevent lung cancer in a group of male cigarette smoke!
indicated a significandy higher rates of lung cancer an
taking beta carotene supplements, than those who did not.

Conversely, additional studies indicate that compounds found naturally
in broceoli, such as isothiocynates, which includes sulforaphanes, provide the
greatest anti-cancer fighting benefit.

Scientific efforts to isolate the health benefits of spedific nutrients is
wrought with conflicting results. However, it apparent that it is increasingly
difficult to prove any narrow group of ingredients in food, such as vitamins,
fiber or antioxidant enzymes, can—by themselves--prevent cancer. In some
instances fortification can play an important role in maintaining good health.
Supplementation of calcium can help prevent the o1 <et of osteoporosis and the
U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) approved the claim this year that
folic acid can prevent a significant number of neural tube spinal defects in
infants. However, food technology has not advanced to the point where fortified
foods can replicate the nutrient profile of fresh fruits and vegetables or deliver
the same benefits to long term good health.

As mentioned earlier, dietary habits are formed early in life, making the
school breakfast and lunch experiences critical to the formation of sound eating
habits in our children. Yet, reiiance upon fortified foods would not serve this
purpose very well. The benefits of serving vitally needed nutrients through
foods that are inherently without nutritive value will, at most, be fleeting. More
importantly, the use of fortified food products can not educate children as to the
importance of eating a variety of foods for good health.

A discriminatory treatment of fortified foods is sound policy and has been
incorporated by FDA into our nation's nutritional food labeling regulations.
Under FDA regulations, a food other than a dietary supplement not in
conventional food form is prohibited: from bearing any health claims unless it
provides at least 10% of the Reference Daily Intake or Daily Reference Value for
vitamin A, vitamin C, iron, calcium, protein, or fiber per reference amount prior
t0 any nutrient addition.




This specific restriction against health claims, the so-called "jelly bean
cule,” operates to bar certain . ds from bearing health claims even thougl the
claim may be truthful and non misleading. The public health rationale behind
such a rule s clear; government policy should not approve of the use of
inducements, predicated upon claims of healthfulness, for the purchase and
consumption of food products inherently devoid of nutrients.

Likewise, the Department should not permit school foodservice operators
to over rely upon fortified foods in order to satisfy nutrient standard
requiremients. We strongly believe the manner in which the Department
addresses the fortification issue will determine the success or failure of the
school breakfast and lunch programs as tools to educate children on better health
through sound dietary choices. .

Congress made clear through the Child Nutrition Act that nutrition and
information education programs should be a multi-disciplinary effort:

“by which scientifically valid information .bout foods and nutrients is
imparted in a manner that individuals receiving such information will
understand the principles of nutrition and seek to maximize their well
being through food consumption practices. Nutrition education
programs shall include, but not be limited 10, (A) instrueling students
swith regard to nutritional value of foods and the relationship between
food and human health. ..."

The comprehensive view of educating our children on the importance of
good nutrition through good dietary practices must include a sound policy on
fortification. The potential inconsistency is glaring, if schouls teach our children
in the classroom that diets high in grains, fruits and vegetabl s lead to good
health, but in the dining hall serve children fortified food products in order to

comply with the technical requiremients of the Departinent’s regulations.

We suggest the Department discount any contribution by fortified feod
products towards the nutrient standards established for vitamin A and vitamin
C, if such fortified foods do not contain at least 10% of the RDI of either vitamin.
The intent of such a restriction should be to encourage schocls to serve those
food products that contain naturally high levels of vitamins Aand C.

Numierous choices exist. For example, the following foods contain high
levels of beta carotene--carrots, sweet potato, squash, cantaloupe, cauliflower,
AP scruy pameeene sepl. St e divarce number of choices exist for
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vitamin C—oranges, broccoli (also a good source of beta carotene), kiwi, red and
green peppers, turnip greens, sirawberries, and cantaloupe.

We commend the Department's efforts to upgrade the nutritior. * status of
our nation’s school breakfast and lunch programs. Unquestionably, there exists
a strong association between dict and health, and the Department's initiative
represents a comprehensive and earnest move forward towards providing our
nation’s children the healthful meals they deserve.
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Good afternoon. Thank you Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommitice for
the opportunity to speak with you today. My name is Sheri Spader. I am a cattlewoman
from Rosedale. Missouri, a mother of three and a volunteer for the National Cattlemen’s
Association.

Cattle producers, many of whom are or have been parents of children who
participate in the National School Lunch Program. have long been commitied to providing
good nutrition for the nation’s children. Since the onset of the National School Lunch
Program. beef has provided much of the needed protein, iron. zinc, and B vitamins for
children who were otherwise not getting adequate nutrients. In addition, the beef industry
has been actively committed to making our cornmodity lower in fat. As health officials have
recommended decreasing fat in the diet, the cattle industry has responded. Cattle producers
have worked. and are continuing to work, to lower fat in today’s beet. In fact, since the
early eighties, beef producers, in conjunction with packers and retailers, have reduced the
overall fat by 27% in the retail case. Also, through the industry checkoff program, the beef
industry has funded research to develop and test market a ground beef patty with only 10%
fat. Lowfat beef patties now make up a large portion of beef patties purchased by the
National School Lunch Program.

With such progress being made, Mr. Chairman, we are greatly concerned that there
rernains the idea that if red meat is greatly reduced or eliminated in the school lunch
program. the fat content will be sufficiently reduced. In fact, beef/red meat is not the
numbe - one contributor of fat to the diet. USDA’s 1987-1988 Nationwide Fo.d
Consumption Survey data show that beef contributes only about 9% of total fat i the diets
of 1-10 year olds, and about 12% of the totat fat in the diets of 11-18 year olds.
Approximately 90% of the fat in the diets of the nation’s children is coming from sources
other than beef/red meat. 1t should also be noted that while fat from beef intake has gone
down over the years, total fat intake has gone up.

To overcome these myths, NCA supports providing this information through
educational programs for school food service personnel, parents, and children. NCA
believes that producer groups and USDA can work together to educate school personnel,
parents and children that giving up meat does not equal a sufficiently low fat, healthy, well-
balanced diet. In addition, NCA supports nutrition education that is based on sound
science. Such education shows that there are various ways to consume a healthy diet.
including a diet that includes meat.

The beef industry has been a leader in developing a program that meets the Dietary
Guidelines and educates all involved toward healthier eating. As one of the most promising
and effective programs to reduce fat and sodium in school lunch progrars,
LUNCHPOWER! was developed by the University of Minnesota in conjunction with the
Beef Industry Council. LUNCHPOWER! was implemented in thirty-four clementary
schools in Minnesota. In addition to menu planning and foed purchasing to reduce the fat
and sodium content, familiar recipes were modified to produce lower tat and sodium items

1
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that remain highly acceptable to students. For example. the cooks drain and rinse grourd
meat used in tacos. resulting in a pupular entree item that is on average 9g lower in fat than
the unmadified product. Evaluation results ot the program have shown that there were
significant decreases in both total gram:. of fat and the percentage of energy from fat. When
comparing baseline and follow up data. the percentage of energy from fat in the diet
decreased from 40% to 28%. Furthermore. these lower-sodium and lower-tat meals were
convenient far the schools and student participation in the lunch programs was maintained.
LUNCHPOWER! has been shown to work and has proven effective. There are virtually no
added costs. food service personnel like it. children like the food. and it allows for a variety
of foods--as is recommended by the Dietary Guidelines.

In summary. National Catdemen’s Association supports. as always. nutrition
recommendations based on sound scientitic principles. with accurate interpretation and
communication with the public. Narrowly focused attention on fat in the diets of children.
rather than an overall healthy diet. can lead to less than desirable outcomes such as
increased incidence of eating disorders among tegnagers. greater incidence of osteoporusis,
lethargy. developmental disorders. etc. Careful monitoring systems. with scientifically valid
measurement tuols. must be put in place to track and measure the effects of such changes in
the diets of children.

NCA looks forward to working with the Committee and the Department as
recommendations for changing the National School Lunch Program are finalized.
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The National Cattlemen's Association is pleased to submit comments in response to
the USDA proposal on School Lunch Meals nitiative tor Healthy Children regulations
published June 10, 1994. Because tood production is the base for nutrition and food poticy.
policy changes in school meal programs are very important te the National Cattiemen's
Association.

Cattle producers, many of whom are, or have been, parents of children who
participate in the National School Lunch Program. have long been committed to providing
good nutrition for the nation’s children. Since the onset of the National School Lunch
Program, beef has provided much needed protein, iron, zinc, and B vitamins for children
who were not getting adequate nutrients otherwise. In addition, the beef industry has been
actively involved in making the commodities lower in fat. As health officials have
recommended decreasing fat in the diet. the cattle industry has respunded. Cattle producers
have worked. and are continuing to work diligently to lower fat in today's beef. In fact
since the early eighties, beef producers, in conjunction with packers and retailers, have
reduced the overall fat by 27% in the retail case. In addition, through the industry checkoff
program, the beef industry has funded research to develop and test market a ground beef
patty with only 10% fat. {t should be noted that 10% fat is less than the much acclaimed
burgers from other species. Low fat beef patties now make up a large portion of beef
paiies pu.hacid by the National School Lunch Program.

As prcducers have wmed their attention to decreasing fat, they have not neglected
palatability. Aside from the nutritional qualities of beef, taste and texture are crucial
elements we must consider. Comments have come into the beef industry from parents and
children alike, stating that children likg beef, including today’s lowfat options. Furthermore.
they have commented that they are NOT looking for smaller servings of meat on the school
tunch menus.

As stated above. food production is the key to nutrition and food policy. Therefore,
producers must be key players in nutrition and food policy. The beef industry has long
provided commodities for the school meals programs. These commodities have played a
large role in meeting the Recommended Daily Allowances (RDAs) while keeping costs
down.

The National School Lunch Program’s Contribution to the Diets of Children.

As repeatedly noted, the National School Lunch Program makes an important
contribution to nearly 25 million school age children. over half of whom are low income.
For many of these children, the school lunch is the anly meal the child receives all day.
Therefore, it is especially imporiant for these children to obtain the nutritional needs for
udequate growth and development, as well as reduce the risk of chronic discase. In
addition, it is very important that these low-income school children are not deprived of
important meals and nutrients due to the school dropping out of the program. Because

1
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school meals are still voluntary in the vast majority of states and schools. there is concern
that regulations have the potential to discourage schools from participating in the child
nutrition programs.

The National School Lunch Program and the Dietary Guidelines

The National School Lunch Program is currently required to meet one third of the
RDAs for certain vitamins and minerals, as well as protein and energy. Although there is
concern about dietary excesses in the diets, there is no disagreement among health
authorities and scientific experts that these recommendations for protein, ¢nergy, vitamins
and minzrals are vital for proper growth and development. A recent report from Tufts
University School of Nutrition points out that, “even moderate underutrition, the type seen
most frequently in the United States. can have long lasting effects on the cognitive
development of children. Inadequate nutritic is a major cause of impaired cognitive
development, and is associated with increased educational faifure among impoverished
children. While this rejationship is recognized by child development speciatists, educators,
and nutritionists, it is not well known among the general public.” (Note: the general public
is cited as a source of comment throughout the proposal.) “Neither have recent findings
about this relationship been incorporated adequately into the nation's public policies.”

For the above reasons. NCA does not support that the Dietary Guidelines, as stated
in the proposal, serve as “the basis or ‘comerstone” for nutrition standards for school
meals.” Although NCA supports Dietary Guidelines, we cannot suppaort that they be used
as the base. Instead. NCA supports that the basis for nutrition standards for school meals
be the RDA requirements, with Dietary Guidelines as a secondary goal.

Aleng with supporting the Dietary Guidelines, NCA supports all parts of the
Dietary Guidelines equally. At no point do the Dietary Guidelines emphasize the fat
recommendations over the others. Compliance should be monitored ensuring that a variety
of foods are offered to children, a healthy weight is maintained, menus have an average of
30% total fat and 10% saturated fat, menus offer adequate vegetables, fryits and grains, and
use sodium and sugar in moderation. Scientific data does not support a reduction in fat
below 30% for growing children; NCA does not suppert a reduction in fat below 30%, nor
does NCA support Dietary Guidelines applied per food (commodity) or per meal, as this is
not the intent of the USDA/DHHS Dietary Guidelines. Recent research and
recommendations from the Canadian Pediatric Society question the need to lower fat to
30% of total calories in children's diets. This information should be fairly and critically
reviewed before USDA makes a decision on a final rule on school lunch.

Although information on the nutrient intake of young children and adolescents is not
abundant, nor as complete as information for older age groaps. studies have shown that
certain nutrients need to be monitored in children's diets. One study integrated data from
three sources, MRCA Information Services, Inc.. 1977 Nationwide Food Consumption
Survey, and the Minnesota State University Data Bank to determine the nutrient intakes of
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American Children aged two to ten years tur the years of 1977-1Y88. For more than 505
of the population. the intakes of calcium. vitamin B6 and zinc were below the RDA. Zine
was especially low, with over 80% not meeting the RDA.

The School Nutrition Dietary Assessment Study. conducted by the USDA. showed
on average the RDAs for children were being met. EXCEPT for iron intakes for 11-18 year
old females. zinc intakes of 11-18 year old males. and calories and vitamin B6 for 15-18
year old males. The study atso found that the average amount of cholesterol in school lunch
meals offered is 88 mg. which is less than the one-third recommended maximum daily intake
of 30¢ mg. Because USDA places 5o much emphasis on fat. saturated fat, and sodium in
this study. NCA is unclear why the same emphasis is not placed on the deficiency in iron.
Zine. vitamin B6 and calories. In addition. NCA questions statements made 1n the proposal
that efforts should be made to reduce cholesterol. School lunches are meeting the
recommendation made by the National Kesearch Council. NCA is concerned that etforts on
behalf of USDA 1o promote a further reductiun in cholesterol will give the message to
parents. school food service personnel, and students that current scientific consensus
recommendations are not adequate for & healthy diet. NCA believes that such a “message”
will confuse students and in um lead o practices that are very unhealthy. NCA supports
the currens 1990 Dietary Guidelines.

The Importance of Iron and Zinc in Children’s Diets

{ron deficiency is still the most common single nutrient deficiency in the United
States The Joint Nutrition Monitoring Evaluation Committee (DHHS/USDA, 1986)
considered iron to be a food component warranting public health monitoring priority. The

surgeon General's Report on Nutrition and Health (DHHS/USDA. 1988) notes the
#;mportance ot children. adolescents and women of child bearing age consuming fouds that
are good sources of iron. A more recent report from Tufts University School of Nutrition
shows that iron deficiency anemia, which is associated with impaired cognitive
development, affects nearly 25% of low income children in the Uinited States. The
consequences of iron deficiencies included impaired work and intellectual performance.
behawvior disorders, decreased resistance to infections and increased susceptibility to lead
poisoning. These consequences may become evident even before clinical indications of iron
deficiencies oceur. Iron is not the only nutrient of concern in children's growth and
development. Deficiencies of zine and B vitamins can also lead to serious developmental
problems. yet these nutrients will not be monitored in the proposed National Schoul Lunch
Program. Zinc plays akey role in growth, maturation and the immune system. Zinc has
also consistently been tound to be low in the diets of children. Therefore. NCA supports
incorporating zinc and vitamin B6 in their monitoring program.
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Beef is Nature’s Most Excellent Source of [ron and Zinc in the Diet

Iron and zinc are prevalent in red meat. Beef is one of nature's best sources of iron.
Beef contains heme iron, a type of iron that is three to five times more easily absorbed by
the Sody than non-heme iron, which is found in such source as vegetables. grains, beans,
and eggs. Additionally. a special phenomenon called the meat factor helps increase the
absorption of non-heme iron by two to four times when beef is eaten with plant sources at
the same meal. For example, 1/2 cup of cooked beans contains 2.6 mg of iron, yet only
0.16 mg is absorbed: 3 oz. of beef contains 2.9 mg of iron (about the same as beans), with
42 mg absorbed (about three times as much!). A nutrient standards approach is not
capable of taking this into account. Nutrient standards menu planning may show that the
requirement for iron is being met without meat, but it will not show that less is absorbed
without meat. As in the case of iron. beef is an excellent source of zinc. Zinc is a
component of every living human cell and plays a role in growth. reproduction. appetite.
food utilization. taste. night vision, and production of hormones and the immune systern. A
3 oz. serving of beef contains about four times as much zinc as 3 oz. of chicken. turkey and
1/2 cup of cooked beans,

[t must also be noted that beef/meat is not the number one contributor of fat to the
diet. In fact, USDA's 1987-1988 Nationwide Food Consumption Survey data shows that
beef contributes only about 9% of total fat in the diet of 1-10 year olds. and about 12% of
total fatin the diets of 11-18 year olds. Approximately 90% of total fat in the diets of the
nation’s children is coming from sources other than beef. While total fat intake has gone up
since 1980, beef fat consumption has gone down. NCA supports educational programs for
school food service personnel, parents, and children propery reflecting this information.
Presentations made by school food service personnel throughout this reform process have
implied that cutting down meat, or eliminating meat, in school lunches wili greatly and
sufficiently reduce fat intake. NCA believes that industry and USDA can work together to
educate school personnel, parents. and children that giving up meat does not equal a
sufficiently low fat, healthy diet. NCA supports nutrition education based on sound
science.

Changing the Focus of the Lunch Program from Nutrient Deficiendes to Dietary
Excesses

As the school lunch program has aided in decreasing the number of children who
experience nutrition deficiencies, the Department of Agriculture’s focus of nutrition in the
school meal programs has changed. Rather than a focus on the RDAS for adequate growth
and development. the focus is now on Dietary Guidelines for adult disease prevention. A
primary reason for this change is to lower the health care costs due to the numbers of diei-
related discases. It is worth striving for such a goal. It is important to note, however. that
if the narrow focus on fat and fiber reduces or eliminates a focus on vitamin and mineral
needs. the cost of health care will NOT go down dramatically, if at all. For example,
increased fiber intake decreases the absorption of certain vitamins and minerals. such as
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iron, zinc and calcium. Therefore, changes in children's diets need to carefully balance
disease prevention and optimal growth and development.

Another key factor in meeting a healthy lifestyle for children is exercise. As is also
the case in adults, too often obesity is linked with over consumption. rather than the more
likely cause of insufficient exercise. Exercise inherently improves health, but it also allows
for greater caloric consumption. and consequently greater nutrient intake. without resulting
in obesity. That means that schools must allow adequate time for. and proper emphasis
must be placed on, physical education. Nutrition education without physical education is
incomplete!

Fortification

NCA supports including regulatory language in a final rule controlling the use of
fortification to meet nutrient goals. If this is not done, fortification of products with little or
no natural sources of vitamins A, C, iron or calcium could be used to meet the Dietary
Guidelines, NCA supports the following:

Preferred sources of adequate nutrition are meals and snacks which provide a
variety of conventional foods rather than formulated, fortified foods. Moreover.
foods that are fortified with only a few nutrients may not supply other essential
known and unknown micronutrients which conventional foods supply.

Nutrients added to the foods can be counted toward the nutrient standards only if
they were added in accordance with:

1) a Standard of Identity or Standard of Enrichment issued by the Food and
Drug Administration (FDA) for the food item. Commonly enriched foods
for which fertification is added under this provision include milk. margarine.
commercially-prepared cereals. enriched bread and cereal products. and fruit
products including canned prune juice, nectars, and canned applesauce.

2) a USDA purchase specification for a donated commodity feod: or

3) a breakfast cereal available on the commercial market.

The nutrients added to fortify products such as the USDA enriched macaroni with
fortified protein can be counted toward the nutrient standard.

While fortified foods that do not meet these criteria can be planned into the menu,
only the nutrients that are naturally occurring in these foods can be counted toward
meeting the nutrient standard. For example, the nutrients added to fortify products
such as formulated grain/fruit products (as defined by the USDA) cannot be counted
toward the nutrient standard. The menu planner must choose the generic version of
a food without fortification for nutrient analysis. For example. if apple juice fortified
with 100 mg vitamin C is served. then apple juice without vitamin C must be used in
the nutrient analysis of the meal the juice is included in. The 100 mg of vitamin C
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cannat be used 1n the nutrient analysis of the meal because the level of vitamin C is
not naturally occurring in the apple juice.

The Beef Industry is a Leader in the Development of a School Lunch Program to
Meet Today’s Nutrition Goals

The beet industry has also responded to the message that school lunch meals need to
be lower in fat and sodivm. The industry has been a leader in tackling and succeeding in the
development of a program that meets the Dietary Guidelines. As the most promising and
effective programs to reduce tat and sodium in school lunch programs. LUNCHPOWER!
was develaped by the University of Minnesota in coordination with the Beef Industry
Council. Itis a food based. rather than nutrient based. program. Criteria have been set for
food purchasing and preparation to meet the Dietary Guidelines and the Recommended
Datly Allowances. LUNCHPOWER! was implemented in 34 elementary schouols in
Minnesota. In addition to menu planning and food purchasing to reduce the fat and sodium
content, familiar recipes were modified to produce lower fat and sodium items that were
highly acceptable to smdens. For example. the couks drain and rinse ground meat used in
tacos. resulting in a popular entree item that is on average 9 g lower in fat than the
unmadified product. Evaluation results of the program have shown that there were
significant decreases in both total grams of fat and the percentage of energy from fat when
comparing base-line and follow up data. The percentage uf energy from tat in the diet
decreased from 40% to 28%. Furthermore. these lower-sodium and lower-fat meals were
convenient for the schools and student panicipation in the lunch programs was maintained.
A 1994 winner of the American Dietetic Association's President’s Circle Award.
LUNCHPOWER! has been shown to work and has proven to be effective. There are
virtually no added costs. food service personnel like it. children like the food. and it allows
fara varicty of fuods--as is recommended by the Dictary Guidelines. An artcle explaning
LUNCHPOWER! from the Joumal of the American Dietetic Association is attached.

The National Cattlemen’s Association believes that there are various ways for the
National School Lunch Prograsu to meet the Dietary Guidelines. sume more appropriate
than uthers. A food based menu system is easy to implcment. costs much less than nutrient
standards, has a proven track record and highlights all the components of the Dietary
Guidelines. Such a systent arrives at the goal of meeting the Dietary Guidelines while
maintuning flexibility for all. This system will also help school foad service personnel teach
good eating habits based‘on fouds. Such a method will assist children in continuing these
goed eating habits out of school. A nutrient standards menu planning approach does not
ensure a basis of food. Nutrients can be obtained through supplementation. not just
primarily through whole foods.

NCA is concemed that USDA has not yet determined how programs such as
LUNCHPOWER! will fit into the propused tinal rule. Because these programs have been
evaluated and proven effective. NCA requests USDA to specify how these programs will be
aceepted for use.
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Evaluation

As always, evaluation is important to leaming how to continuously improve the
schonl lunch program. NCA supports getting data back from USDA's awn piiot programs
before making the proposed National School Lunch Program final. If USDA does not wait,
much wasted time, energy, and financial resources will go into implementing the Dietary
Guidelines.

In addition, plate waste, or what is being discarded rather than consumed. must be
evaluated. No matter how nutritious the food is or how lovely it looks, it is not nutritious if
the children don’t eat. Plate waste may be due to time constraints on the student, or any
number of other reasons. Recent studies have shown that although an increased offering of
fruits and vegetables sounds good. the children are throwing some nf them away. An
evaluation component of plate waste should provide the necessary information nn precisely
what is being thrown away and why, thus targeting the program more effectively.

Summary

In summary, the National Cattlemen’s Association supports, as always, nutrition
recommendations based on sound scientific principles. with accurate interpretatinn and
communication to the public. Namrowly focused attention on fat in the diets of children,
rather than an overall healthy diet, can lead to less than desirable outcomes such as
increased incidence of eating disorders among teenagers (children do not differentiate
between fat on the body and fat in the diet). greater incidence of osteoporosis, lethargy,
developmentai disorders, etc. Careful monitoring systems, with scientifically valid
measurement tools, must be put in place to track and measure the effects of such changes in
the diets of children. Finally, NCA supports meeting the Dietary Guidelines by combining
fat calculations for breakfast and lunch. Because the dietary guideline of 30% of calories
from fat and 10% from saturated fat is for the total diet over time, NCA believes that the
percentage fat calculations should be done combining bnth breakfasts and lunches. NCA
looks forward to working with the Department as cecommendations for changing the
National School Lunch Program are further developed.
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Mr. Chairman. I am James C. Barr, Chief Executive Officer of the National Milk Producers
Federation. The National Milk Producers Federation is the national farm commodity
organization that represents dairy farmers and the dairy marketing associations they own and
operate throughout the United States.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before the Subcommittee about the proposed rule of
the Department of Agriculture to provide nutrition objectives for school meals. The
Federation and its member cooperatives are proud of the contribution the dairy industry has
made to the National School Lunch Program and appreciates the opportunity to share our
serious concerns regarding the proposed rule.

The National Milk Producers Federation supports the current food-based menu system and
opposes changing to Nutrient Standard Menu Planning as currently proposed. Secondly, the
Federation is concerned about the impact of imposing the adult Dietary Guidelines to children
without modification. The Federation’s third concern is the significant financial burden the
regulations will place on public school systems, the taxpayer and the agriculture community.

The proposed Nutrient Standard Menu Plannmg is a costly, impractical, government-
controlled program. The proposed regulation seeks sweeping changes to the National School
Lunch Program without support from the general public or private industry. The Federation
along with other groups strongly supports the use of negotiated rulemaking in amending the
National Schoo! Lunch Program to foster open dialogue between the Department and all
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affected parties in improving rather than eliminating a program that successfully has fed
millions of children for over fifty years.

The Dietary Guidelines, while laudable, are based on a study of adult males. USDA proposes
to apply them to children without taking age and development into consideration. For
example, the Dietary Guidelines recommend that alcoholic beverages be served in moderation.
No one would think of applying to this guideline to the school lunch program. Common
sense and prudence must be used in adopting adult guidelines for children uatil Dietary
Guidelines for Children are developed. Witk regard to reducing calorics from fat, many
experts disagree that growing children’s diets be restricted to 30 percent or fewer calories
from fat as recommended for adults in the Dietary Guidelines. Substantial scientific evidence
including what we heard today from the Canadian experts contradicts USDA’s directive to
reduce calories from fat and saturated fat to 30 percent and 10 percent respectively.

The Federation advocates a restriction on the use of fortified foods and is alarmed that the
Department failed to address this issue. The Federation urges the Department to adopt the
California statutory language to restrict the use of fortified foods which do not supply the
essential micronutrients found in conventional foods.

The proposed regulations omit designation of serving sizes for food, a practice that has been
effective in guaranteeing that children receive an adequate amount of food. The Federation is
concerned that students will not get cnough to eat if serving sizes are not designated and urges
the Department to retain the standard serving sizes of a reimbursable meal.

The Federation advocates combining the analysis of school breakfast and lunch. Most
children who e: school breakfast also eat school lunch. Combining the meals parallels the
intended apptication of the Dietary Guidelines may serve as an incentive for schools to offer
breakfast, a meal that frequently is lower in fat than lunch.

1t is unfortunate that the entire thrust of the proposed regulation is targeted at reducing
calories from fat. Problems such as participation of school systems, particularly in urban and
suburban areas and participation of students in middle and high school are not addressed in
the proposed rule. A recent review of the program revealed that students fail to take and eat
adequate amounts of fruits, vegetables, and milk. Thirty five percent of elementary school
children and almost 60 pei-ent of teenagers ate no fruit on the day of the survey.

Thirteen percent of low-income male teenagers and 22 percent of lew-income female
teenagers do not drink milk. These problems are not addressed adequately or practically in
the proposed regulati-ns.

The Federation proposes a change in the concept of "offer versus serve™ to include foods from
all food groups especially fruits and vegetables in a reimbursable meal to solve the problem of
inadequate consumption of fruits, vegetables and milk. A reimbursable meal should include
five of the five offerings, not three out of five or two out of three offerings. Students cannot
consume a balanced meal unless they are exposed to different foods ou their plate.
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To increase participation in the school lunch program and consumption of milk, students
should be offered flavored milk daily. Studies show a dramatic increase in consumption of
milk and participation in the school lunch program when flavored milk is offered. The

Federation proposes that milk, especially flavored milk, be a component of every reimbursable
meal.

The cost of implemcnting the Nutrient Standard Menu Planning and the economic impact on
the agriculture and school communities bave not been satisfactorily addressed in the proposed
regulations. USDA estimates that nutrient standard menu planning will increase costs to the
Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) for dairy commodities by $25 million and cost dairy
farmers 7-8 cents per hundredweight or $200 million annually. The Department concludes
that the impacts on the dairy sector and the budget would be relatively small.

The Federation estimates the proposed changes in the school lunch program could reduce milk
prices to dairy farmers by as much as 30-40 cents per hundredweight and decrease farm
revenue by $450-600 million annually, driving thousands of family farmers out of business.

M. Chairmen, you and Mr. Gunderson are well aware that a reduction of 7-8 cents per
hundredweight is not a small impact to farmers. One economic perspective of this issue
should be kept in mind. The USDA’s estimated "small economic impact” of the proposal will
exceed the negative economic impact of the currently proposed GATT legislation on the dairy
industry.

USDA unilaterally has proposed a program that will have & greater negative effect on the
dairy industry than GATT. This is further evidence of the importance of negotiated
rulemaking in devzloping the final regulations. Congress and the agriculture community
should be involved in decisions that dramatically effect producer income.

Mr. Chairman, the sweeping, complex changes of Nutrient Standard Menu Planning are
impractical and unnecessary. The broad goals of the Dietary Guidelines can be met using the
current program. One of the Federstion’s members, the Associated Milk Producers

Incorporated, has developed two programs to help school food service menu planners reduce
the fat content of meals while maintaining adequate calories for growing children. Trimming
the Fat is available nationally from the American School Food Service Association and was
awarded the President’s Circle Nutrition Education Award by the American Dietetic
Association. The award is given in recognition of the development and dissemination of
scientifically sound nutrition information which is unique and creative.

The newest program developed by AMPI is Target Your Market, a comprehensive progrem
for teaching food service staff how to market their program to attract students to the cafeteria
and to balanced, nutritionally sound meals. The program addresses identifying the target
audience, selecting appropriate messsges, writing objectives and developing evaluations.
Trimming the Fat and Target Your Market were ficld tested extensively with school food
service personnel. The results are materials that are based on scund education principles and
materials that are weli received by school food service.
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Mr. Chairman, practical, effective, simple approaches to improving the Nationat School Lunch
Program such as Target Your Market and Trimming the Fat, are examples of the programs
the Department should be supporting, not cumbersoine, costly, untested programs such as
Nutrient Standard Menu Planning and Assisted Nutrient Standard Menu Planning.

The health of 25 million children is at stake. The success of the food-based meal pattern in

meeting the nutrient goals of the National School Lunch Program for almost 50 years should
not be forgotten.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman; I will be pleased to respond to any qucstions.
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Program; Nutrition Objectives for School Meals.

Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman. I am Juanita Duggan, Senior Vice
President, Government Affairs, for the National Food Processors
Association. NFPA is grateful for the opportunity to testify at
thie hearing on the school lunch and breakfast programs.

The National Food Processors Association (NFPA) is the science-
based association of the food industry. We represent the $400
billion food processing industry, and our 500 member companies
manufacture the nation's processed-packaged fruvits and
vegetablee, juices and drinks, meat and poultry, seafood and
specialty products.

NFPA subnitted comments to Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) on
the school feeding programs on December 15, 1993. A copy of
those comments is attached. 1In addition, NFPA testified at each
of the four public hearings held on this subject by USDA between
October 13, 1993 and December 7, 1993. NFPA also will file
comments directly with FNS on its current proposed rule.

NFPA and its membars support the efforts of the U.S. Department
of Agriculture to bring the schooi lunch and other food programs
into closer agreement with the Dietary Guidelines for Americans.
Specifically, NFPA endorses the proposed rules governing the
school lunch program and school breakfast program, which
incorporate the principles of the Dietary Guidelines for
Americans into meal planning and menu development processes for
theee echool feeding prograxs.

—1-.
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NMFPA also supports the proposed criteria to evalua.e menus for
school lunch and school breakfast on a weekly basis. This
spproach applies the principles of the Dietary Guide}lines for
Americane to a real situation. Most nutrition education
programs, including those which supplement the Dietary
Guidelines, emphasize that dietary status is best _measured by
evaluating the total diet over time. A weekly evaluation of
school lunch or school breakfast menus in the light of the
Dietary Guidelines will allow school food service operators to
offer a variety of menu items, exercise creativity in meal
planning, and, in short, present meals which students are more
likely to select and eat.

NFPA also supports USDA's unstated vet clear philosophy for
achool lunch and school breakfast menu development -~ that
virtually all foods can have a place in the school feeding
programs. NFPA applauds FNS for recognizing that canned, frozen,
and fresh products are appropriate on menus in ‘these faeding
programs.

NFPA members produce many processed foods that can continue to
play a fundamental role in the school lunch and school breakfast
programs. These processed food products are nutritious,
convenient to store and to use, available throughout the year,
and reasonable in cost. The food processing industry ensures
that these products taste good and appeal *o most people -~
including children. Processed foods which can contribute to the
school lunch and school breakfast programs are available in an
extremely wide variety of products, formulations and styles --
including products with modified nutrient content when needed for
menus. With this diversity of products, it is easy to include
foods which will be enjoyed by wost students. Ample use of the
great abundance of processed fo.ds available today will make it
possible for every schcol feood service program to create menus
which meet the Dietary Guidelines for Americans, over the course
of a week.

In the remainder of my testimony, I will address several
technical issues in the proposed rule.

Fortification

NFPA supports in concept the provision that nutrients in the
school breakfagt and school lunch programs should be provided
through a meal composed of a variety of conventional foods, as
recommended in the Dietary Guidelines. However, NFPA urges the
FNS to consider alsc that appropriately fortified foods have a
place in the school lunch and school breakfast programe, and will
provide additional variety to menu planning.

-2 -
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NFPA urges that FNS apply the concept of nutrient standard menu
planning To food fortification, as well. NFPA recommends that
any foed which contributes to the Dietary Guidelines in a
positive manner, over the course of a week, whether fortified or
not, should be eligible for inclusion on a school feeding program
menu. This would mean that enriched bread, and vitamin A and D
enriched milk products, which are fortified foods, could be
included on menus, and that some dilute juice beverages -- which
contain moxe than a small percentage of juice, and are aqually
good sources of vitamins through enrichment -- would not be
excluded from participation. This approach would also ensure
that the school breakfast program could utilize common breakfast
cereals, which are frequently fortified with a number cf vitamins
and minerals, rather than rely on unfortified cereals, which may
need to be formulated especially for the schooi feeding programs.

NFPA appreciates that FNS is concerned about potential over-
fortification of foods for the school feeding programs. NFPA
suggests that FNS utilize several factors to control potential
over~fortification. First, NFPA urges FNS to incorporate the
principles of the food fortification policy established by the
Food and Drug Administration (21 CFR $104.20). Specifically,
NFPA suggests that FNS should not extend credit for meal
reimbursement for the excess fortification of foods whose
enrichment exceeds the guidelines established in the FDA
fortification policy, as determined by the FNS in consultation
with FDA. This would ensure, for example, that a super-fortified
food, one that might provide 1,000% of the minimum requirement
for vitamin C, could not receive full credit for reimbursement
fcr a full week's supply of vitamin C; the contribution of the
specific food would be limited to a fortification level which
does not exceed that considered appropriate in the FDA
fortification policy. While the FDA fortification policy may be
amended in the future, NFPA believes that application of this
policy would assist ¥NS in ensuring that foods for the school
lunch and schcol breakfast programs are not over-fortified. If
this type of control framework is established, NFPA notes that
the costs of highly fortified foods will largely exclude them
frca participation in the program, as there will be no financial
incentive to raise levels of fortification.

In addition, to help control levels of fortification in
appropriate foods, NFPA urges FNS to consider the palatability of
the foods included in the program. For obvious reasons, school
food service operators will be averse to selecting menu itens
which may be eibject to plate waste, or to being refused by
students. This will reinforce efforts to limit over-
fortification of foods.
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National Nutrient Database for cChild Nutrition Programs

The FNS has proposed that support for the school lunch and school
breakfast programs would ke provided through the National
Nutrient Database for Child Nutrition Programs. This database
creates potential problems in the implementation of school
feeding programs. Unfortunately, these potential problems would
impose a significant barrier to full participation in the school
feeding programs by many food processing companies.

NFPA recognizes that resolving the problems with this database,
which is administered by the Agricultural Research Service, is
cuatside the scope of the current rulemaking. However, in this
testimony, NFPA will outline the problems for the record. NFPA
is also participating in discussions with both the Food and
Nutrition Service and the Agricultural Research Service to
attempt to resolve these difficulties in the long term.

Potential Problems in the National Nutrient Database for child
Nutrition Programs: v

Food companies reporting data into the database are
instructed to provide analytical data acquired only after
January, 1993. This date ensures that any nutrient analyses
conducted in anticipation of mandatory nutrition labeling
regulations for packaged foods would be deemed too old.
Analytical data derived in 1992 ghould be accurate and up-
to-date, and food companies reporting data from 1992
analyses would be able to reuse many data developed
expressly for nutrition labeling. There have been few
significant changes in official analytical methods since
1992, so there is unlikely to be any method error introduced
into the database with these slightly older data.

Quality Control requirements for data reporting are too
stringent. While all parties desire a high quality
database, the function of the database should be the
determinant of the level of guality needed. The child
nutrition database is intended molely to support the feeding
programs; it is not a research database. Because the data
will be used for evaluation of menus over one week with
respect to the Dietary Guidelines, it is unnecessary to use
data with the same quality controls as a research database.
Furthermore, error is introcduced into the menu evaluation
process by prediction of selection frequency for each menu
offering. These factors should indicate that reliable
results can be obtained even if the nutrient data in the
database are not of "research" gquality.
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Bscause the database is used only to support the schocl
feeding programs, and because the data will be used for
evaluation of menus over one week with respect to the
Dietary Guidelines, submiszion of unrounded nutrient values
developed for mandatory nutrition labeling purposes should
suffice. The food industry has invested extensive resources
to assexble the data needed for mandatory nutrition
labeling, and it would be 2 needless duplication of those
efforts to re-znalyze food products for the child nutrition
programs database,

The Child Nutrition Database appears to exclude nutrient
databases developed by third parties. MHany of these
databases are of very high quality, with many observations,
and follow good laboratory practices for nutrient analysis.
Third party nutrient databases, such as those developed to
support food commodities, or those submitted to FDA for
approval for nutrition lakeling purposes, should not be
excluded.

The name of this database, National Nutrient Database for
Child Nutrition Programs, incor.ectly suggests that it is
linked structurally and in quality controls to the National
Nutrient Database, which ig a research database. NFPA urges
the FNS to assert the level of gquality control needed in the
database to support the school feeding programs. In order
to signal that the child programs' database is a separate
entity frox the National Hutrient Database, NFPA suggests
that it name be changed to "Child Nutrition Program Support
Database,” or similar nomenclature.

NFPA maintaine that submission of nutrient data for brand-name
foods to the database should be made as easy as possible, so that
food processors have an incentive to contribute information for
their specific products. We point out that, at present, the data
submission standards for manufactured foods are higher than
requirements for commodity data or items reported from the
National Nutrient Database (Handbook 8).

Unless the current, onerous database criteria can be acjusted,
over time, very few food compan’es are likely to undertake the
expense and administrative burden of providing data. This would
be to everyone's detriment: the school food service operators,
who would be limited in their selections and menus; the students,
who could face the situation that some of their favorite healthy
foods may not be available; the processed food industry,
enpecially small businesses, who could be effectively excluded
from participation.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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NFPA will continue to work with the USDA agencies to resolve
these problems, so tha resulting product is of equal bensfit to
government, consumer, and industry interests.

Implementation Period

NFPA supports full implementation of revisions to the schcol
lunch and school breakfast programs, not later than July 1, 1998.
Wa believe it will take a significant period of time for this new
approach to be tested by schools of all resource levels, for
existing and unanticipated technical problems to be resolved, and
for school food service operators to feel comfortable with the
nutrient standard menu planning system. Many school food servica
operators will need to be trained in the software, and some will
have to becoma familiar with a computerized menu evaluation
system for the first time in their careers. The food processing
industry understands how time consuming it is to implement fully
a new regulatory structure. For instance, it has taken 18 months
simply to change nutrition labels on the food supply, and that
exercise did not involve training operators to exercise new menu
creativity and make nutrition decisions on a weekly basis.

concerns in the public policy sector that these mandated changes
may be occurring too slowly should be measured against the
assurance that, each year during the transition period, more and .
nore schools are likely to complete the process of converting to
the nutrient standard program. For this reason, NFPA urges that
FNS takes the time to implement the transition correctly, and
thus NFPA supports full implementation of the nutrient standard
system by July 1, 1998.

conclusion

NFPA supports the Department of Agriculture's initiative to have
the school lunch and school breakfast programs conform more
closely tu the recommendations of the Pietary Guidelines for
Americans. We will be happy to work with the Department to help
achieve these goals, both in the present and the future.

Thank you for this opportunity to testify on this important
issue.

(Attachment follows:)
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Dear Mr. Garnett:

The National Food Processors Association (NFPA) is the science-
based association of the food industry, whose 500 members
manufacture the nation's processed-packaged fruits and
vegetables, juices and drinks, meat and poultry, geafood and
specialty products.

NFPA appreciates the opportunity to participate in this effort to
identify nutrition objectives for school lunch neals. We have
expressed our interest in this important issue by speaking or
having a member representative speak at each of the four public
hearings held between October 13 and December 7. For the record,
copies of the four presentations are appended,

NFPA members produce many processed foods that should continue to
be play a fundamental role in the school lunch and similar
government food programs. These products are nutritious,
available year-round, convenient to store and to use, and
reasonable in costs.

NFPA and its members agree with and support the pietary
Guidelines for Americans. we support efforts by the Department
of Agriculture to bring the school lunch and other food prograns
into closer agreement with these guidelines. However, we do not
believe that it is necessary to reduce the amount of processed
foods included in the program to obtain those results. In fact,
with the tremendous abundance of processed foods available today,
there should be no problem meeting the Dietary Guidelines for
Americans with such a wide variety of foods.
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Nutrition Objectives for School Keals
December 15, 1993
Page 2

Domestically canned and frozen food products are readily
available year around. The vaet majority of canned vegatables
and fruits are virtually fat-free, and an increasing number of
lou-salt and low~sugar products are available to meet the
nutrition needs of the school lunch program. Nutritious products
are availaple in an extremely wide variety of substances and
forms. With this diversity of products, it is certainly possible
to include in a nutriticus dietary offering foods which will be
enjoyed by most etudents. .
NFPA studies have shown that nutrient values for canned and
frozen food products are equivalent to fresh product on an "as
prepared® basis. A copy of the summary report from these studies
is enclosed for the record. Processed food prdducts are
harvested at the peak of ripeness and provide consistent quality
and nutrition. Their ease of use is especially important to
those who operate the food service operations within our schools.
wWithcut the noed for preservatives, canned and frozen foods
capture the "fresh-off-the-vine" flavor of foods.

Unlike fresh produce which can spoil before eaten, canned foods
maintain excellent quality without special storage for months
after purchase. Furthermore, the costs to build and maintain
refrigerated space essential for storage of fresh Yroduce are
averted completely with canned products.

Domestically processed fruits and vegetables are availablie
throughout the year. It would ba necessary to purchase certain
fresh products from foresign countries in order to duplicate the
ready-availability of proceesed foods which Americans too often
take for granted.

Processed foods minimize food preparation tima, clean up time and
wvaste dispoeal problems. Manufacturing operations conducted
during focd procassing eliminate laborious cooking, cutting,
peeling and chopping operations that would have to be done by
school lunch room personnel to prepare similar products.
Furthermore, the attendant agricultural wastes disposed of by
food processors would have to be disposed of by school systems
that prepared meals from ri¥ procuce.

NFPA's research as well as private and government studies have
all shown that pesticide levele in processed fruits and
vegetables are consistently either undetectable or present at
extramely low levels well balow-the legal tolerances established
by the government. Indeed, processing operations further reducs
or eliminate any pesticide reeidue present on raw commodities.
Given these facts, we object strenuously to any government effort
to displace from the school lunch program fruits and vegetables
grown in accord with the lawe-of the land.

160
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Nutrition Objectives for School Meals
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Page 3

The school lunch and other food distribution programs are a
multi-billion dellar investment of public monies. These programs
clearly represent a very major commitment to the nutritional
welfare of our citizens. We believe the government is well
advised to forgo paying a premium for organic foods in order to
utilize limited public funds to waximize the availability of
nutritious food to those who utilize the program. Paying more
for organic foods.can only mean that less food is purchased, more
money is expended, or both.

Product appearance should not be overloocked when considering the
likelihood of fresh fruit and vegetable consumption by children
in the school lunch program. Fresh fruits or vegetables with
degraded appearance due to improper or prolonged storage or
distribution time are unlikely to be eaten. Likewise, foods
damaged by insects are less likely to be eaten.

Comments at the four recent public hearings pointed out that in
many cases school students object to ths taste or appearance of
otherwise highly nutritious, preparaed fruit and vegetable
products. Students thus fail to select or consume the products
which circumvents attempts to provide a balanced diet basaed on
the dietary guidelines. We suggest that food preparation is key
to resolving this dilemma. Foods which are improperly prepared
will not be tasty and desirable no matter the form of the
ingredients - fresh, frozen or canned. On the other hand, with a
little special effort and attention foods in any of these foras
can be fashioned into highly tempting meal elements.

It is of interest to note that many renowned chefs utilizas
processed ingredients frequently in preparation of their
specialties. For exarple, the Canned Food Information Council
has prepared many recipe books of outstanding food selections

prepared with canned ingredients. A copy of one of the books is
enclosed.

NFPA and its members object to attempts to reduce or minimize the
role of processed foods in the school lunch and other food
distribution programs. Our menmbers' products should and must
continue as a mainstay in these food distribution programs. No
issves of nutrition, cost, or convenience dictate otherwise.

NFPA believes strongly that this governuent's food distribution
progxams should not be used as an implement for promoting the
production and consumption of organic foods. We object to
legislation which would earmark limited federal funds to this
end. We know of no nutrition-related basis for doing so.
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Conclusion

NFPA members supply a significant volume of nutritious food
products in a convenient, shelf-stable form at a xreasonable cost
to the government's school lunch and other food distribution
programs. We believe these products, whether frozen, canned, or
otherwise processed, make a valuable contribution to the
nutritional adequacy of the school lunch program.

We support the Department of Agriculture's initiative to have the
school lunch program conform more closely to the recommendations
of the Dietary Guidelines for Americans. We would be happy to
wvork with the Department to help achieve these goals.

Respectfully supmitted,

John R. Cady
President and CEO

Attachments:

NFPA Testimony on Nutrition Objectives for School Meals -
Presented by James B. Eithier, Bush Brothers and Company,
October 13, 1993 - Atlanta, GA

NFPA Testimony on Nutrition Objectives for School Meals -
Presented by Joel Gallin, Hunt-Wesson, Inc.,
October 27, 1993 - Los Angeles, CA

NFPA Testimony on Nutrition Objectives for School Meals -
Presented by Guy Johnson, Pillsbury Company,
November 12, 1993 ~ Flint, MI

NFPA Testimony on Nutrition Objectives for School Meals
Presented by John R. Cady, National Food Processoxs Assoc.,
December 7, 1993 =~ Washington, DC

Nutritional Quality of Processed Foods, A Series of Papers
Based on Nutrition Studies of the National Food Processors
Association Laboratories

Chefs' choice, Recipes from the Canned Food Information
Council
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Testimony
of the
American School Food Service Association
before the

Committze on Agriculture
U.S. House of Representatives
September 7, 1994

Mr. Chairmag, Members of the Committee, my name is Vivian Pilant, and ! am the President of
the American Schoo! Food Service Association. 1 am also the Director of Food Services for the State of
South Carolina. We very much appreciate the opportunity to be with you this afternoon, and the continued
interest of this Subcommittee in the murition policies of the Department of Agriculture. Anached to my
testimony are the comments we will bz filing with the Departmen of Agriculture tomorrow in response to
the proposed school meals initiative for bealthy children regulations published on June 10, 1994.

Since 1946 when the National School Lunch Act was enacted meals have been planned around food
BTOUDS —~ two ounces of meat o meat alternate; two servings of vegetable or fruit, each containing 3/4 cup,
etc. OnJune 10, 1994 USDA proposed changing all of this. USDA proposes 1o amend the regulations,
changing the nutriton standard for the National School Lunch and Breakfast Programs to require meals based
On an analysis of key nutrients. Nutrient Standard *enu Planning (NSMP) would be in fieu of the current
meal pattern.  The changes would have 0 be implemiented by all achools no later than Juiy 1, 1998.

The American School FoodScrviccAnocilﬁonhulron&ly supported tie Dietary Guidelings for
Americans over the yesrs. ASFSA cndorsed the first edition of the Digtary Guidelines published in 1980,
the second edition published in 1985, and the third edition published in 1990. The third edition of the
quwrnmwmmmwwmwm

AsFSAbackedupitscommiuneamthewnmwithwiﬁc actions:

ASFSA supported the creation of the USDA School Food Service Management Instinxe 10 provide

technical assistance on the Dictarv Gudelines:

ASFSA endorsed legislation o provide mutrition guidance for the Child Nuirition Programs (P.L.

101-147);
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ASFSA endorsed legislation to revise the USDA Menu Planning Guide consistent with the Nutrition
Guidance for Child Nutrition Programs (P.L. 101-147);

ASFSA endorfui legislation to revise the specifications for commodities distributed to schools to
make them consistent with the Dietary Guidelives for Americans (P.L. 101-237);

ASFSA developed a comprebensive training program, cahed Healthy E.D.G.E. (Eating, the Dietary
Cuidelines and Education) designed to belp school foodservice professionals implement the Dietgry
Guidelines. The Health E.D.G.E. was funded. in part, by a grant from the Deparmment of Health
and Human Services.

ASFSA's emphasis on the Dieary Guidelines belped raise awareness among school foodservice

professionals and move forwar:! implementation of the Diewarv Guidelipes. USDA's School Nutrition

Dictary Assessment study (SNDA) indicated that ir yi4 percent of thc-N:rion's schools students coulkd now

choose a meal consistent with the Diewrv Guidelines.

Five of the ten leading causes of death in America pave been linked to diet j.¢,, diet is a risk factor
for these dreaded diseases. So it js important that all Americans, including children, choose a diet that is
consisteat with the Dictary Guidelines for Americans.

On the other hand, however, is it realistic to expect that children are going to eat in school
differently than they eat at home or in a restaurant? Schools can lead the way on the implementation of the
Diewry Gyidelines provided USDA s realistic and flexible in jts aporoach. The Nutrient Standard Menu
Plan should be one method to achieving the Dietary Guidelines: NSMP should not be an end in itself.

ASFSA implores USDA to collaboratively develop and provide a food based menu system supporting
the Dietary Guidelines as a third alternative to the proposed NSMP and Assisted NSMP.

Schools have been successful in reducing fat, sanurated fat and sodium levels but could make greater
strides if the current menu components now required by USDA were modified to provide Nexibility to offer

more foods students will eat. School districts and schools are reducing these levels, and with the increased
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flexibility a food based menu planning sysiem would provide, more schools would be effective in achieving
the goals of the proposed regulstion.

An additional advaniage of a food based model is the use of the school meal program to reirforce
the Food Guide Pyramid for nutrition education. For example, as children come through the serving line
the memu offerings could be based on the Food Guide Pyramid. Teachers and schools have been teaching
the concepts cutlined in the Pyramid, and the use of the school cafeteria to reinforce those efforts will
provide a very strong message to students.  Additionally, the Food Guide Pyramid underwent extensive
testicg (including with children) before its adoption.

The new food besed menu system would assure more fruits, vegetables and whole grains in their
menus, as well as more choices, reinforcing the 5-A-Day program now being implemented in schools as well
as retail channels.

We believe it may actually be possible to implement the Dietarv Guidelines before July 1, 1998 if
USDA gave schools this flexibility on how to proceed. Nutrient Standard Menu Planning is an unfunded
federal mandate that we can not afford.

Forcing every school in the Nation to implement the Dietarv Guidelines the same may way be
counterproductive and result in schools leaving the Natonal School Lunch Program with fewer children
being served. We are a very large and diverse country. What works in Los Angeles and New York City
may not work in the rural Midwest.

High schools have been offering a greater and greater variety of foods in order to appeal to their

customers. The Nutrient Standard Menu Plan may lead 1o greater uniformity, less variety, and fewer ethnic

dishes. A nutrient analysis can be used to test compliance with the Dictarv Guidelings without being used
to plan meals for chikiren.

Gaven these limitativns, ASFSA can support the use of NSMP 25 ope of the optional wavs to meet

the Dietary Guideline rec dations if several modifications arc made:
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1. First, NSMP, as proposed, is an untesied federal mandate that inay well increase the costs associated
with administering the program. Clearly, USDA needs o thoroughly test this concept. We urge that the
pilot testing of NSMP be permitted to run its full course, allowing the results to be analyzed, before
widescale ifoplementation, and publication of an interim rule. This would not prevent earlier implementation
of NSMP by those School Food Authorities that are judged capable by the State Agency.

2, ASFSA urges elimination of wéighxed averaging as it is described in the proposal. This step of
NSMP is complicated and time-consuming. It measures food choices by smdents—something that school

foodservice professionals cannot conrol without limiting choices. The goal is to plan menus based on the

putrients available in the food. and this can be plished without weighted averages. This complex,
detail-driven procedure would add to administrative paperwork burdens and costs. Additionaily, schools
selling & la carte items such as milk, juice v sandwiches will be required to separate these purchases from
their current production tecords to meet the proposed “weighted average™ requirements. This will add yet

another layer of record keeping.

This process of weighted averaging changes the basic accountability of ¢nild nutrition programs from
being responsible for planning meals that meet the reimbursable meal standards as offered, to being
responsible for planning meals that pieet the putrient standards as served. The effect of this will be
particularly evident in the case of offer vs. serve, where, for instance, the nutrient standard for calories may
pot be met by the offering of a meal with adequate calories because some foods are refused by some
studenss. Therefore, chikd mutrition programs will look for foods that most students will take, possibly a
dessert or other added labor food that will increase food and labor costs and may further detract from the
consumption of basic fruits, vegetables and grains. This is an arca that peeds further studv through the
NSMP pilots.

3. ASFSA encourages the Department t0 combine the apalysis of breakfast and lunch. Most of the
children who eat school breaifast also eat school lunch, We are concerned about the food children eat over
a period of time. Just as it makes good sense to average meals eaten over a week, it makes sense to average

-4~




the two meals that schools offer. This more closely parallels the intended application of Dictary Guidelines

. for healthy diets.
— 1 The Dictarv Guidelines are for all foods consumed, over time. They are nof intended &s *lunch”
e z guidelines or "breakfast® guidelines. Applying the DGA's 10 lunch and breakfast scparately could be seen

-, as an ¢ffort by USDA o force children to0 consume a diet that is Jower in fat than the DGA's intend.

i Further, combining lunch and breakfast might serve as 2n incentive for schools {0 offer breakfast, >
a meal that is usually jower in fat than is luach. Schoo! breakfast is a very important meal, particularly for

low-income children. USDA must do more t0 reach children not currently served by the meal programs.

Combining the nurrient/meal guidelines is one Important step that would encourage schools to expand the

breakfast program.

4, We question the financial impact statement published in the proposed regulations. USDA is familier

with the i d cost of purchasing lowfat items in its own commodity program, such as ground beef and
cheese. Also, it is our understanding that the cost of the hardware and software for NSMP may be from
$2500-53500 per school based on USDA specifications for the pilot NSMP sites. For a large school district
doing all of the menu planning and recordkeeping in the ceneral office, this cost may be affordable. But for
a small School Food Authority or ope that uses “site based management® or one that allows special or
individualized promotions by site, NSMP will need 0 be done at each site, requiring additional hardware,
software, and more proficient site staff and staff training.

This cost will prohibit some schools from using NSMP and force them (0 resort to veing the only
other option offered in the proposed regulations - Assisted Nutrient Standard Menu Plarning. ANSMP
would decrease the flexibility that a food based mesu sysem woukd aliow. We are concerned that these
options, NSMP or ANSMP, will result in Jost participation, frustrated school foodservice staff and eventually
a SFA that cither ignores the DGA's or drops out of the program completely.

s. ASFSA urges the Department t0 provide an implementation and training calendar for NSMP by

region. This wouki coable the Department 1o take into the diverse chall pr d by each state

I
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and region of the country, and beip address those issues of cthnicity and diversity that are increasingly a part
of the Ineal planning process and the educational process in general.

6. ASFSA urges USDA to develop fortification standards. We are concerned that products may be
developed that are prewernawurally fortified and will, thetefore, meet the mutrient requirements when, in their
usually occurring form. they would not. The combination of the lack of a fortification policy. with the 1)
lack of a dictary fiber standard, and 2) the requirement for only three menu ifems. will encourage
fortification.

7. ASFSA recommends deletion of the requirement that an enrree must be selected in offer vs. serve.

It resmicts student choice because it encourages SFA's to focus on the entree and deters students from

making non-traditional food choices. It may also discourage memu planners from offering more fruits and
vegeubles since studeats do not have to take them. Also, we are troubled that there is no explicit definition
of un “entree.”

8. We are concerned by the proposal that would mandate that school foodservice prefessionals plao

meals for four different age groups. This will complicate the menu planning process. esp fally in
where more than orne age group is represented.

9. While fluid milk is one of the requirements of NSMP, and there is a quantity requirement for
breakfast. there is no quantity requirement for lunch. This is of significark concern to us. We would prefer
the current milk quantity requirements for lunch. Osteoporosis is a growing problem in this country and *
has its beginnings in childhood. It seems wise to promote the consumption of lowfat milk in school meals,
both to provide nutrients in childhood and to develop good lifetime eating habits.

Additionally, we want o commend the Department for these provisions included in the proposed

L. The impleinentation date of July 1, 1998 for NSMP. We believe that it will take untjl that date 10
evaluate the pilot projects. provide training and put in place the necessary USDA infrastructure to make this

plan successful.
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2. mwwm»m-mmmmmmmm
' that students can effectively participate in the school kuch program.”
3. New language in 210.19 of this proposed regulation provides a beginning for a continuous
improvement process Iype of review of school foodservice programs that focuses on the outcome rather than
the p This new languag wo\.ldu(hphcenymwhaewchnhlminxu.nmerthmmonemy

overclaims, would follow reviews of the: compliance with nutrition dards. This technical

would continue until compliance with the sandards is mes without the threat of financial penaly.

4, Nutrition disclosure, provided it is coupled with nutrition education, This would be an advantageous
marketing tool for schools that wish to present the information. However, schools shouki not be mandated
o provide the mtrient content of the foods offered, particularly if there are no nutrition authorities in the
program,

s, The extension of the Coordinated Review Effort Review cycle from four years to five years.

A recent GAO report identified over 300 schools that have voluntacily left the National School
Lunchl‘rognmsint':e 1989. (These are not schools that closed or merged with ober schools.) Cne of the
reasons cited by schools for their decision 10 jeave the program was the administrative complexity of the
program and current USDA regulations. When other federal programs were being deregulated during the
19835, the National School Lunch Program was being over-regulated. A significan percendage of the total
paperworkmloulschoohisnowmrihudwoneUSDApmgnm-—meaniomlSdml Lunch Program.

Successful implementation of the DRictary Guidelings will require significant technical assistance from
the Department of Agriculture and a nutrition education effoct aimed at scheol foodservice professionals,
parenss, teachers, and smudents. Most of all, there will have 0 be a flexible mind set as the Department.

NunmdemPWWhmd&mwmmuwwmhm
Guidelines. It should not be the oaly option.

Sclmllumhpurﬁcipaﬁwwdecﬁnedhmycmnapﬂcemgeofemolhm. There are
mcnlmiﬂbnlowimomecﬂ&mc&ibbfaﬁnmdmdm&pﬁumuuwhodomcmmﬂy

-
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pzr:icipminthepmpm.innddiﬁonmwemymmionpmxw'pay‘.ng'wmmwhodom:pmicizum

in the program.

implementing the Rivtary Guidelines is an imporstant goal for the School Lunch and Breakfast
Programs, but it is not tbe only goal. We will fail the Nation's children if in the process of implementing
the Dictary Guidelines school lunch participation drops and we lose high schouls from the program,

In closing, Mr. Chairman. allow me to comment briefly on the child nutrition reauthorization

legislation. Several features of the legislation may impact on the reg!

we are di ing here today.
The Senate bill, S. 1614, contains a provision which would make the Nu_triem Standard Mena Planning, as
proposed by the Department, ¢ option for schools in meeting the M;'hmj_ 1t would also require
the Department to publish a new food based menu System, which schoals could follow in order to achieve
the Dietary Guidetings.

The House bill, H.R. 8, would reuire th2 Secretary to combine school lunch and ‘breakfast program
requizements. One of the other featres of the proposed regulations which concerns us is that the nutrition
vequirements for the Junch program and the nutrition requirements for the breakfast program are completely
separate. Since the Dietary Guidelines for Americans is intznded for all food consumed we think it would
be appropriate to combine the school junch and breakfast mutrition requirements.

Lastly, the House legislation contains a section that would require the Department to enter into a
negotiated rulemaking on the sianute being enacted. We would bope that this Committee would support all
three of these provisions in conference.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to testify. 1 would he bappy to answer any questions that

you may have.

(Attachment follows:)
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Mr. Rovert M. Eadie, Chief

Policy and Progra Development Braach
Child Nwrition Division

Food and Nutrition Service, USDA

3101 Park Ceater Drive

Alexandria, VA 22302

Dear Mr. Eadie:

The American Schooi Food Service Association (ASFSA) is pleased to submit its commenss and response
10 the proposed School Meals Initiative for Healthy Chikiren regulations published June 10. 1994.

ASFSA strongly supports the speedizzi possible implementation of the Distary Guidelines for Amenicans
(DGA's) in school meals. Our comerix comtain a proposal which, if impl d, could accomplish
the United States Deparunent of Agriculture’s (USDA) goal of improving the nutrition standards of school
meals even more quickly than the July 1. 1998 date in the proposed regulation.

We know that the guidelines could be implemented more rapidly and with greater order and less expense
if a third option were made available to sciwol districts and schwols. Rather than building government
infrastructure to implement Nutrient Standard Menu Planning (NSMP) or Assisted Nutrient Standard
Meau Planning (ANSMP) our proposal would streamline government by using existing resources,
materials and methodologies already tested, s saving tax doliars. “This saving would accrue at ali levels
and would also provide more flexibility 10 state agencies, local school districts and schools.

ASFSA PLEDGES ADDITIONAL SUPPORT FOX FURTHER IMPLEMENTATION OF THE
DIETARY GUIDELINES FOR AMERICANS IN SCHOOLS

We have been working toward implementation of the Dictary Guidelines for fifieen years, urging
Congress and USDA to make the nccessary changes. We have also worked in partershin with other
organizations to help provide guidance and materials to school districts and schools implementing the

We will continue to give support to food mamfacturers so they can provide a wide variety of products
that help schools meet the DGA's by reducing fat, saturated fat and sodium and increasing dietary fiber
in manufactured products and so that they can provide the nutrient analysis of their products for
evaluation and use in the NSMP and use in Joca! schoot districts.

We will assist USDA and State Agencies in providing training to our members in the use of NSMP and

2 food based mienu system by providing a support setwork of trainers and training similar to our effort
with the Healthy E.D.G.E.

We will work with-USDA: to develop anew food bused menu system by Jamuary 1, 1995 that will ersure
that meals planned with this new meal pattern will, when evaluated over a week’s time, comply with the
Di Guidelines.
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Our comments will address:

1. mmmdnfmwmmmmlmuwmmuw
July 1, 1996. .

1. How to improve the proposed Nutrient Standard Menu Plan.
3. Sections cf the proposed rule.

ASFSA STRONGLY URGES USDA TO PROVIDE A MODIFIED MEAL PATTERN OR NEW
FOOD-BASED MENU SYSTEM SUPPORTING THE DIETARY GUIDELINES AS AN OPTION
TO NSMP

1. ASFSA.imploms USDA to eollaboratively develop and provide a food based menu sysiem
mmw&mn:mummnwwmpwﬂsmmmuu NSMP.

According to USDA’s 1993 Sehoo! Nutrition Dietary Assessment Study (SNDA) the current food based
menu planning systanhubeeneﬂaaivcinmcetinson&xhi:d of the Recommendad Dietary Allowances
(RDA) and desired cholexterol Jevels. Studenis who obizined 2 non-NSLP lunch consumed just 23
percent of the RDA.

While the fat and sanirated fat of the menus evaluated in the SNDA stidy exceeded the recommendations
ofthemmg,umdmitmtbembaedmnmuer:coummdmomﬁm:ppliedtochud:min
the 1990 edition of the Dictary Guidslines and the SNDA data was coliccted in 1992.

Since the 1mmmmmmymkmwwuwmmmmmm
levels while simultancously iroplementing the other recomenendations contained within the Dictary
Guidelines. TheSNDAmdyalwtbowedﬂw“permofthemveyeduhoohoﬁad:mﬂw
met the Diewary Guidelings.

Schools have been successful in reduciog fat, samrated fat and sodium levels but could make greater
strides if the current menu comyonents now required by USDA were modified to provide flexibility to
offer more foods students will eat. School districts and schools are reduciog these levels, and with the
increased flexibility a food based menu planning system would provide, more schools would be effective
in achieving the goals of the proposed regulation.

2. An additiona! advantage of a food based model is the use of the school meal program to reinforce
the Food Guide Pyramid for mutrition education. For exampie, a3 children come through the serving line
the menu offerings could be based on the Food Guide Pyramid. Teachers and schools have been teaching
the concepts outlined i the Pyramid, and the use of the school cafeteria to reinforce those efforts will
provide a very strong messsge 1o sudents. Additionally, the Food Guide Pyramid underwent extensive
testing (including with children) before its adoption.

B

a. We also believe that providing schools with a food based menu system will allow schools to reach
the USDA geal much more quickly than proposed in the regulation. 1n fact, we believe that most schools
could do this by July 1, 1996, if the modified meal pattern is developed in the next 6 months. We
request that this food based menu system be developed by USDA with assistance from ASFSA, nutrition
scientists. and the National Food Service Management Institute.

(ASFSA Final Drafs Commaent, Page 2)




Local governmenis a6 well as siate and fedetal povernments will spend less money to implement the
DGA's wsing a food besed memu system than will be spent with NSMP, where not only hardware and
software would need to be purchascd, but extensive training of the school and state maff would be
necestary. This, couplod with the new infrastrocoure necded by USDA to provide the support necessary
byM&MWM&WMM(SFAHNNSWMANSW.WMM
implementing NSMP and ANSMP very expensive.

4. The food based mem systern wousld be supported by zxisting resources and programs.  ASFSA
has actively promoted the implementativn of the DGA’a through numerous programs developed by the
Associstion, including our madel Nutriticn kntegrity Policy, the Healhy E.D.G.E., “Keys to Excellence:
Standards of Practice for Nuirition Insegrity, " werkshops durmg or preceding every national conference.
and promotions of programe developad by allied bhealth associstions, such ss the American Cancer Society
(ChaqgingtheCunse).AmiumHunAnmmanySdawlhmh).dnBawamﬂ
(LunchPower), and the Associated Milk Producers Inc. (Target Your Market).

We will not only continue to provide these training opportunities, we will also give awards and
recognitions 0 schools that have d d s7ul implementation of the DGA’s in their schools.,
including the recommendations of less than 30 percere of calories from fat and less than 10 percent of
calories from samurated fag.

5. The new food based menu system would assure more fruits, vegetables and whole grains in their
menus, as well as more choices. reinforcing the 5-A-Day program row being implementad in schools as
well as retail channels.

6. As pew healthful foods have gained popularity, schools have not always been able to offer them
as a menu choice because they were not part of the “Mzal Pattern.”  Lowfat yogurt is one cxample. We
suggest foods tha: qualify as meal components be expanded, excouraging more varisty and choices in
school lunches and breakfasts.

7. The new food based menu system mxt put limitations on fortification. We urge USDA to adopt
a fortification policy to prevent typically non-nutritious, Righ sugar, high fat foods from being super
fortified and used to make a aignificant contribution 1o the nutrient standards. We slso urge USDA to
keep the standard whereby & juice must contain at lesst 50 percent real fruit juice to count as a
reimbursabie item. The requireoent to provide servings from the food groups will reduce the aivutage
of serving hughly fortified foods.

The USDA policy on fortification developed for usé in the NSMP pilots provides a reasonable approach
on this issue. The application of this policy and its results should be evaluasted and considered for
incorporation in the final rule.

NUTRIENT STANDARD MENU PLANNING NEEDS IMFROVEMENT

* Nutrient Standard Menu Planning beips peopie to leamn the mathematics of mrition and the difference
between micro and macro nutriemts. Learning that there are more calories in a gram of fat than a gram
of protein or carbohydrates is fundamental to menu planning with an cye wward disesse prevention.
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mmwmmmk.mmwmmm. specific constraints.
mknwmmmmwmlfmmmwmpmdwnmdpmdms
mimbmublemlnin:xpﬂivdyupouﬂ:h.Asnuuh.if;choohhadNSMPmdAuinedNSMP
lsModyoﬁmwm&W&.Mmﬂdhmﬁwoﬁatmhﬁum
vegmbhs.lmwhokznhn.hsnﬂhndm'my' calories.

Given these limitations, ASFSAunmpponmcuscostmmmmm_wm 10 meet the
Dimcmmmmnmummmm“m:

1. First. NSMP. as proposed, is an untested federal mandate that may well increase the ccsis
associated with sdminisicring the program. Clearly, USDA necds 1o thoroughly test this concept. We
urgcthumeoi!mtsdnxofNSMPbepumindwnmhsﬁﬂ!mﬁc.lﬂowmsthemmstobe
analyzed, before widescale implementation, and publication of an interima rule. This would not prevent
earlier impmmimofNSMPbythmcSchoolFood Authorities that are yudged capable hy the Sute

Agency.

2. ASFSA urges elimination of weighted averaging as it is described in the proposal. This step of
NSMP is complicated and time-consuming. It measures focd choices by sudents—something that school
foodservice professionals cannot control without limiting choices. The goal is to plan menus based on
the nurients available in the food, and this can be accomplished .withcut weighted averages. ‘This
complex, deuil-driven procedure would add to sdministrative  peperwork burdens and costs.
Additionally, ubookxeﬂinanbmcimsu:humilk.juincnninndwid\swﬂlbemquimdto
separate these purchases from their current production records to meet the proposed "weighted average®
tequirements. This will add yet another layer of record kecping.

This process of weighted avenging changes the basic accourzability of child autrition programs from
being responsible for planning maals that meet the reimbursable mmeal sandards as offered, to being
responsible forphnninsmnhthnmnxmmimmndndsm:nvd. The effect of this will be
panicularly evident in the case of offer vs. serve, where, for instance, the nutrient standard for calories
may norbemctbyﬂwoffcﬁngohnulwimadeqweulorisbeuuumfoodsmrdusedbysm
students. Therefore. child nutition programs will look for foods that most students will take, possibly
a dessert or other-added labor food that will increase food and labor Costs and may further detract from
the consumption cf basic fruits, vegetables and grains. This is a0 acca that pecds further study ibhrough

the NSMP pjlots.

3. ASESA encourages the Department to combing the analysis of breakfast and lunch. Most of the
children who eat school breakfast also eat school lunch. We aze concerned about the food children eat
over a period of time. Just ss it makes good sense 10 average meals eaten over & week, it makes sense
1o average the two meals that schools offer. This more clocely paraliels the intended application of
Digtary Guidelings for healthy diezs.

The Dietary Guidelings are for all foods consumed, over time. They arc not intended as “lunch®
guidelines or “breakfast® guidelines. Applying the DGA’'s to lunch avd breakfast separately could be seen
as an effort by USDA to fomchﬂdlmwwmndiamnhhmhmmmeDGA's intend.

(ASFSA Fisal Draft Commant, Page 6)
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Further, combining hinch and breakfast might sevve as & incentive for schools to offer breakfast. 2 mea)
that is usually lower in fat than is hunch. Schoo!hnkﬁniav«yiq:umml.pmiaﬂaﬂyforlow-
income children. USDA must do more to reach children not currently served by the mea; prograrms.
Combining the autrient/meal guidelines is one important siep that would encourage schools 1o expand the
breakfast prograam.

4. We question the finsacial impect stztemese publithad in the proposed :egulations. USDA is
familiar with the inzreased cost of purchasing lowin #ems in i own cowsmodity program. such as
ground becf and cheese.  Also, it is our underetanding that the cost of the hardware and software for
NSMP may be from $2500-§3500 per school besad on USDA specifications for the pitot NSMP sites.
For a large school district doing all of the menu plunning and recordkeeping in the central office. this cost
may be affordable. But for 2 stnall Schoo! Food Authority or ope that usss “site hased management™ or
one that allows rpccial ot individualized promotions by site, NSMY will need to be done at each site.

This cost will prohibit some schools from wsing NSMP and force them to resort to using the only other
option offered in the proposed regulations - Assisied Nutrient Standard Menw Planning. ANSMP would
decrease the flexibility that a food based mezu system would aliow. We are concerned that these opuons.
NSMP or ANSMP, will result in lost participation, frustrated scaool foodservice staff and evenually a
SFA that cither ignofes the DGA's or drops owt of the program complesely.

5, ASFSA urges the Department to providz an implementation and naining calendar for NSMP by
region. This would enable the Departnent to take into the di hallenges p d by each
smeandregionofﬂ:ccamy.andhdplddmthuehauofethnicixymddivmityhm

1\

increasingly a part of the meal pianning p and the educati p in general

ASFSA is concemned that the diversity of the school foodservice staff will present a barvier to NSMP
implementazion absent # well designed maining pian. We have school foodservics personne! who do not
read English as either a first or second language. Wihat type of training is USDA prepared to provide
1o meet this diverse population?

6. ASFSA urges USDA 1o develop fonification stndards. We are concerned that products may be
developed that are preternanurally fortified and will, therefore, meet the nutrient requirements when, in
their usually occurring form, they wold not. Ths combination of the lack of a fortification poticy, with
the l)lackofadiauyﬁberﬁndud.nﬂ!)&nqzﬂmfotonlythrumhm. will encourage
fortification.

7. ASFSA recommends deietion of the requirement that an entree must be seiected in offer vs. serve.
It restricts student choice because it encourages SFA's to focus on the entree and deters students from
making non-traditional food choices. It may also discourage menu planners from offering more fruits
and vegetables since students do not have 10 take them. Also, we are troubled that there is no explicit
definition of an “entree.”

8. Wemmmubynwpwmnmumdmmnsdmlfmmfmiomhphn
meals for four different age groups. This will complicate the mem planning process, especially in
schoolswhemmnﬂunoncuemisr:ptw.

(ASPSA Pl Draft Comment, Puge 5)




9. While 8uid milk is ane of the requirements of NSMP, #nd there is a quantity requiremen: for
breakfast, there is no quantity requirement for lunch. This is of significant concern to us. We would
prefer the current milk quantity requircments for lunch. Osteoporosis is a growing problem in this
country and has its beginnings in childbood. It seems wise to promote the consumption of lowfat milk
in schos! meals, both to provide putrienss in childhood and to develop good lifesime eating habits.

ASFSA SUPPORTS THE FOLLOWING FEATURES OF THE FROPOSED REGULATIONS:

1 The implementation date of July 1. 1998 for NSMP. We believe that it will take until that date
1o evaluate the pilot projects. provide training and put in place the necessary USDA infrastructure fo
make this plan successful.

2. The language encouraging schools to provide "adequate meal service times and pericds to ensure
that studerts can effectively panicipate in the school lunch program.”

3. New language in 210.19 of this proposed regulation provides a beginning for a continuous
improvement process type of seview of school foodsarvice programs that focuses on the outcome rather
than the process. This new language would set in place a system where technical assistance, rather than
monetary overclaims, would follow reviews of the compliance with nutrition standards. This technical
assistance would continue umtil compliance with the standards is met without the threat of financial
penalty.

-

4. Nutrition disclosure, provided it is coupled with nutrition education. This would be an
advantageous marketng tool for schools that wish to preseat the information. However, schools should
not be mandated to provide the nutrient content of the foods offered, particularly if there are no nutrition
authorities in the program.

5. The extension of the Coordinated Review Effort Review cycle from four years to five years.
ASFSA SUPPORTS ADDITIONAL REDUCTION IN PAPERWORK

We strongly urge USDA to appoint a commission made up of School Food Authorities, State Agencies.
and paperwork reduction authorities to Tecommend ways to reduce paperwork in school food service
programs. Resulis from the *Paperwork Reduction® pilots must be considered. One recomnmenxdation
is the ehmination of the verification requirements and on-site review Tequirements, eXcepl as corrective
action.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. We would propose that CN labels be maintained, because of their pciential usefulness in
previding information for nutrient analysis as well as supporiing & food based menu system.

2. USDA shouid ensure that a procedure is put into place whereby new, healthful products can be
*credited” for inco, poration imo a food based menu system.

(ASFSA Final Draf: Comment, Puge 6)
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3. USDA enhancad the School Breakixst pattern by adding a fourth mes! item in 1989. This was
dooe to briag fron and viramin levels up 1o thie same Jevels as breakfasts esten a2 home. The proposed
jon reduces the number of required food items from foar o three, with the only refevence point
being cne-fourth of the RDAs. Under the current patiern, school breakfasts approach one-third of the
o RDAS for these key natrienes. Berause iron is closely linked to the kearning process, the proposed change
- is a step backward in meeting the putritional needs of children. We propose that four meal items be
maintained for school breakfast under all opdons, NSMP, ANSMP and the proposed food based menu
= planaing sysiem.

5 CONCLUSION

o We recommend that the nex: sizp of the regulations be issuad in “interim® form. atiowing the
- incorporation of the results of the NSMP pilots 30 that additional comments could be made.

We urge USDA to be flexible in its approach to the Dictary Guidelines for Americans to allow different

options in meeting them, including the MNutrient Standard Memw Plan, the Assisted Nutricnt Stand .
i Menu Plan and 2 food besed menu system. A strict application of the rule as proposed will be

U counterproductive in that it may result in schools leaving the Nationsl School Lunch Program and School

Breakfast Program and fewer children being served.

High schools have been offering. for exarmple, a greater and greater variety of foods in order to appeal
to their customers. The NSMP, as proposed, will lead 10 yreater wmiformity, less veriety, and fewer
cthnic dishes. As the reimbursable mes! offerings are limited, more sadents will chocse a la cane,
vending machine or snack bar foods for which no nexrition standards exist. 1If there were no opt.ons (o
NSMP, many high schools would have to choose between NSMP or leaving the National School Lunch
Program. A nutrient analysis corld be used 10 test complisnce with the Digtary Guidalings, but not
necessarily 10 plan meals for children.

As you know. a recent General Accounting Office report identified more than 300 scheols that have
voluntarily left the National Schoo! Lunch Program since 1989. One of the majot reasons ik . .fiad for
the deciston to leave the program was the administrative complexity and the current USDA, regulations.
When other federal programs were being deregulsted during the 1980s, the National School Lunch
Program was being over-regulated. A significant percentage of the total paperwork in Jocal schools is
now atributed to a USDA programn—ihe Natioasl School Lusch Program.

The American School Food Service Association strongly favors implementation of the Dictary Guidelings
It is ume 10 move forward, and 1o move forward together.

We are deeply concerned however, sbout the recent decline in participstion (as a percent of enrollment)
and we are concerned abot those free and reduced price eligible children who do not participate in the
National School Lunch and School Breakfast prograns. We will fail the nation's children if in the
process of implementing the Digary Guidelings. participation drops and we lose schools from the
program. In short, there peeds to be a conunon semse approacs o implemexting the Dictary Guidelings.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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TESTIMONY OF ALLEN ROSENFELD,
DIRECTOR OF FOLICY AND PROGRAMS
PUBLIC VOICE FOR FOOD AND HEALTH POLICY
BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON DEPARTMENT OPERATIONS AND
NUTRITION, COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, U.S. HOUSE 9F
REPRESENTATIVES

September 7, 1994

Mr. Chairman, bers of the subce ittee, I am Allen Rosenfeld, Director of
Policy and Programs for Public Voice for Food and Health Policy. For the past five years,
Public Voice has been the leading advocate for improvements in the nutritional quality of the
school meals program. For most of those years, we were the lone voice for reform. Now 1
am happy to say, there is widespread recognition that while the need to feed hungry children
is primary, it makes no sense to expose those kids to higher risks of heart disease, stroke and
obesity in the process.

USDA’s proposed regulations provide a watershed opportunity to translate these
concerns into action in each of the nation’s school cafeterias. Public Voice therefore strongly
supports the ptoposal, but believes that it must be strengthened to ensure that the new
regulations are an effective instrument for improving the nutritional well-being of school-age
children.

The cornerstone of the proposal is the requirement that school meals meet the federal
Digm_ﬁumh_cj_mmnm for fat and saturated fat. Public Voice believes that these
provisiuns represent a starting point for the constrection of a truly nutrition-based, health-
oriented initiative and should under no circumstances be weakened in the final rule. A major
shortcuming of the proposal, however, is its failure to propose standards for other nutrients
that ase critical to chronic disease prevention, namely cholesterol, sodium, and fiber. Public
Yoice is therefore urging USDA 1o also sct quantitative guidelines for these important
nutrienis based on levels recommended by the National Academy of Sciences and the
National Cancer Institute.

One question that is persistently raised about school lunch reform is whether kids will
actually be willing to eat lunches that have been prepared with significantly lower levels of
fat, saturated fat, cholesterol and sodium. There secms to be a fear in some circles that kids
will opt out of the school lunh program because tofu burgers and alfalfa sprouts will sweep
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through the nauon’s school cafeterias as replacemets for the bacon cheeseburgers, french
fries and pepperoni pizzas that some think kids just simply cannot live without. To test this
hypothesis, we contacted the real experts -- those school food service directors who are
already serving up healthy menus jn their schools every day. Last week, Public Voice
released its sixth annual school lunch report, entitled Serving Up Success, which featured 41
case studies of programs that have substantially improved the nutritional quality of their
meals. In nearly every case, student participation remained constant or increased after
nutritional improvements were made.

Serving Up Success also helps to answer another key question: “Can the schools do
this in a timely fashion?" Our case studies provide important evidence that schools can
respond quickly and effectively when food service directors are given the opportunity to
express their creativity, initiative and commitment.

One striking thing about the case studies is the wide variety of approaches that
schools have used to improve their meals. Based on its research and discussions with school
food service directors, Public Voice has concluded that, to make reform effective, USDA
needs to give schools the maximum amount of flexibility feasible for achieving the new
nutritional standards. Public Voice strongly supports the use of Nutrient Standard Menu
Planning and Assisted Nutrient Standard Menu Planning as proposed by USDA. However,
we also believe that menu plans developed by third parties such as the American Heart
Association, and perhaps even some meal patterns, should be permitted, as long as nutrient
analyses are used to demonstrate that these other approaches meet all of USDA’s new
nutritional standards consistently on a weekly basis. Given the diversity of schools in the
program, the gnds clearly justify the most flexible means of achieving them.

One of the aspects of the proposal that Public Voice finds most troubling is the
implementation deadline. USDA proposes to give schools until the 1998/99 school year to
meet the new standards, without offering a single line of justification for four more years of
potentially substandard and unhealthful food in the schools. Public Voice finds this delay
unconscionable. We have known for many years that reform of the school lunch program is
a public health imperative; the time for action is pow. If USDA believes that a few less-
advaniaged schools in both rural and urban areas will have difficulty complying before
'998/99, th=n a more appropriate response is to target those schools for technical assistance
and additional flexibility in enforcing compliance. Public Voice has always been fully
supportive of such measures, and is pleased that the agency’s compliance program is geared
toward helping schools to meet the requirements, rather than punishing them. The vast
majority of the schools in the program, however, should be required to come into compliance
by 1996/97, a full year-and-a-half after the final rule is published. It is worth noting that our
report documented the successes of many less-advantaged schools located in low-income
urban and rural areas. These schools found solutions to the tough problems they faced
because they had the will to put nutrition first. ¢
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Unfortunately, the same cannot be said USDA with regard to its commodity
distribution programs. For too long, USDA has pot been part of the solution because it
failed to put children’s nutrition first, ahead of the interests of farm commodity producers
and food processors. There is little, if anything, in the current proposal that suggests that the
Department as a whole has found a way to reorder thesc priorities. As reported first in
Public Voice's Serving Up Success, over the past five years, the 1 billion pounds of
subsidized food sent by USDA to schools through its commodity distribution program has
provided between 47 and 50 percent of calories from fat, well over the 30 percent
recommended by the Dietary Guidelines.

One does not have to be a mathematician to understand if this keeps up, schools will
find it unnecessarily difficult to develop meal plans that meet the Dietary Guidelines. If
USDA expects the schools to do so, the very least it can do is to help by cleaning up its own
act. A good siart would be the establishment of quantitative targets for fat reductions that
will quickly bring the food distributed by USDA into line with its own nutrition standards.

Mr. Chairman, in its formal comments to USDA, Public Voice addressed these and
other aspects of the regulatory proposal in much greater detail. I would ask that these formal
comments be included as part of the record as soon as they have been submitted to USDA.
At that time, we will be happy to provide copies of them to each member of the
subcommittee.

In sum, Public Voice is pleased that so many involved in the school meals programs
now agree that providing school children with abundant and palatable food is not
incompatible with improving the nutritional quality of that food. With the right changes,
USDA's proposal can turn those shared goals into concrete action that will help safeguard the
health of the nation’s youth. We lock forward to working with the agency, and with
Congress, to ensure that such objectives are met as rapidly and effectively as possibie.

[ want to thank you for inviting Public Voice to present its views on this timely and
critical public health issue. I look forward to questions from you and other members of the
subcommittee.

(Attachment follows:)
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Introduction

K

(USDA) announced an unprecedented initiative to

improvethe nutntional quality of school meals. Hailed
as the biggest change in the Nationa! School Lunch
Program (NSLP) since iis creation by President Truman
in 1946, theinitiative addressed many of the shoticomings
identified by consumer and public health organizations in
recent years.

l n June 1994, the U.S. Dep of Agricul

Aswith any federal proposal, debate over the © hen-

try rep ives, as well as from newspaper and maga-

zine articles — simply demoastrate that nutritious school
meals have already become a reality for many students
Even more significantly, these case studies offer a first-
hand answer to the question, “But will the kids eat thus
stufflT™ The answer is a resounding “yes,” with funch

participation rates .

in these innovalive school distncts.

oreveni

sneness of the proposed program soon ensued, kindled by
extensive news coverage. Comments on the initiative are
being drafted and discussions continue to be held in the
halls of Congressand USDA; in the offices of child, heaith

_ and nutntion advocates, in assoc ation headquarters, in
the natton's newspapers and living roems; and on the
schoel lunch "frontlincs™ -~ the offices and cafcterias of
school food service personne!

Tius report pays a visit Lo these frontlines. 1t shines a
spothght on school lunch programs across the country
which have already begun to make sigrificant changes in
school meals. The 41 case studies featured in this report
demonstrate Lhat schools both small and large, urban and
rural, have taken steps to put “nutrition first.” Many
schools have reduced the levels of fat and sodiuny, others
have increased fruits, vegetables and grains available to
students Some have introduced nutrition education
programs, others have brought in local chefs as consult-
2nts More often than not, schools have taken many of
these steps simultaneously

The case studies in this report are not meant to be a
comprehensive list of successful programs, or a represen-
tative sampling. The report is not 2 ranking of the 41
“top™ programs in the country ~ aithough many might
appearonsuchalistifencwerccreated Rather, thesecase
studics - culled from countlcss conversations with food
service professionals, nutrilion advocates, and food indus-

This reportd thatUSDAs proposal is grounded
in reality. 1t shows that the creativity, comrutment,
knowledge and technology to construct healthier lunches
already exists from coast to coast. These case studies offer
food for thought' if these schools - and many more -- are
already nuiking healthful changes in their meals, why
can't all schools implement USDA's recommended
changes and other improvements promptly and thor-
oughly?

With many school lunches high in fat, saturated fat and
sodium, and deficient in fiber, students are being done an
injustice the longer we wait (0 make healthful changes
Dayby day, cating habits are being formed that could offer
hope for a healthier population or, instcad, cond
another generation of Americans Lo increasing rates of
obesity and dict-related discases Buttheseexamples lead
the way and offer tnspiration to poli-ymakers and food
service personnel alike that changes can - and should —~
be just around the corner.

Bnefly, the purposes of this report are twofold

® To illustrate how diverse schools from across the
country have made healthful changes in their tunchesand
won student acceplance.

® To offer suggestions to school food service personnel
and policymakers about how the basic components of
USDA's initiative and other measurcs might be implc-
mented

Public Voice for Food and Health Policy
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1994: A New Climate for Nutrition Policy

Afier years of neglect by federal officials, the time is now
ripe for improving the nutritional quality of the federal
feeding programs. The Clinton administration has dem-
onstrated an unprecedented commitment to the health of
the nation and its children and, in particular, has noted
that proper nutrition plays an important role in health
premotion.  With the appointment of Public Voice's
founder Ellen Haas as USDA's Assistant Secretary for
Food and Consumer Services, nutrition activism hastaken
a front seat at the agency. Improving the nutritional
quality of school meals has now become a USDA priority.

USDA’s recent proposal to have school meals meet federal
dictary recommendations shows that the depariment is
finally on the road to making its programs consistent with
the latest science on diet and health.

Adding to the unique climate for change is a new consen-
sus among organizations working on hunger, nutrition,
heaith, education, and children’s issues that the nutri-
tional quality of the NSLP must be improved. In Decem-
ber 1993, abroad cross-section of leading organizations -
-including Public Voice, the American Heart Association,
American School Food Service Association, Children’s
Defense Fund, Food Research and Action Center, and
National PTA — sent a joint letter calling on Agriculture
Secretary Mike Espy to require that school meals meet all

1 dictary dati In addition, in April
1994, these groups and others released an extensive
statement of principles outlining rmry changes in
school meals (see Appendix).

In print and by poll, Americans fron: across the country
have also expressed overwhelming support for change.
Papersincluding the New York Times, Chicago Tiibune,
and Houston Post have called for significant i

adu!thood, yet studyafier study indicates thatour children’s
cating patterns continue to put them at risk.

Childrens’ Diets -- A
Foundation for a Healthy Future

Afler decades of scientific research -- much of which is
ongoing - the link between dict and health is now weil-
documented. TheSurgeon General 's Report an Nutrition
ond Mealih (1988), the National Rescarch Council's
(NRC)repont, Diet and Health: hnplicatians far Reducing
Chranlc Disease Risk (1989), and many other reports
le evidence that highlevelsoffat, d fat
and sodium can lead to chronic iit These ilh
-- including heart disease and eancer - contribute to our
nation’s escalating health care crisis.

Children’s diets canbe a key factorin diet-related illness.
Research indizates that childhood obesity and other dict-
related problems ¢an have long-term health consequences.
Lifelong eating patterns are ofien established by the ageof
12,2 and are difficult to change as adults. A recent study
d adisturbing i in obesity rates, noting
that one third ofAmcnmn adults are 20 percent or above
their desirable weight.! Atherosclercsis often begins in
childhood and =Jolescence* and underlics most coronary
heart discase, the leading cause of death in the United
States.

doc

To prevent dict-related disease from gaining a stronghold
during childhood, the NRC ds that
over two ycars of age follow the federal Dietary Guideline

dations for fat and d fal ~ no more thar
30 percent of calories from fat, no more than 10 percentof
calories from saturated fat. The Councilalso suggests that
sodiutn levels be limited to no more than 2,400 mg per
day,’ and the National Cancer Institute recommends that

PTY

p
mentsin school lunches. In addition, a recent J poll
conducted by USDA found that 89 percent of Americans
agreed thatchildren should have healthier mealsin school
and 88 percent agreed that USDA should take action to
improve the meals.!

As USDA develops its final regulations to date im-
provements within school meals, itdoes so with thestrong
expectations and widespread support of those inside and
oulside Washington. And there is notimeto lose. Public
health resezrch continues to document the critical impor-
anceof properchild nutrition as afoundation fora healthy

hild 2510 30 grams of dictary fiber per day.¢
The Heed for More Nutritious School Lunches

The NSLP has been successful in meeting the criticat
nufrition nceds of America’s children, particularly those
from low-mcomcfamlhcs by providing precious calorics.
vil inerals and protein. K . there are well-
documented shortcomings in the nutritional quality of its
meals, which aretoo high in fat, saturated fat and sodium

A number of studies — including USDA's National Evalu-

Serving Up Success H&
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otion of School Nutrition Programs (1983), Continuing
Survey of Faodintakes by Inaividuals (1989, 1990), Child
Nutrition Progroms Operation Study (1992), School Nu-
trition Dietory Assessment (SNDA) Study (1993), as well
as Public Voice's report, “Heading for 2 Health Crisis:
Eaung Patterns of America’s School Children™ (1991) -
- document that school meals contain levels of fat, satu-
rated fat and sodium that exceed national dictary recom-
mendations. For instance, USDA's 1993 SNDA study
reported that school lunches contain 38 percent of calorics
from fatand 15 percent of calories from saturated fat. The
U.S. Dictary Guidelines recommend that no more than 30
percent of calories come from fat and 70 mote than 10
percent of calories come from saturated fzt. The SNDA
study also reported that the average amournt of sodium in
school lunches is 1,479 mg, nearly two-thirds of the
NRC*s daily recommendation of 2,400 mg.’

Compounding the problem is the fact that students are not

cating cnough fruits and vegetables, as noted in reports

such as Public Voice's*Making Roomon the Tray: Fruits
and Vegetables in the National School Lunch Program™
(1993) In that study, Public Voice noted that one in three
school lunches that children slect include only onc
senving of a fruit or veg-

An additional factor which has defayed nutritional im-
provementsin school meals is the limited nutrition educa-
tion and training available to food service personncl to
help them craft mose healihful meals. Well-tegarded
programs such as those run by the American School Food
Service Association, the federal government and others
have not had the resources to reach all school food service
professionals.

Lack of nutrition cducation is also a problem for the
students, since classroorn activitics can make children
pt imp inschool meals.” Through
health and nutrition education, students can leam the
importance of a healthy dict, develop an ability to choose
their own healthful foods, and acquire an appreciation for
avaricty of foods outside their customary food experience.
Unfortunately, only five percent of schools provide com-
prehensive health education for students K-12 **
\

Ar.other factor that has contributed to the poor nutnitionat
quality of school meals is the questionable balance of
commodities that USDA distributes to schools Over the
past five years, USDA commoditics have comprised ap-
proximately 12 to 20 percent of foods in school lunches

ctable. Furthermorc, nine
out of ten children are not
cating the ded

Table 1: Percent Fat from USDA Commodities,

1990-1994

five servings of fruils and
vegetables a day.*

Five Year

1992 1993 Average

Many factors have contrib-
uted to the poor nutritional

50.3 46.7

47.6 50.8 51.3 49.3

quahity of school meals.
Among these has been the

Source: Compiled by Public Voice for Food and Health Policy using USDA dsts

requirement that schools,
in order to receive federal reimbursement, serve meals
whichmeetthe relatively inflexible structure of the federal
Meal Pattem. Under thus guideline, schools must provide
meals with five food componcnts (meat/meat alternate,
two or more servings of a fruit and/or vegetable, bread/

Public Votce's report, “Agricultui e First: Nutrition, Com-
moditics and the National School Lunch Program™ (1992),
highlighted the abundance of high-fat iticsbeing
funncled into school meals through the surplus disposing

bread atternate, and milk) and meet minimal nutritional
requirements. The Meal Pattem offers littic nutritional
guidance (i.c. it does not suggest offering baked chicken
instead of fried chicken) and complicates planning meals
bascd on key nutrients and recommended levels of fat,
saturated fat and sodium. In addition, it restricts food
scrvice personncl's ability to serve a variety of foods that
mect national dictary recommendations but falt outside
ths Meal Pattem (for example, serving yogurt asa protein
and calcium source and rice and bean as the nain coursc)

C dity progi USDA 'sowndataindicate thatover
the past dozen years or 5o, the NSLP has become a
*dumping ground™ for surplus commoditics, particularly
high-fat dairy products such as cheeses and butter.”
Current data indicate that this trend has not shown much
improvement in recent years, despite USDA's year-old
commitment lo improving the nutritional mix of com-
modities being distributed to schools. As Table 1 shows,
a disturbing half of the calories in USDA commoditics
come from fat, a level that has increased since 1990.

Public Yoice for Food and Health Policy
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Table 2: Commodity Distributions to
Lunch Program, Dollar Value
Bonus and Entitlement, 1990

National
Volume,
1994

School

FOOD  GROUP

TOTAL

EXPENDITURES

TOTAL

VOLUME

Expendituros
{$1.000}

Percont  of
Tota!
Expenaitures

Voluma Percent  of
{1,000 ibs) Totsl  Volums

MEAT & MEAT
ALTERNATES

344,318

421,611

66.3

64.6

362,224 33.6

415,864 40.

132,89

161,288

21,

105,166

119,287

Poultry

Chesse

92.356

122,299

119.656

143,185

21,509

70.669

15,966

63,968

FRUITS &
VEGETASBLES

129.517

142,197

316,577

365.987

—i;:tn(o Rounds
L French Friss

19984

21.650

. sh Frits &

Vagstsbiss 1930

1994

59.399

67,756

18,175

26,943

GRAINS 1990

1994

21,776

253,551

138,748

BUTTER & OIL 1990

1994

106,468

61,638

137,292

92,838

1990

1994

622,644

652,671

1,077,813

1,018,392

Bource:

Compled by Puble Veke for food ard Health Policy ualng USTA data
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The recent history of USDAs distribution of fresh fruits
and vegetables is a case in poinl. [ntheearly 1990s, fresh
fruits and vegetabics have represenied no more than 1.7
percent of the total volume of commodities distributed to
the NSLP; in 1993, 12.8 million pounds of fresh fruits and
vcgetablas were distributed. Under USDAs“Fresh Start™

initiative launched in S ber 1993 in to

regulations create a sound foundation for school food
service personnel to provide healthier school meals
Mandalingthat school meals mect the U.S. Diclary Guide-
line recommendations for fat and saturated fat represents
a dous advance ds reducing dict-related 1li-
ness. By climinating the standard Mcal Pattern, the

Public Voice's report, “Making Room on the Tray,” the
agency announced it would double the amount of fresh
fruits and vegetables given to schools. While “Fresh
Start™ has more than doubled USDA'’s shipmicnt of fresh
fruits and vegetables to schools over the past year, its
much-1outed initiative has resulted in each student receiv-
ingonly 8.8 additional ounces of fruit or vegetables a year
-- the cquivalent of two small apples.

Table 2 illustrates the above and also shows the overall
lack of nutritional improvements in USDA's commodity
program. Not only have fresh fruits and vegetables been
increased only slightly, but grains —another key source of
fiber -- have been reduced significantly. Atthe sametime,
there has been littie change inthe highest fat commodities
distributed toschools, Cheese, processed patatoes (rounds
andf{ries), butter, and oil still make up about 20 percent of
all commodity foods. Nearly 54 million pounds of cheese
was distributed in 1994, the vast majority of which is
processed and high in fat. While distribution of poultry,
a lower fat source of protein, has increased, so has
distnibution of beef, which is much higher in fat and
saturated fat.

Bycontintting to distribute commeoditics thatare generally
hizh in fat, USDA makes it more difficult for schoo! food
scrvice personnel to meel federal dietary recommenda-
tions For budget and other reasons, food service profes-
sionals are hesitant to turm down USDA commodities --
although 1t means they have to work harder to cut sodium
and fat in other parts of the meals. USDA's inability *o
make significant changes in its commodity distribution
system is likely a reflection of the Department’s coinpet-
ing missions lo stabilize farmers’ prices and remove
agricultural surpluses on the one hand, while improving
children’s nutritional well-being on the other. So far,
children ard their health remain the lower priority,

USDA’s Blueprint for Change

With sts recent school meals initiative, USDA has taken a
major step toward ensuring that improvements in the
nutritional quality of lunches are achieved. The proposed

gulati offer school fuod service personnc! greater
PP ities to create healthful meals that are appealing
to stud The initiative also emphasizes nutrition
ducation and i y in boih
cafeteria and classroom toeffect thecalled-for changes in
addition, new nutrition labeling of commoditics helps
food service personnel make the best usc of these foods in
planning healthful meals.

hnieal

Filling the Gaps in USDA's Proposal

Although USDAs proposed regulations rep amajor
step toward achieving more nutritious school meals, they
fail to do all that is nceded to effect timely and comprelien-
sive change.

Timefine

The most significant sh ingintheregul isthat
schools have uniil the 1998-99 school year to implement
the government's own Dietary Guideline recommenda-
tions for fat and saturated fat, established in 1990 Given
that there has been widespread agreement for years that
school nweals should be healthier, and that schools from
coast to coast already have taken the lead to improve
nutrition in their own programs, this timeline is far too
slow. In December 1993, Public Voice and 11 other
organizations -- in¢luding the American Heart Associa-
tion, American School Food Szrvice Association,
Children’s Defense Fund, Food Research and Action
Center, and National PTA — advised Agriculture Sccre-
tary Espy to implement changes by the 1995-1996 school
year. “The time to move from studics to action 1s long
overdue,” Lhe groups argued ina letter to Espy. “We urge
USDA (o issue ions as soon as possiblc requiring
that schools meet federal dictary riicommiendations by the
1995-96 school year *

Other Notional Dietory Recommendetions

Another shortcoming in USDA's proposal is the ack of
specific targets for sodium, cholesterol and fiber content
The proposal only sets specific standards for fat and
saturated fat, as prescnbed in the U.S Dietarv Guidelines
While the U.S. Dictary Guidelines do not offer specific

Public Voice for Food ond Health Policy
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recommendations for sodium, cholesterol and fiber con-
tent, recommended levels of these nutrients have been
published by the National Rescarch Council and the
National Cancer Institute. These widely accepted stan-
dards, which represent the latest scientific consensus,
should be incorporated into the regulations. Also, as

tional dictary dations are updated in the
future to reflect cusrent nutritional knowledge. the regu-
lations should mandate that school meals meet the revised
goals. The current proposal does not require this. With
the government st to amend the U S. Dictary Guidelines
in 1995, this provision is particularly significant.

High-fot Commodities from USDA

An 2ddi 1 gap in the proposal involves the commodi-
tiesthat USDA distributes to schools. The proposal would
do hittle 1o reduce the high-fat, high-sodium foods that
presently are distributed to schools. Unless USDA moves
aggressively to reduce its purchases of these foods and
increase 1ts purchases of non-fat mitk and meat products,
grains. I d fruits and vegetables, thenc di-
tics will continue to pose an obstacle for food service
P I tryingt uct more healthful meals. USDA
has a responsibility to place children's nutritional con-
cems on the same level as agricultu: <f concerns, and must
ensure that its own purchases do ~o: dilute the objectives
of its new initiative.

Succossivl Schools -« Leading by Example

Studics like USDA's Schoo! Nutrition Dielary Assess-
ment Study (1993), show that 99 percent of schoo! meals
do not meet the U S. Dictary Guidelines for fat and
saturated fat.” Taken at face value, these findings provide
little reason for optimisni about the prospects for speedy
improvement in the nutritional quality of school meals
The case studies in this report are evidence that this need
not be the case. The schools examined are of nuany sizes,
in many locations, and serve many types of students.
Through their cfforts (o improve their meals, they offer
practical examples and inspiration to others. Their suc-
cesses show that change docs not have to be radical, nor
bad tasting, tobe effective. Role models for reform, these
case studies demonstrate that better quality lunches are
easily within the grasp of the nation’s schools.

Senving Up Success D&
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Maijor Findings
K

1. Many schools already have brought their meals
into compliance with the U.S. Dietary Guidelines for
fat and saturated fat. Schools from coast to coast have
already taken the lead in reducing fat and saturated fat in
their meals by making minor changes and modifications.
Schocls nave made improvements through a variety of
mcans such as reducing red meat, increasing fruits. veg-
ctables and grains, altering recipes, and adjusting pur-
chasing and food preparation practices.

2. Inadditiontoreducingfatand saturated fat,many
schools have besa able to reduce the sodium content of
their lunches. By altering purchasing practices, relying
less on processed foods, and remaving salt shakers from
lunch tables, substantial reductions in sodium levels have
becn achicved  Through the use of hen,. and spices to
replace salt, schools have been able to serve tasty. nutr-
tious mcals and mantain participation in their programs.

3. Improvements in the nutritional quality of scheol
meals have been made in a relatively short amount of
time, without decreasing student participation in the
mcals program. Healthful improvements in schoolmeals
do not have to mean drastic changes in what is served
Often. the changes are so subtle that students do not even
noticc  Small modifications in purchasing, preparation,
and prescntation techniques have allow ed many schools to
improve their programsin ashort ime. Schoolshavebeen
able to kecp children intcrested in consuming school
lunches without a complete overhaul of their programs

4. Even small schools, rural schools, and schools in
tow-income urhanareas,which may havelimited funds
and lack nutritionistsand computers, have been ablc to
achicve substantial nutritional improvementsin school
meals. Schoolsthat lack nutrition expertisc and computer
access have found efficient and innavat ¢ ways to cvalu-

ate and improve thz.nutritional content of meals By
altering purchasing practices, using menus and recipes
that have already been developed by other districts as well
as by organizations such as the American Heart Associa-
tion, and by imp} ing simple ¢h such as using
ground turkey instead of ground beef, baking instead of
frying, and replacing salt with herbs and spices, schools
are able to meet national dictary dations with-
out making n«#iccable changes in appearance or tastc

5. Diverse schools have used a wide range of ap-
proaches, including nutrient standard menu planning,
to provide more nutritious meals. Schoolsthat have used
some forin of nutricnt standard menu planning have been
able to meet national dictary d Some
schools have obtained waivers from the Mcal Pattern,
which allows them to increase fruits and vegelables,
reduce meat, and offer additional items such as yogurtand
trail mix. Other schools have been able to mect national
dictary recommendations by using nutritious recipes and
mcnus that have already been developed by other districts
or by organizations suchas the American Heart Associa-
tion.

6. Bybringingin chefy as consultants and cducators,
schools have been able to prepare tasty, nutritious
mcals that studcnts accept and cnjoy. Chefs and other
food professionals have been able to help food service
personnel mecet 1 dietary rec d -
prove the taste and appeal of school meals. and make
caung a fun eapericuce  Chefs have also provided nutn-
tion education to students, helped theni appreciate where
food comes from. taught thent how to prepare healthful
micals. and introduced them to diverse, ethnic foods  Also,
as children have been given the opportuiuty to participate
i menu planning, they have been more receptive to
healthful changes 1n school meals  Schools that have
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iavolved students ir: taste tests, menu and recipe contests,
student advisory panels, and cooking demonstratizas with
chefs have noticed a more positive student attitude toward
school meals.

7. Imnovative cairition education programs in the
classroom and calrteria have made children more
willing to try wew foods and adopt more healthful
eating habits, When children are exposed to new foods
and good eating habits through promotions, skits, fic-
tional characters, contests, 2nd healthful lunch lines, they
more readily make nutritious choices and more easily
understand the changes on their plates. Many schools
havs observed greatimp inthe food choices that
children make as a result of nutrition education inboth the
classroom and cafeteria.

8. Little change has been made in the nutritional
quality of commoditics which USDA distributes to
schools Overall, USCA commodities receive half their
caleries from fat. High-fat foods such as processca
potatocs, cheese, butter and oil still make up about 20
percent of the mix of commedities provided to schools.
Recentincreases in fresh fruits and vegetables have meant
very little on a per-child basis and grains have been
decreased significantly. By continuing to distribute high-
fat comnoditics, USDA makes it more difficult for school
food scrvice personnel to meet federal dictary recommen-
. dations.

Serving Up Success 5%
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Recommendations

K

1. School mcals should be required to meet national
dictary recormmendations by the 1996-97 school year.
Waiting until 1998-99 to iinplement nutsitious meals as
ptoposcd by USDA cond four more classes of stu-
dents to lunches that are teo high in fat. saturated fat and
sodium. Many schools across the country have shown that
meeting national dictary recommendations in a reason.
able ime period is o hmcally possible. Even if USDA's
school meals regulanions ai« finalized as jate as February
1995. school food senice providers witl have a full year
and ahalfto make the purchasing and menu modifications
needed to meet federal dietary recommendations.

2, School mcals should be required to mect national
dietany recommendations for fat, saturated fat, so-
dium, cholesterc!, and fiber. High sodium levels have
been associated with both heart discase and stroke  Spe-
cific numencal argets for sodium, based on scientific
cousensus and knowledge. should be met, as should
targets forcholesterol and fiber There is no public health
reason for excluding these nutrients. Recommended
ler els -- as determined hy groups such as the National
Rescarch Council and the National Caneer Institute -- for
nutnients other than fat and saturated fat should be incor-
porated into USDA s final regulations.

3. Asnational dietary recommendations arcupdated
in the future to reflect current nutritional knowledge,
school meals should be requirced to mect the revised
guidclines. As the U S. Dictary Guidclines and other
recc dations are updated to reflect current nutrition
kuowledge. USDA should incorporate these findings.
bascd on standard up-to-datescientificconsensus, intothe
National School Lunch Program  “thenwise, as new
information comes to the forefront, schools with be locked
into potentially outdated 1994 nutrition recommenda-
tions

4. Schoo!s showld be given the flexibility to mect °

J dietary rec dations through nutrient
standard menu pl d autrient standard
menu planning, or byother racansthat willimprove the
mealsthatare served. Serving healthful mealsisthe goal
that schoo! food service providers should be working
ds,and the, hat they choose plishthis
mission should hot be an sssue  As long as schools can
confirm that they are in compliance with national dictacy
recommendations, they should be given the flexibility to
reach these goals by any means they deem appropriate.

5. USDA should cstablish goals and timclines for
rapidly ensuring that the commodities that it distrib-
utes to schools conform to the U.S. Dietary Guidclines
for fat and saturated fat. By continuing to dump high-
fat foods into schools through its commodity distnbution
program, USDA makes it morc dilficult for schools to
improve their meals. USDA should provide faods to
schools that promote, rath.er than undermine. schools®
ability meet national dietary recommendations. Since
USDA wants to require schools to mect federal dictary
¥eC dations for fat and s dfat, it cancertanly
fead the way by putting its own house in order  USDA
should move morc aggressively to reduce the high-fat,
high-sodium commoditics it distributes and increase pur-
chases of reduced-fat. low-fat and non-fat dairy products.
lean. ¢atra-lean and low-fat mcat and poultry products.
grains, legy and fruits and vegetables USDA should
also defice an explicit plan for revising commiodity pro-
cessing spemifications to reduce fat and saturated fat levels

6. Additiornal {unds, beyond those budgeted for Fis-
cal Year 1995, should be provided for nutrition educa-
tion, training, and technical assistance for students,
teachers, pareats and school food service personncl. 1t
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is essential that these groups be given more information to
ensure that nutritious meals are served by the National
Schoo! Lunch Program, School food service personnel
must have the nutrition knowledge necessary to provide
good tasting, appealing foods that meet national dictary
recommendations. Lessons in the classroom and the
cafeteriashould belinked with what is served on the plate.

7. Schools should be required to pruvide nutritional
disclosure of mcals on nenus that are provided to
parentsandstud Inmeeting national dictary recom-
mendations, school food service departments will be
required to maintain the nutrient information of alt school
Junches This information should be shared with parents
and students on menus, letters, flyers, erby any other
appropriate means. This nutrition data will provide
parents with a greater understanding of the lunches that
their children eat, cducate them about ways lo prepare
more healthful meals at home, and help ensure that <chool
food service professionals are serving nutritious meals 0
children.

3. Schooladministratorsandfoodservice profession-
als should be encouraged to ensure that all competitive
foods sold in and around cafeterias promote federal
dictary recommendations. Food and drink available in
a la carte lines or in vending machines can play an
important rolcin promoting healthful eating habitsamong
children. Many schools have taken the initiative to offer
students low-fat snacks and juices, while others have
banned this additional food entirsly. Without careful
attention to such foods, they can serve to undermine
innovative and effective nutritional improvements made
in school meals. To the extent that USDA has authority,
the agency should see that these foods comply with the
dictary recommendations that school meals must now
meet.

(The complete report is held in the committee files.)
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The following groups support the ABCD Cc alition Statement of Principles
and Recommendations:

American Academy of Pediatrics
American Association of School Administrators
American Cancer Society
American Culinary Federation
American Dietetic Association
American Heart Association
American Heart Savers Associaticn
American Institute for Cancer Research
American Nurses Association R
American School Food Service Association )
American School Health Association |
Bread for the World )
Careers Through Culinary Arts Program, Inc.
Center for Science in the Public Interest .
Ceater on Hunger, Poverty and Nutrition Policy, Tufts University
CHEFS, Chefs Helping to Enhance Food Safety
Children’s Defense Fund
The Children’s Foundation
Citizens for Public Action on Blood Pressure and Cholesterol, Inc.
Consumer Federation of America
End Hunger Network
Florida Department of Citrus
Food Research and Action Center
Hunger Action Coalition
Kids Against Junk Food
National Association of Elementary School Principals
National Association of State NET Coordinators
National Black Child Development Institute
National Consumers League
National Education Association
National Parent Teachers Association
Public Voice for Food and Health Policy
Second Harvest
Washington Apple Commission- “Healthy Choices for Kids™
World Hunger Year
Vegetarian Resource Group

(Additional attachmenta are held ia the committee filaa.)

. 84-177 0 - 95 - 7
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Mr. Chairman, and members of the Subcommittee, thank you very
much for inviting the Food Research and Action Center today to
testify before this Subcommittee on the Department of Agriculture’s
Proposed Rule on Nutrition Objectives for School Meals. This is a
very important issue for us at FRAC and we appreciate the
opportunity to share our views with you and your staffs.

As you know, FRAC is a national nonpartisan, research, public
policy and legal center working to eradicate hunger and
undernutrition in the United States. We serve as a support center,
coordinating body, and clearinghouse for a nationwide anti-hunger
network comprised of thousands of individuals and agencies.

Summary of Testimony

while strongly supporting the goal of making school meals more
healthful, FRAC is concerned that the strategy chosen by the
Department and the way in which it is to be implemented could have
a negative impact on low-income schoolchildren. The proposed
regulations, if not revised, have the potential of causing schools
to drop out of the school meals programs (thus depriving children
of meals they need), and of actually decreasing the guality of some
school meals.

Described below are the changes in the proposed requlations which
we believe are necessary to safeguard the effectiveness of the
child nutrition programs while attempting to reduce their fat
content. Included in our recommendations is the need for testing
major changes such as these which affect over 90,000 schools and 25
million children.

Finally, we applaud the Department for taking leadership on this
critical issue, and for its sensitivity to the importance of
depending on corrective action rather than punitive sanctions in
monitoring compliance with these regulations. In addition, we

strongly support its efforts to raise the visibility of the very
important issue of providing children with enough time to cat.

Overall Ccncerns About the Nutrient Standard Approach

FRAC believes that low-income children should recejve the most
healthful and attractive school meals possible, especially since
they depend on school meals for a significant proportion of the
nutrients they take in every day. Over 25 million children eat
school lunch every day, over half of whem are low-income, and
schools breakfasts have been shown to provide them one-third or
more and one-fourth or more, respectively, of their Recommended
Dietary Allowance for key nutrients. Because school meals are
still voluntary in the vast majority of states and schools, FRAC is
concerned about regulations that have the potential to discourage
schools from participating jin the child nutrition programs, and
therefore have a negative impact on children’s diet, and thus their
growth and development and their family’s food security.
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FRAC believes that the nutrient standard and assisted nutrient
standard approach require a level of resources, equipment and
trained personnel that are not currently present in many schools
and school systems. The use of these methods requires computers,
software, and staff who understand how to use nutrition analysis
software and apply the complex set of menu planning and evaluation
steps required by the regulations, or the monetary resources to
acquire thenm. (For example, in california, where a version of
nutrient standard menu planning was piloted by the state, every
three school districts were provided with thousands of dollars in
additional funds, in part to hire a required dietitian at least
part-time to assist in 1mplement1nq the new meal planning method.)
USDA presents no evidence in the regulations that schools or states
are capable of handling this new burden, nor do they present a
systematic plan on how the resources to implement these changas
will be provided from outside.

One example of the extra burden inherent in the nutrient standard
approach as currently proposed is that breakfast and lunch data
must be calculated beparately This requires much more paperwork
and complexlty, and yet is inconsistent with the assumptions behind
the Dietary Guidelines - that diets should be evaluated as a whole.
New paperwork requirements are not an idle concern for schools.
Much of the current paperwork requlred for schools for overall
operations comes from their participation in the lunch program --
some estimates are as high as 40 percent of total schools record-
keeping. Hence schools are paying more attention to new federal
mandates that they believe are unfunded or underfunded.

The other major area of concern about the approach these
regulations take is that it runs counter to the way educators are
currently attempting to teach children and their parents about
nutrition. Teaching is based on the food pyramid -- numbers of
servings of the 'kinds of foods that one should consume to eat
healthfully. The pyramid approach recognizes that people do not,
and need not, plan their days’ meals using a computer and nutrient
goals. In the real world people, including children, need to learn
to make choices among the foods they know are available, and choose
amounts and kincs of foods that make up a healthy diet.

The nutrient standard approach depends solely on five nutrients,
calories, and fat. Further, this approach does not prohibit the
use of fortification to achieve these goals, and does not
specifically require that any amount of fruits or vegetables or
grains be served. Therefore, FRAC is concerned that this may
result in fewer fruits and vegetables or less bread being served
than is currently required. For example, requirements for vitamins
A and C can be met easily through fortification (e.g., a fortified
"fruit-flavored drink"). Inexpensive calories could be added to
reach the one-third RDA goal for calories by using large amounts of
sugar in selected menu items. These "solutions" would be counter

3




to the letter and the spirit of the U.S. Dietary Guidelines, but
there would be nothing in the regulations, as currently proposed,
that would prohibit their implementation.

Revisions Needed in the Nutrient Standard and Assisted Nutrient
Standard Approaches

Based on the concerns raised above, FRAC recommends seven major
changes in the regulations:

Development of a third option: a modified meal pattern -- Because
of the complex and resource-intensive nature of the proposed
regulations, FRAC urges the Department tc develop a third option --
a modified meal pattern, which, in conjunction with some crediting
changes and simple instruction on food preparation and selection
pointers, would meet the nutrient, calorie, and fat goals. The
success of a food-based meal pattern in being user-friendly for
generations Of school food service personnel of widely varied
education and training levels, and in meeting the nutr: :nt goals of
the program for almost 50 Yyears, should not be forgotten or
underestimated. (This option would also allow more creativity in
recipe development and menu planning at the local level, would
support on-site preparation where it is currently dore, and would
allow for much more attention to ethnic diversity in meals served
in different schools within the same school district.)

Regulatory language controlling the usa of fortification to meet
nutrient goals -- Because of the concerns expressed in the previous
section, FRAC believes that it is essential, if the nutrient
standard is used, to include in the final regulations language that
controls the use of fortification to meet the nutrient goals. If
this is not done, it is likely that fortification of products with
little or no fruit or vegetable content to meet the vitamins A and
C goals will lead to fewer vegetables and fruits being served in
the school meals programs. This would run counter to the other
Dietary Guidelines -- to increase the variety of foods consumed and
to increase servings of fruits and vegetables in the diet. It
would also run counter to the goal of using indicator nutrients
such as vitamins A and C -- to ensure the presence of other
nutrients usually associated with vitamins A and C when they occur
naturally in foods.

in California, where a version of nutrient standard menu planning
has been piloted, language was successfully developed and
implemented to control fortification as a method to achieve
nutrient goals.

spacification of sarving fruits and vegetables and grains -~ Along
with the language about fortification, an additional way to ensure
variety, and the serving of more fruits and vegetables and grains,

4




194

would be regulatory language requiring that these foods be served.

Combining fat calculations for Breakfast and Lunch -~ Because the
dietary guideline of 30 percent of calories from fat and 10 percent
from saturated fat is for the total diet over time, FRAC believes
the percentage fat calculation should be done combining both
breakfasts and lunches.

A plan for provision of resources and training -- Considering the
complexity, as well as resource and equipment needs involved in the
implementation of the proposed methods for meal planning in the
requlations, it would be very helpful if a plan were developed and
made available by the Department on how the resources and training
can and will be provided at the state and local levels to comply
with the regulations. Such a plan would require at least some
review of the technology, expertise, and financial resources
available at the state and local levels to meet the requirements of
the regqulations.

Testing of the new standards -- The nutrient. standard approach is
a major change in a program that feeds over 25 million children
nationwide in over 90,000 schools, serves approximately three-
fourths of the low-income children in this country, and has the
potential of negative consequences for all schools and children.
Therefore, the new standard should be tested and evaluated by the
Department before it is required in schools nationwide. There are
currently too many unknowns to require it nationally without some
evaluation of its potential impact -~ both benefits and pitfalls.
(It is these concerns about the experimental nature of this
approach which in part prompt FRAC’s earlier recommendation of
developing the third option of a modified meal pattern.)

Interim regulations and a mid-course review -- For the same
reasons raised above for "Testing of new standards," these
regulations should be published first in an interim form for a
specific period of time -- to allow for further comment as they are
implemented. This will also allow for a mid-point evaluation by
the Department to ensure that the regulations are having their
desired effect, and are not decreasing student or school
participation in the programs or jeopardizing the growth and
development of young children. Interim regulations w‘ll allow the
Department to move forward while also allowing program advocates
and program providers an opportunity to give further comment on how
these new regulations are working.

Positive Aspects of the Regulations
The most positive aspect of these requlations is that they show a
willingness on the part of the USDA to take a leadership role in

improving the healthfulness and appeal of school meals, and in
taking full advantage of the educational potential of school meals
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programs. In addition, there are a number of other positive
aspects of the regulations that FRAC strongly supports:

Calculation over a weax’s time -- The Nepartment is following the
spirit of the Dietary Guidelines in calculating the percentage of
fat from calories as an average over a week'’s time rather than on
a per meal basis.

Emphasis on corrective action over punitive sanctions -- By
stressing correction over sanctions, the Department recognizes the
importance of safequarding the availability of school meals to
children. FRAC supports the emphasis in the proposed rule on
helping schools that are having difficulty complying with the
regulations to develop corrective action plans that allow them to
comply, rather than applying punitive sanctions that make it more
difficult to operate the programs.

1998 deadline for implementing the changes -~ FRAC applauds the
Department’s allowance of a significant time period for schools to
make the complicated and time-consuming changes proposed by the
reqgulaticns.

Taking leadership on improving the context in which school meals
are providad: enough time to eat; marketing changes in school
meels; provision of nutrition educetion -- FRAC supports the stress
given in the regulations and the preamble on the importance of: (1)
allowing children enough time to eat, (2) marketing changes in the
school meals procgrams to children and their families, and (3)
providing of nutrition education to students that is relatei to
what is being served in the school meals programs.

conclusions

In summary, in spite of FRAC’s reservations about the proposed
strategy for meeting the Department’s goal to incorporate the
Dietary Guidelines into the school meals programs, we are very much
in agreement with the goal itself and applaud the Department for
taking leadership on this issue. However, the nutrient standard
strategy as currently proposed does not work as well as it should
because of the problem areas outlined above. In addition, the
nutrient standard and assisted nutrient standard approaches should
not be the only allowable ways to meet the Dietary Guidelines in
the school meals programs. A modified meal pattern should be
included in order to allow for the successful implementation of the
Dietary Guidelines in the school meals programs.

The Xkey to successful implemehtation of the spirit of these
regulations is to better understand their potential impact before
final implementation, and to plan for the provision of sufficient
training, equipment, and financial resources to implement them.
Currently, there is a lack of information about the potential
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impact of these regulations on the mcals produced. Also there is
a lack of information on how the dapartment plans to ensure that
schools have access to the equipment, training, technical
assistance and financial rescurces they will need to implement the
changes so that the future existence of 1local programs is not
jeopardized. These lacks slould be corrected, and the regulations
revised as outlined a%ove, in order to truly achieve the
Department’s laudable goals for school meals programs.

Finally, it is important to remember that while the School Lunch
ard School Breaxkfast programs and other child nutrition programs
raeach millions of children, millions of other children in need do
not have 2ccess to these meals.

A key aspect of improving children’s nutritional well-being is to
ensure access to child nutrition programs in their communities.
USDA can play a crucial reie in making this happen through its
program policies and outreach efforts, and by working for the
removal of barriers to participation by schools and sponsors and
the financial incentives necessary to allow and encourage program
expansion. We hope that the future regulatory and legislative

erfforts of the Department of Agriculture raflect this continuing
need.

Mr Chairman, FRAC appreciates this opportunity to share our views
on the regulations with you and members of the Subcommittee.
Thanks very much for your interest and your time.
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Statement of
THE NATIONAL PARENT-TEACHER ASSOCIATION

regarding
USDA's PROPOSED PULE GOVERNING THE SCHOOL MEALS
PROGRAMS

Oral Testimony Presented by
Vicki Rafe!
Maryland State PTA President

Good Afternoon, Mr. Stenholm and other members of the Subcommittea.

| am Vicki Rafel, president of the Maryland PTA, and a3 member of the
National PTA’s Board of Directors. ! have been an active parent volunteer
for over twenty years, serving as president of my local PTA and the
Montgomery County Council of PTAs. | also served on the Montgomery
County Board of Education and worked as a legislative aide in Annapolis. |
am pleased to have been asked to testify before the House Agriculture

Subcommittee on Department Operations and Nutrition today.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture {USDA) has invited public comment on
a recently published Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) governing the

school breakfast and lunch programs. This proposed rule, which would




amend the nutrition standards now cpplied to the schoo! lunch and
breakfast programs, is the subject for today’s hearing. The National PTA is
responding to USDA's invitation, and will present its comments in this

statement.

The National PTA, which represents almost seven million parents, teachers,
students and Guner child advocates, has a history of active involvement in
child nutrition. In the late 1809’s the first PTA mambers organized "penny
kitchens”, which provided meals to children who had no food. Later
attempts to organize volunteer school meals expanded at schools around the
cuuntry, and eventually the federal government got involved and enacted
the National School Lunch Program. Ever since, National PTA has continued
10 be involved in assuring that tha programs are expanded, improved, and

available to students throughout the country.

We applaud the USDA's current efforts to improve the schoo! meals

programs. This cail for comment on the NPRM is part of an overall

campaign to improve the nutritional quality of the meals children eat in
schools. For the past year, USDA has gone out of its way to seel. public
comment on its efforts to improve the nutritional quality of school meals.

Many PTA menibers testified at fiekd hearings and submitted comments on
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the Agency's sariier nutrition proposals. We commend the Department for

its willingness to work with parents on this issue.

In addition, the Agercy, in cooperation with the National PTA, launched
another important initiative last week when it reieased a guide for parents,
entitled “The Parents’ Guide for Healthy School Meals*. USDA recognizes
the importance of involving parents in the school meals programs and has
taken a ieading role in advancing this type of involvement. USDA, with the

active assistance of the National PTA, will be distributing these materials to

parents around the country and encouraging parents and families to get

involved.

The major goal of USDA's proposed rule is to lower the fat content of meals
served in Amarica’s schools. We support the basic guidelines in the NPRM,
which will require tha: »- hool meais provide, on average, no more than 30
percent of calories from fat, and less tha 10 percent from saturated fat. In
fact, we support all of the *U.S. Dietary Guidelines for Americans,” the

document used as the basis of this requirement.

The basis for the National PTA’s support of federal child nutrition programs

comas from our organization’s legis!ative directive that states:
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National PTA supports legisiation to sustain, improve and expsnd feders!

child nutrition programs, including schools meals and anti-hunger efforts.

Howaevar, there are two other, very important legislative and educaticn
policies, approved by our membership, that we are relyir,g on to make our

recammendations about the proposed rule.

First, National PTA believes that “all federal legislation concerned with
education and child welfare must include provisions which ensure maximum
state and local control.” Second, the National PTA supports federal
legislation toward the following goal , “to encourage parental involvement,
an essential part of the PTA mission, hy promoting an environment which
parents are vaiued as primary influences in their children’s lives and

essential partners in their children’s education and development.”

Thus, the principal yoals underlying our comments on this proposed rule are

to:

s improve the nutritional quality of school meals;

¢ grant local schools maximum flexibility in administering the programs;

and
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¢ involve parents as full partners in planning and implementing effective

school meals programs.

While we applaud the USDA for its leadership in developing this rule, we

request some modifications to the proposai to assure that schools are able
to comply without compromising students’ access to free and reduced-price
meals, and to maintain the effectiveness of the programs. Following are our

recommendations for how the rule needs to be changed.

¢ Many individual schools, and school systerns, do not currently have the
computer equipment nor the properly trained staff to follow the Nutrient
Standard Menu Planning (NSMP) system outlined in the NPRM. Even if a
school had the computer equipment, they would need personnst who
understand dietary analysis, and can apply the complex set of menu
planning and evaluation processes required by the regulation. We
recommend that a third option be developad, based on the current,
succassful food-based, meal pattern system, which could be modified to
meet the desired nutrient, calorie and fat goals. If this third, modified
option is not adopted, we recommend that USDA provide direct
assistance to schools to acquire the equipment they need to comply with

the NSMP system, rather than rely on the Assisted Nutrient Standard




PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

Menu Planning {ANSMP} system, which limits schools’ flexibility and

control in menu planning and food preparation.

We are concerned that there Is not sufficient assurance that USDA will
be able to provide schools with adequate funding, training, or
informational resources to help them meet these proposed standards.
The Department shouid be required to develop a plan, with maximum
input from parents and school officiais, describing the actual/ resources
and training that will be made avaiiabla to states and schoois to heip

them comply with tha regulations.

The NPRM should not require that the nutrient data be compiled

separately for breakfast and funch. Aside from tho added work involved,
this seems contrary to the Dietary Guideiines, which are not applied on a
maal-to-meal basis. Instead, the approach in the ruta shouid ba more
focused on better nutrition, based on an oversll dlat, using concepts that
children are hearing about in schools like USDA’s food pyramid, or tha

“five a day” campalign to encourage eating more fruits and vegetables.

Tho reguiations focus primarily on five nutrients and calories, but do not
prohibit “fortification” to achiave these goals. In other words, schools

could serve overly “fortified” foods that meet certain vitamin or nutrient




requiremants. In addition, the rule does not requiré that any amount of
fruits, vegetables or grains be served. This could be a real problern at
schools trying to cut costs, because they cculd eliminate these items
entirely. to save money. The rule should strictly limit fortification of
foods and require specifically that the amount of fruits, vegetables and

grains served are incre2sed.

We are concerned that this new system will create increased complexity,
causing schools to drop their school meals programs. The programs are
voluntary, but over 90,000 schools participate nationwide. Nearly 25
million children eat the school lunch each day, and over half of them
qualify for reduced-price or free meais. Despite that success, however,
hundreds of schools have dropped out of the program in recent years, in
part, because of the increased regulatory burden associated with these
programs. We would fike t0 see the results of an evaluation of the

NSMP demonstration projects that are currently ongoing. This wou!

provide good Information about how this System works before itis

required of all schools.

Wae believe the nutrient stancard system would move schools more
toward uniformity, and away from the innovative programs they have

been creating to draw students into the program. For exan., ‘@, many
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schools now offer salad, pasta or vegetable bars, which are nutritious,
but difficult to analyze. It would aiso be more difficuit for schools using
the standardized, pre-planned menus under the assisted analysis option,

to offer special-theme or ethnic menus that are very popular in some

schools. The regulation shouid allow maximum local control in developing

menus, and I planning and preparing food.

While the NPRM would also require that schools need to decrease
sodium levels and increase the amount of fiber, it offers no standard or
guidelines, or even goals for schools to meet. The rule should give more

guldance or set goals for maeeting ali the distary guldeiines, not just fat,

in taking the opportunity to offer these specific changes to the rule, we
would aiso like to comment on a number of positive aspects we see. For

example:

® The NPRM moves away from using a nutritional analysis of meals on a
per day basis. The ability to average a week’s worth of meals is good,
although schools should not be required to calculate the nutritional

qu_a!ity of breakfast and lunch ssparately.

ERIC
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¢ The intent of the NPRM, regarding the Agency’s response to schools not
in compliance with the rule, is focused on correcting the probiems and
not punitive if the schools arn acting in good faith to comply. We
support the Department’s goal to protect children’s access to school

meals while schools are taking action.

In the NPRM, USDA encourages school food service workers to work
with school officials to assure that adequatz meal times and_ facilities are
provided. USDA aiso notes the importance of explaining changes in the
school programs to children and their families, and of promoting more

nutrition education tied in with what is served in the school meals

programs.

Before closing, | also want to comment on the successful history of the
child nutrition programs. Ever since these programs were established,
schools have been required to comply with a food-based meal pattern
system that was created by USDA specifically f 7 these programs. For
nearly fifty years this system has worked well. In fact, the schooi lunches
have consistently provided children with one-third or more of their
Recommended Dietary Allowances (RDA) for key nutrients and the breakfast
prograr. provides one-quarter or more of the RDA. Although the U.S.

Dietary Guldelines for All Americans were first published in 1985, they were

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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not applied to children until 1990. In that short amount of time, schools

nationwide have been revising menus to lower the fat content in their

meals, and many already serve lunches that meet the dietary guidelines.

Finally, 1 would like to include, for the record, some other steps we believe
need to be taken to improve the federal child nutrition programs. We would

like USDA, working with Congress as needed, to:

* improve the nutritional quality of the commodities provided to schools;

* reguest, in its annual budget, increased funding for technical assistance
and support programs to schools, and for increased reimbursement levels

for the meals programs.

develop a universal meals program to test the feasibility and effect of
providing meals to all children regardless of income, while freeing school
food authorities from verification activities and allowing them more time

for planning and tran..ng.

Thank you for the opportunity to present our views. | would be happy to

respond to any questions you have at this time.
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Oftice of
Public Affairs
THE AMERICAN HEART ASSOCIATION
CONGRATULATES USDA ON THE SCHOOL MEALS INITIATIVES

Septembar 7, 1994

The American Hwart Association, a leading voluntary health organization,
applauds Secretary Espy and /ssistant Secretary Haas on their work to revamp
the school meals programs and improve the diets of the nation's children. Over
the past year the U.S. Depa-*ment of Agriculture has embarked on a mission to
change the national school lunch and school breakfast programs, so that
schools meals will conform to the 1990 Dietary Guicalines for Americans. Ali
through this monumental task, the USDA has proven to be an uffective and
efficient leader. The nation can expect that all school children will be served
healthy and nutritious school maais that conform to the recommended dietary
guidelines.

It is a tragedy that almost 50 years since the inception of the schoal lunch
program, today's school meals are still based on the health problems associated
with the 1940s. Today the health problems of American children and adults stem
from diets that include an excess of fat, saturated fat, calories, ct.olesterol, and
sodium, as wall as deficiencies of dietary fiber, iron, and calcium. However, the
school meals served today do not reflect current science nor do they reflect
current classroom teachings. Under the USDA's guidance we can be assured
that sc.yo0l meals will finally catch up with 1990s science.

Behaviors which increase one's risk for cardiovascular disease, such as poor
diet, usually are established during childhood and persist into adulthood. These
eating habits may set the stage for good health in the a. 't vears. The chances
of heart disease can be reduced and perhaps, e*en preventod, if steps are
taken early. Itis extremely important that children receive healthy and nutritious
meals. There is no better place to reach the vast majority of children than in the
school cafeteria. On a typical school day, almest 25 million children at about
83,000 scheols recsive lunch through the National Schoo! Lunch Program.

Studies and programs reveal that if schools are given adequate flexibility and
assistancs, school food service directors can meet fedsral dietary
recommendations wall befcre 1398. Organizations such as, the American Heart
Association, Public Voice, American Schocl Food Service Association, and




National PTA, all agree that schools can mest federal dietary recommendations
by the 1995-1996 school year. These organizations also provide a variety of
programs and methods to help the school systems meet the dietary guidelines.

The American Heart Association's, Hearty School Lunch is a prime example of
a proven program to help schools achieve dietary recommendations. Since the
1970s, the AHA has been working within the educational system to encourage
schools to serve healthy low-fat and low-_.olesterol meals and to educate
students about good nutrition. 1n 1992-1993, our preschool, elemeiitary school.
secondary school, and high school lunch programs reached 18.1 million
students, emphasizing the importance of good nutrition in preventing heart
disease. The Hearty School Lunch program provides heart-healthy menus,
recipes, and nutrition information to the schools. This enables school food
service personnel to provide menus with no more than 30 percent of calories
from total fat content and less than 10 percent of total calories from saturated fat.
The low-fat menus meet USDA School Lunch Meal Pattern Requirements and
use food commodities common to schools.

Schools must be given the flexibility to meet dietary guidelines, by any means
possible. Schools might choose to use the AHA's Hearty School Lunch ora
modified meal pattern or new “food based meru system® as an option to the
proposed Nutrient Standard Menu Planning. Schools should be given these
options so long as the school meals meet the government's strict definition for
dietary guidelines The end goal, the health of our children, mus: not be
jeopardized.

It is imoerative that the USDA undertake initiatives and programs to enable child
nutrition sites to comply with the national dietary recommendations, and provide
adequate resources to carry out these activities. With the coordination of all
interested parties, implementation of the school meal program can be met by
most schoo! systems well before 1998, as was demonstrated by Public Voice for
Food and Health Policy's August 1994 report, Serving up Success: Schools
Making Nutnition a Pnority Public Voice's case studies of 41 schools from
around the country, clearly show that schools are currently implementing
significant healthful changes in the nutritional quality of school meals.

For 120 long school children have been eating school lunches with an average of
38 percent of calories from {otal fat and 15 percent of calories from saturated fat.
Yet the health agencies and federal government preaches a diet with an average
of 30 percent of calories from total fat and 10 percent of calories from saturated
fat. In order to cut children’s future risk of developing heart disease, children
must learn and practice heart-healthful eating habits. To do that governmental
pregrams must be designed and implemented with those objectives in mind It is
time for our children to be eating the diets we have recommended.

(Attachment follows:)
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HOW:

Hearty School Lunch

EACT SHEET

Hearty School Lunch, a program of the American Heart Association.

Hearty School Lunch targets school food service directors. More than 24
million students receiving school lunches cculd benefit from this program.

Hearty Schoot Lunch has the potential to be implemented in more than 17,000
school districts na¥~nwide. States currently having or introducing Hearty
School Lunch include Alabama, Anzona, Arkansas, Connecticut, Florida,
Georgia, llinois, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Michigan,
Minnesota, Mississippi, Montana, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Chio,
Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Utah, Vermont, and Washington.

AHA affiliates began offering the Hearty School Lunch program to school food
service directors in September 1992.

Research suggests that children's eating habits may affect their:
ability to concentrate and leam;
energy level,
resistance to ordinary ilinesses;
athletic performance;
andurance; and
growth,

Madical research has shown that what we eat in childhood may set the stage for
good health — or bad - in the adult years. The Hearty School Lunch program
and other AHA school programs (e.g. Getling to Know Your Hearl) encourages
students to make healthful food choices.

School food service directors can use more than 90 Hearty School Lunch
preplanned menus or create their own. The program helps these directors
provide tasty meals that are also low in fat and cholesterol.

ENDQRSED BY:

< American School Food Service Asscciation
2 American Academy of Pediatrics
& American Dietetic Association

Your locat American Heart Association office;

call 1-800-AHA-USA-1 (1-800-242-8721), or write to Hearty School Lunch,
American Heart Association, National Centar, 7272 Greenville Ave., Dallas
Texas 75231-4598
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

721 Capito! Mail P.O. Box 944272

Sacramento. CA 94244-2720

September 6, 1994

Honorable Charles W. Stenholm, Chairman
1301A Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515-6001

Dear Congressman Stenholm:

The California Department of Education wishes to submit testimony
as vart of your Congressional hearing scheduled for September 7,
1994, on U. 3. Department of Agriculture’s {(USDA)} proposed rules
publishad June 10, 1994, entitled School Meals Initiative for
Healthy Children.

The Department commends USDA for taking a leadership role in
emphasizing nutrition in the National School Lunch Program and
School Breakfast Program. This is a significant step forward in
the integration of school nutrition programs with the 1990 Djetary
Guidelines for Americans. We believe the emphasis on nutrition
will improve the nutrition integrity of the school meals and
provide children with a consistent nutrition message. It also
enhances the development of a comprehensive school health system
as part of an environment that supports and reinforces a school’s
health and physical education programs.

We are strongly committed to assuring that USDA's efforts to
implement the dietary guidelines in school meals are successful.
Overall, we support the propcsed rules. However, we believe that
an essential key to success is the development of an infrastructure
at USDA and the state level that provides a comprehensive approach
to offering healthier meals and building partnerships integrated
with marketing, training, and nutrition education. Currently, no
support systems exist that can effectively assist School Food
Authoritiz2s in successful implementation.

We have submitted our recommendations and comments on the proposed
rules to USDA. These recommendations and comments are based on
our four years of experience striving to implement the dietary
guidelines, including Nutrient Standard Menu Planning, which we
believe provides USDA with a unique perspective and insight.
Highlights of our recommendations include:

1. DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT USDA INFRASTRUCTURE. We recommend
USDA immediately concentrate its efforts towards
establishing the necessary infrastructure to succeed in
implementing th- e proposed rules. Presently, the
support structures are not available at most of the USDA
regional offices or State Agercies to help SFAs achieve
success.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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2. ALLOW OPTIONAL PARTICIPATION OF NUTRIENT STANDARD MENU
PLANNING (NBMP). We strongly recommend that NSMP be an
option for School Food Authorities (SFAs). We are very
concerned that many SFAs will be unable to implement this
system effectively without the infrastructure to provide
support and training needed.

ADD THE OPTION OF A FOOD~BASED MODIFIED MEAL PATTERN WITH
LINITED NUTRIENT ANALYSIS. Allowing a food-based
modified meal pattern will assist SFAs by providing a
bridge as a transition to gradually implement NsSMP. &
limited nutrient analysis of only calories and fat could
be tested to determine its feasibility.

ELIMINATE WEIGHRTED NUTRIENT ANALYSIS. We oppose using
weighted nutrient analysis. We believe that it is the
school’s role to offer or make available healthy foods,
but it is excessively burdensome to require schools to be
accountable for the food selections by children.
Weighted nutrient analysis would be time consuming and
cumbersome, especially for many high schools and middle
schools which may offer up to 21 choices daily.

The enclosed copy of California‘’s recommendations and comments
provide additional information for your consideration.

We emphasize our strong commitment to implementing the dietary
guidelines, promoting a consistent nutrition message, and ensuring
nutrition integrity in california’s chila nutrition programs. We
believa this is essential in helping our children achieve their
full learning and health potential.

If we can work with you to successfully implement USDA’s School
Meals Initiative for Healthy Children, please contact me at {916)

322-2187. I would also ke pleased to discuss our recommendations
on the proposed rules and other related issues.

Maria Balakshin, Director
Child Nutrition and Food Distribution Division

MB:sl

Enclosure

(Attachments follow:)
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

721 Capitol Mall: P.O. Box 944272

Sscramanto, CA 94244-2720

September 6, 1994

Robert M. Eadie, chief

Policy and Program Development Branch
child Nutrition Division

Food and Nutrition Service, USDA

3103 Park Center Drive, Room 1007
Alexandria, vA 22302

Dear Mr. Eadie:

The California Department of Education (CDE) is pleased to submit
its comments and response to the proposed rules published June 10,
1994, entitled School Meals Initiative for Healthy children.

The Department commends USDA for taking a leadership role to
implement the Dietary Guidelines for Americans in the school
nutrition programs. Overall, we support the proposed rules
regarding nutrition objectives for school meals in the Natiocnal
School Lunch and School Breakfast Programs. This is a significant
step forward in the integration of school nutrition programs with
the 1990 Dietary Guidelines for Americans.

We believe the emphasis on nutrition will improve the nutrition
integrity of the school meals and will provide children with a
consistent nutrition message. It also enhances the development of
a comprehensive school health system as part of an environment that
supports and reinforces a school‘’s health and physical education
programs.

we also commend USDA for taking leadership action in the three
areas which we proposed in our testimony submitted during the
public hearing and comment period in the fall of 1993. These three
areas were 1) A national nutrition campaign focused on children; 2)
lLeadership in integrating a consistent nutrition message among all
appropriate federal agencies; and 3) Systemic changes within USDA
to support nutrition objectives. We believe USDA’s actions as
outlined in the School Meals Initiative for Healthy children are
key steps that will position USDA in achieving these areas.
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CALIFORNIA’S EXPERIENCE WITH IMPLEMENTING DIETARY GUIDELINES

Our comments and recorm ndations on the proposed rules to implement
the dietary guidelines are based on the experiences in our Child
Nutrition: Shaping Healthy Choices Campaign. Initiated in 198,
the campaign is California’s plan to comprehensively implement the
dietary guidelines in school meals.

In 1990, CDE funded two regional model project networks as part of
the Shaping Healthy Choices Campaign. These project networks were
designed to determine the most effective and cost-efficient methods
for implementing the Djetary Guidelines for Amerjcans in schools.
In July 1991, CDE received approval from the USDA for a meal
pattern variation to the rules that define the meal pattern
requirements for the National School Lunch, School Breakfast, and
the Child Care Food Programs. This variation included the ability
to implement either a revised meal pattern or Nutrient Standard
Menu Planning (NSMP) in selected school districts and child care
programs. Initially, 20 school districts and child care agencies
were involved in the regional model project networks. Currently,
33 school djistricts and 7 child care agencies are implementing
either NSMP or a revised meal pattern at selected sites as part of
our SHAPE (Shaping Health as Partners in Education) cCalifornia
networks. :

Results of our experiences with our SHAPE networks have indicated
that several key areas are essential to successfully implementing
the dietary guidelines through NSMP and the revised meal pattern.
Nutrition expertise is essential if nutrition integrity of the
meals is to be ensured. Programs implementing the dietary
guidelines must be carefully managed and monitored by a registered
dietitian or a person with comparable nutrition training. cChild
nutrition staff need training in many areas, including basic
nutrition knowledge, focusing on the dietary guidelines and
nutritional needs of children; modifying and standardizing recipes:
food preparation techniques; ise of computerized nutrient analysis:
and food purchasing. In addition, our experience found that
implementation is most successful when all school partners,
including students, teachers, parents, and administrators, are
involved and when a gradual implementation of change is made.

CCMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

¥ STRONGY, 0 ‘ED _To ASSURING THAT USDA’S EFFORTS TO
IMPLEMENT THE DIETARY GUIDELINES IN SCHOOL MEALS ARE SUCCESSFUL.
We believe that an essential key to success for the School Food
Authorities (SFAs) is the development of an infrastructure at both
USDA and the State level that provides a comprehensive approach to

2




offering healthier meals and building partnerships integrated with
marketing, training, and nutrition education.

We offer the following recommendations necessary to ensure
successful implementation of the dietary guidelines and nutrition
integrity in school meals. We helieve our four years of experience
striving to implement the dietary guidelines, using both NSMP and
a revised meal pattern, provides USDA with a unique perspective and
insight on their implementation. Our major recommendations are
outlined below followed by detailed rationale and additional
recommendations under each point:

1. Focus on a comprehensive approach in implementing dietary
guidelines.
Develop and implement USDA infrastructure.
Allow optional participation in Nutrient Standard Menu
Planning.
Eliminate Assisted Nutrient Standard Menu Planning and
add the option of ‘a Feod-Based Modified Meal Pattern with
limited nutrient analysis.
Set target levels for fat, dietary fiber, and sodium.
Accompany fortification with targets for dietary fiber.
Eliminate weighted nutrient analysis.
Delete the requirement that an entree must be selected
under Offer versus Serve.
Develop nutrient analysis software for use by SFAs.
Increase funding for nutrition education and training.
Encourage nutrition disclosure.
Address issues related to administrative streamlining and
paperwork reduction.
Provide training on State monitoring and corrective
action.
Continue to improve the commodity program.
_Publish jnterim rules.

FOCUS ON A COMPREHENSIVE APPROACH IN IMPLEMENTING DIETARY
GUIDELINES

WE RECCMMEND THAT_USDA_FOCUS ON A COMPREHENSTVE APPROACH _IN
IMPLEMENTING THE DIETARY GUIDELINES. 1In California, we found
that a comprehensive approach is essential for successful
implementation of the dietary guidelines by either NSMP or a
revised meal pattern. Prior to our 5haping Healthy cChoices
networks, we field tested implementing the dietary guidelines,
and found that without a registered dietitian or nutrition
expert at the local level we were not successful. As a result,
we provided funds to each SHAPE network to implement a
comprehensive approach to offering healthier meals and
building partnerships integrated witn marketing, training, and
nutrition education. Funds are used for a nutrition education
specialist, cormputer software, training of staff, building

3
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partnerships, marketing materlals, and working with teachers
to provide nutrition education in the classroom.

WE RECOMMEND THAT USDA IMPLEMENT THE DIETARY GUIDELINES XN A
PROGRESSIVE, GRADUAL APPROACH THAT PROVIDE SFAS WITH ADEQUATE
TIME TO ENSURE APPROPRIATE FEDERAL, STATE AND YOCAI, SYSTEMS
ARE IN PLACE FOR EFFECTIVE JIMPLEMENTATION. Results of our
SHAPE experiences indicate that several key areas need to be
addressed to successfully implement NSMP and the revised meal

pattern. These areas include adequate staff training and
resources; building partnerships with schools, parents and
community; marketing to students and parents; using

standardized recipes and following menus as analyzed;
rurchasing and preparing appropriate foods and menu items; and
gradually implementing change over time. In addition, we
found the expertise of a registered dietitian or a person with
comparable nutrition training to provide the nutritional
knowledge and technical assxstance needed was critical to
support the implementation.

DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT USDA INFRASTRUCTURE

WE_RECOMMEND Zl:mj]j USDAJHMEDIATE,_\[ CONCENTRATE 1TS EFFORTS
SUCCEED _IN IMPLEMFNIING THESF PROPOSED RULES. Callfornla
wants SFAs to succeed in implementing these proposed rules.
To ensure successful implementation, USDA must immediately
concentrate its efforts to establish the necessary
infrastructures at the USDA national and regional offices and
provide appropriate support services for use at the state
agercy (SA) level. Presently, the suppcrt structures are not
available at most of the USDA regional offices or SAs to help
SFAs achieve success.

WE RECOMMEND THAT USDA TAKE ACTION TO IMPLEMENT THE FOLLOWING
SUPPORT SERVICES:

a, Establish nutrition experts at regional and state
levels to provide training and technical
assistance.

b, Provide training for SAs and SFAs in areas of

nutrient standard menu planning, use of computers
and appropriate software, how to plan meals that
meet the dietary guidelines, etc. Include follow-
up sessions after the initial tra\nlng Usba may
wish to use the Nutrient Standard Training Module
used for the USDA demonstration pilots.

C. Continue to develop industry support and
involvement in implementing the dietary guidelines.
d. Complete the National Nutrient Database of foods.
e. Provide grants for computer/software purchases.
4
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Initiate a nationwide marketing campaign to educate
parents and children on the importance of healthy
eating and how to make healthy food choices.
Provide nutrient analysis in all existing and new
USDA ccmmodities, and require that all commodity
processing products be analyzed for nutrient
content.

Revise the commodity program to eliminate high fat,
high sodium, and/or high sugar content items.

ALLOW OPTIONAL PARTICIPATION IN NUTRIENT STANDARD MENU
PLANNING

WE STRONGLY RECOMMEND THAT NSMP BE AN OPTION FOR SFAS. We are
very concerned that many SFAs will be unable to implement this
system effectively because there is no infrastructure at the
federal, state and local level in place to provide the support
and training needed. In addition, the costs of computer
hardware and softyare; lack of personnel with both the
computer skills and nutrition knowledge %o complete the
nutrient analysis accurately: inadeqguate time and resources
for the initial extensive data entry; and lack of staff
training and resources are challenges that SFAs will have
difficulty in addressing within current budget constraints.

Making NSMP optional would provide SFAs with lead time to find
the resources and obtain the training needed to eventually
implement NSMP. 1In cCalifornia, we provided funds to assist
the SHAPE networks with the initial costs to implement the
dietary guidelires, including NSMP. These costs included
computer hardware and software, staff training tinme,
substantial time for imputing data, including recipes and
individual food product nutrient analysis. Funds included
support costs for the expertise of a registered dietitian,
working part time, to provide oversight and technical
assistance. Currently, we have 11 school districts that have
been in our networks and are continuing to implement NSMP at
specific sites without additional funds.

WE_RECCMMEND THAT RESIDENTIAL CHILD CARE_INSTITUTIONS (RCCIs)
BE_EXEMPT FROM NSMP UNTIL IT IS ESTABLISHED FOR THE CHILD AND
ADULT DAY CARE FOOD PROGRAMS. RCCIs are very small and
similar to family day caic home.. It would be very difficult
and burdensome for them to implement & more complicated
system, such as NSMP, in a family setting.

ELIMINATE ASSISTED NUTRIENT STANDARD MENU PLANNING AND ADD THE
OPTION OF A FOOD-BASED MODIFIED MEAL FATTERN WITH LIMITED
NUTRIENT ANALYSIS
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WE__STRONGLY RECOMMEND THAT _USDA ELIMINATE THE ASSISTED
NUTRIENT STANDARD MENU PLANNING (ANSMP) OPTION. We believe
ANSMP would be a very difficult option to implement because
presently there is no infrastructure in place to provide
needed support and the option has not been tested to determine
its feasibility.

WE STROMGLY RECOMMEND THAT A FOOD-BASED MODIFYED MEAL PATTERMN
WITH LIMITED NUTRIENT ANALYSIS BE PROVIDED AS AN OPTION TO
IMPLEMENTING THE DIETARY GUIDELINES. Many SFAs do not have
the personnel, time, funds, and other resources required to
effectively use NSMP at this time. Allowing a food-based
modified meal pattern will assist SFAs by providing a bridge
as a transition to gradually implementing NSMP. It provides
an educational tool that allows time for child nutrition staff
to feel comfortable with the process and obtain required
training and resources while still addressing the dietary
guidelines. our experience with the SHAPE networks found
that the revised meal pattern was a step towards implementing
NSMP. Several of our school districts started with the
revised meal pattern at specific sites as a gradual
implementation process and transition to NSMP after they were
comfortable with the procedures.

This option should be a revised meal pattern similar to what
California SHAPE networks have field tested during the past
four years. Our revised meal pattern stresses fruits,
vegetables, beans/legumes, and whole grains as part of the
daily meals to ensure that targets for naturally-occurring
dietary fiber are met. Enclosed is the revised meal pattern
we are currently using along with our program requirements,
which include concucting a nutrient analysis for one week of
menus per month.

WE RECOMMEN HAT THE NUTRIENT ANALYSIS FOR THE FQOD-BASEDR
MODIFIED MEAL PATTERN BE LIMITED TO TARGETS FOR CALORIES AND
FAT AND THAT IT BE TESTED PRIOR_TO IMPLEMENTATION. Most
nutrients, except fat, can be addressed by the food in the
meal pattern. A simplified process could be developed and
tested for calculating and averaging the calories and fat for
the meals served in a school week. This calculation might be
done without a computer and might require minimal training and
time to implement. More extensive nutrient analysis could be
done if the SFA has the staff, computer, and desire to
complete it and use the information as a marketing tool.

SET TARCE1 LEVELS FOR FAT, DIETARY FIBER AND SODIUM

‘WE RECOMMEND THAT FAT BE ESTABLISHED AS A TARGET GOAL OF 30
PERCENT CALORIES FROM FAT. We recommend incremental change in

6
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reducing the fat content of meals with 30 percent of calories
from fat as a targeted goal. We are concerned that reguiring
a standard to be 30 percent or less calories from fat would be
restrictive and difficult to obtain. Our experience found
that several factors must be considered in reducing the fat
content of meals. These factors are low-fat product
acceptability, student acceptance, training backgrounds of
staff, and the amount of change required to alter existing
menus and recipes.

¥e are concernad that some SFAs will provide significantly
less that 30 percent calories from fat to ensure that they
meet the required standard. This would not be healthy for
growing children, especially younger children and those who
may be und~tnourished. The "Statement on Cholesterol" by the
American Academy of Pediatrics published in September 1992 is
enclosed for further reference.

If fat remains as a nutrition standard, an alternative
approach is to establish a tolerance level for the percent of
calories from fat. oOur experience found that a reasonable
tolerance level was 80 percent of the standard for the first
year and 90 percent thereafter. After the first year, this
results in a goal of 28 to 32 percent of calories from fat.

WE _RECOMMEND THAT TARGETS BE ESTABLISHED FOR NATURALLY-
OCCURRING DIETARY FIBER AND SODIUM. These targets would be
goals to strive towards in implementing the dietary
guidelines. california has set specific targets for sodium
and naturally-occurring dietary fiber as noted in the tables
entitled Nutrient _Standards and Targets in the enclosed
program requirements. For sodium, the level was determined
based on information in the 10th edition of the Recommended
Dietary Allowances. For fiber, the level for naturally-
occurring dietary fiber in foods was determined based on an
analysis of menus planned using the revised meal pattern to
meet the other dietary guidelines. Setting a target level for
dietary fiber also encourages offering fruits, vegetables,
whole grains, and beans/legumes in the menus as well as
addressing issues on fortification as discussed below.

ACCOMPANY FORTIFICATION WITH TARGETS FOR DIETARY FIBER

We are concerned that the proposed rules do not address
fortification but realize this 1is a difficult issue.
California’s policy is to allow only nutrients naturally-
occurring in foods unless covered by the Standard of Identity
or if it is a breakfast cereal. Our policy is outlined on
page 4 of the enclosed '"Program Reguirements for Nutrient
Standard Menu Flanning”. Even with this policy, our SHAPE
networks report that drtermining the nutrient levels that

7
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would naturally occur in the food item is burdenczme and
difficult.

WE RECOMMEND THAT A TARGET LEVEL BE ESTABLISHEL FOR NATURALLY-
OCCURR IETARY FIBER TO ADDRESS THE USE O OR! ED_FO0ODS
AND THAT IT BE TESTED IN THE NSMP DEMONSTRATION PILOTS. This
is based on our experience in the SHAPE networks and would
encourage the use of fruits, vegetables, beans/legumes, and
whole grains in meals. It would also convey a strong
statement on the use of conventional foods and would address
the fortification issue. In addition, the meals would be
giving a consistent message that fruits, vegetables, and whole
grains are important choices in a healthy diet. We recommend
testing a target 1level for dietary fir2r in the NSMP
demonstration pilots as a way to address the fortification
issue.

ELIMINATE WEIGHTED NUTRIENT ANALYSIS

WE OPPOSE USING WEIGHTED NUTRIENT_ ANALYSIS IN NSMP. We
believe that it is the school’s role to offer or make
available healthy foods, but it is excessively burdencome to
require schools to be accountable for the food selections by
children. oOur experience with the SHAPE networks indicates
that this procedure would discourage offering 'choices to
students. We have high schools and middle schools where up to
21 choices are offered dally. This makes weighted nutrient
analysis very time consuming and cumbersome.

WE_RECOMMEND THAT THE NUTRIENT ANALYSIS BE BASED ON THE THREE
(o] UENTLY CT CHOICES OFFERED S A MENU_ITEM.
EXCEPT FOR MILK. We have successfully used a nutrient
analysis based on the three most freguently selected choices
on the menu, except for milk. The three most frequently
selected choices are based on past production records. An
exception to this procedure is the analysis of milk offered in
the meal. The networks analyze the top three milk choices
unless a milk choice is served to less than 10 percent of the
students. The nutrient analysis then includes only the tcp
two milk choices.

WE RECOMMEND THAT THE USDA E§ﬁ? DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS_TEST
ALLOWING SFAs THE OPTION NE T) RIENT ANALYSIS FOR
_JH_EREAK_JﬂLlLjLJ&DL___IIH_§IAI£L_EBBQ!AL_LE_IEDX_§ER!E

_ OF THE CHILDREN WHO AT
BBEAKE&§$. In california, a limited number of pilot schools
have used NSMP for breakfast. We require they complete the
analysis separately for breakfast and lunch as proposed in the
rules. In discussing this issue, we recognize the importance
of looking at a2 child’s total dietary intake for the day
rither than by meal. An option for SFAs who serve a high
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percentage of children both meals would take into
consideration the concept of total daily nutrient intake for
children who consistently eat both meals at school. It would
also encourage the promotion of the breakfast program. The
NSMP demonstration pilots would be appropriate to test the
feasibility of performing a nutrient analysis combining
breakfast and lunch.

DELETE THE REQUIREMENT THAT AN ENTPEE MUST BE SELECTED UNDER
OFFER VERSUS SERVE

WE RECOMMEND DELETING THE REQUIREMENT THAT AN ENTREE BE
SELECTED UNDER OFFER VERSUS SERVE. Our experience in the

SHAPE networks did not include the selection of an entree
under offer versus Serve, and we encountered no problems with
this system. Thus, we believe that requiring an entr.:e be
selected is unnecessary. .

DEVELO? NUTRIENT ANALYSIS SOFTWARE FOR USE BY SFAS

WE RECOMMEND THAT USDA DEVELOP THE SOFTWARE TO DO NUTRIENT
ANALYSIS AND PROVIDE THIS SOFTWARE T(: SFAS. We are concerned

about the availability and cost of nutrient analysis software
which meets the USDA specifications and incorporates the
National Nutrient patabase. We encourage USDA to contract for
the development of software which meerts USDA specifications
during 1994-95. This software could be tested during 1995-96
and finalized for use nationwide by 1997-98. The nutrient
analysis software should be provided at cost to SFAs. This
would simplify and allow standardized training nationwide,
increase its availability, reduce costs and assist in
implementation of NSMP. Procedures would need to be drveloped
to maintain and update the software and its database on a
regular schedule.

INCREASE FUNDING FOR NUTRITION EDUCATION AND TRAINING

WE RECOMMEND THAT USDA SEEK CONGRESSIONAL, APPROPRIATION TO
REINSTATE_THE 50 CENTS PER CHILD FOR NUTRITION EDUCATION
FUNDING. Both sufficient staff training and nutrition
education for children and parents are critical in any effort
to successfully implement the dietary guidelines. Classroom
nutrition education should complement and reinforce the
nutritious meals provided in the cafeteria. It should
reinforce the consistent nutrition message of the national
campaign and support the development of a comprehensive school
health system. We commend USDA for their coordination efforts
in working-closely with the Departments of Education and of
Health and Human Services in a comprehensive approach to

9
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improving the health and nutritional well' being of our
children. This ccordination has a positive impact on our
State efforts to implement comprehensive school health systems
in our schools.

ENCOURAGE NUTRITIOK DISCLOSURE

WE AGREE WITH THE_PROPOSED RULLS THAT NUTRITION DISCLOSURE BE
ENCOURAGED_BUT NOT REQUIRED. We believe nutrition disclosure
can be an important marketing and nutrition education tool.
The SFA can us.: nutrition disclosure in teaching parents about
th: dietary guidelines and stress that schocl meals provide
healthy foods to students. However, it should nct be
required, because many districts do not have trained personnel
who are able to analyze and interpret the nutrient analysis
accurately.

ADDRESS ISSUES RELATED TO ADMINISTRATIVE STREAMLINING ANL}
PAPERWORK REDUCTION

We believe the reduction in the paperwork and streamlining of
the administrative requirements in the school nutrition
programs are definitely overstated in the USDA proposed
regulations. We recommend the following:

a. WE_STRONGLY RECOMMEND THAT ALL RECOMMENDATIONS MADE

TN THE 1986 PAPERWORK REDUCTION TASK FORCE BE
ADOPTED.

WE__ STRONGLY RECOMMEND _THE IMP EMENTATION F_A
SEAMLESS PROGRAM, one with a single application and
one eligibility scale for child and Adult Care Food
Programs, Head start, and National School Lunch and
School Breakfast Programs.

WE BELIEVE THE CHANGE JIN EDIT CHECKS _AND. NONPROFIT
STATUS ARE INSIGNIFJCANT STREAMLINING PROPOSALS
consequently, we see these changes as unnecessary.

WE_RECOMMEND THAT SFAS _THAT OPERATE CHILD _CARE FOOD
PROGRAMS AND SUMMER_SCHOOYL, FOOD SERVICE PROGRAMS BE
ALLOWED TO USE NSMP FOR ALL PROGRAMS. We encourage
making this provision Sseamless to all programs
administered by school districts because it will
simplify administration and reduce confusion.

WE___SUPPORT THE EXTENSION _OF CONDUCTING THE
COORDINATED REVIEW _EFFORT (CRE) FROM_FQUR_YEARS TO
FIVE YEARS. We encourage USDA to consider changing
the review system to one that focuses on a

10
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continuous quality improvement approach. In
addition, we think that paperwork could be reduced
in the CRE review by decreasing the required
sampling of eligibility applications and modifying
the required verification of meal counts to help
increase the amount of time available for providing
technical assistance.

PROVIDE TRAINING FOR STATE MONITORING AND CORRECTIVE ACTION

WE SUPPORT THE PROVISION THAT NO FISCAL_SANCTION WILL BE TAKEN

FOR_NSMP ERRORS UNLESS SFAS_ABSOLUTELY REFUSE TO IMPLEMENT

NSMP OR ANSMP.
WE_RECOMMEND TRAINING BE PROVIDED TO STATE AGENCY STAFF WHO
CONRUCT CRE REVIEWS WHEN NSMP 1§ IMPLEMENTED. This training

is necessary for those conducting CRE reviews to ensure
thorough and accurate reviews, as well ag providing the
necessary technical assistance to prevent fuyture corrective
action from being required.

CONTINUE TO IMPROVE THE COMMODITY PROGRAM

WE _RECOMMEND CONTINUED CHANGES TO THE_COMMODITY PROGRAM THAT
ELIMINATE THOSE LITEMS, SUCH aS QUTTER,»WHICH CLEARLY DO NOT
FIT OR CANNOT BE MODIFIED To FIT INTO THE DIETARY GUIDELINES.
Much improvement has been realjzed in the commodity program as
more products with reduced fat and less sugar have been
introduces. However, there is still room for improvement.

PUBLISH INTERIM RULEZS

WE _STRONGLY RECOMMEND USDA PUBLISH INTERIM RULES, NOT FINAL
RULES, THAT INCLUDE ALLOWING OPTIONS OF NUTRIENT STANDARD MENU

PLANNING AND_A_FOQD-BASED MODIFIED MEAL _PATTERN. These
proposed rules represent a significant positive change to the
National School Lunch Program and School Breakfast
We believe that any fina
NSMP demonstration pilots i i rom California as
we continue with our networks. The NSMP Demonstration Pilots
will provide important recommendations which should be
incorporated before any final rules are published. Publishing
interim rules i the other
comment period to be
Interim rules would
etary guidelines to
ding the rules to
incorporate needed revisions.
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In closing, we emphasize our strong commitment to implementing the
dietary guidelines, promoting a consistent nutrition message, and
ensuring nutrition integrity in cCalifornia’s child nutrition
programs. We believe this is essential in helping our children
achieve their full learning and health potential. We hope that our
recommendations and comments on the proposed rules will be
beneficial in issuing future rules. Again, we commend USDA on
taking this important leadership role for ensuring nutritious,
healthy meals in our school nutrition programs for children.

If we can work with you to successfully imploment the School Meals
Initiative for Healthy Children, please contact me at (916) 322~

2187. I would also be pleased to discuss our recommendations on
the proposed rules and any other related issues.

Sincerely,

774 Mia/éa,g a,‘(é,//%z;m/

Maria Balakshin, Director
Child Nutrition and Food Distribution bivision

MB:sl
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AMERICAN ACADEMY OF PEDIATRICS

Statement on Cholesterol

Comumittee on Nutrihon

Increased blood cholesterol levels have been found
to be a risk factor for coronary vascular disease in
adult populations, and the reduction of cholesterol
levels in adults decreases the risk. Because no com-
parable studies have been camried out in childhood
populations, the significance of cholesterol as a risk
factor for coronary vascular disease must be inferred
from less direct evidence. It is also important to note
that a number of other factors including cigarette
smoking, hypertension, obesity, and diabetes mellitus
are important in their causative relationship to ath-
erosclerotic vascular disease. A family history of pre-
mature coronary vascular disease is also a nsk factor
for early onset coronary vascular disease.

The American Academy of Pediatrics (AAP) last
published its recommendations regarding dietary fat
and cholesterol in 1986' and suggested indications
for cholesterol testing in children and adolescents in
1989.% Very recently the Expert Fanel on Blood Cho-
lestero! Levels in Children and Adolescents of the
National Cholesterol Education Program (NCEP), in
a comprehensive report, recommended that all chil-
dren and adolescents eat a diet that on average con-
tains no more than 30% of total calories from fat, less
than 10% of total calories from saturated fat, and less
than 300 mg of cholesterol per day.’ The panel rec-
ommended screening blood cholesterol levels only in
those cluldren and adolescents whose nsk of devel-
oping coronary vascular disease as adults could be
identfied by family history or by the coexistence of
several risk factors. In this statement the earlier rec-
ommendations of the AAP are reviewed in the context
of the recent NCEP veport and provide current guide-
lines regarding dietary fat and cholesterol, cholesterol
screening, and mz nagement of elevated blood choles-
terol levels in chldren. These guidelines should be
regarded as an eftort by the Comunittee on Nutrition
to define an interim approach to this important issue
that takes into account the substantial uncertainty
concerning the pathophysiology of atherogenesis in
childhood and the related inaccuracies in predicting
which chuldren will ultimately require intervention
for coronary artery disease as adults, based on current
diagnestic techniques applied during childhood.

The AAP and NCEP report both endorse the prin-
ciple that the diet of children and adolescents should

The recomumendatons 1n this publication do not ndicate an exclusive course
of treatment of serve 43 a standard of medical care Vananons takung nto
Sceount ki sl cuunbIaWes May De SpPropRILE
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be adequate to support normal growth and develop-
ment. A varied diet including foods from each of the
major food groups provides the best assurance of
nutritional adequacy. Dietary guidelines that restrict
fat and cholesterol should not apply to infants from
birth to age 2 years.

RATIONALE FOR ATTENTION TO BLOOD
CHOLESTEROL LEVELS IN CHILDHOOD

A diet rich in saturated fat and cholesterol is one
of several factors that influence the development of
coronary vascular disease in adults. Heredity, physical
inactivity, smoking, obesity, and diabetes mellitus
along with diet affect serum cholesterol levels. In
several large-scale and geographically diverse studies,
serum cholesterol has been shown to be a powerful
and independent risk factor for coronary vascular
disease in adults.*? Ethnic populations such as the
Masai in Africa and the Inuit of North America, ingest
diets h:gh in total fat, saturated fat, and cholesterol
but have a low prevalence of coronary vascular dis-
ease, demonstrating the importance of these other
risk or protective factors. It is for this reason that
previous statements from the AAP have emphasized
diet in the context of a “Prudent Lifestyle for Chil-
dren” and have recommended that efforts be made
to reduce or eliminate when possible all contributing
risk factors for coronary vascular disease and other
chronic illnesses.

Children and adolescents in the United States, like
their adult counterparts, have higher saturated fat
intakes and blood chol I levels thar: children in
many other developed nations.’ The school-aged chil-
dren participating in the Bogalusa Heart Study who
consumed a diet higher in fat had higher mean serum
cholesterol values than children eating a lower fat
diet."” Obesity and aerobic capacity also strongly in-
fluence the serum lipid profiles during adolescence."'
Several autopsy studies of children published during
the past 5 years demonstrate the presence of raised
lesions in coronary vessels that progress with age and
correlate with blood lipid levels 2s well as other
known risk factors, such as smoking and hyperten-
sion.!*! In one study 7% of those examined between
ages 10 and 15 years had these lesions in coronary
vessels'!, 14% of those between ages 15 and 20 years
and 21% of those between ages 20 and 25 years
demonstiated similar lesions. By ages 35 to 40 vears,
66% of individuals in the study demonstrated some
atherosclerotic changes.

Diet intervention alone reduces serum cholesterol
levels in children and adults, although the individual
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response is variable.”®'* Both diet modification and
drugs given to lower serum lipid values cause regres-
sion of coronary vascular lesions and reduce the
morbidity and mortality from coronary vascular dis-
ease in adults.”” Longitudinal studies have not been
reported that examine what effect beginning diets
containing lower fat and cholesterol during childhood
can have in preventing the development and pro-
gression of coronary atherosclerosis. The diet and
heart disease hypothesis has not been examined sys-
tematically in children. A cautious approach to ag-
gressive lowering of serum cholesterol values in chil-
dren is suggested by recent studies in adults that
indicate that individuals with low serum cholesterol
values and those with serum cholesterol values re-
duced "y diet and drugs experienced increased rates
of noncardiac deaths relative to control popula-
tions.”™** Hence. total death rates between groups
with low and high cholesterol values may not be
different.

Concerns about the effects of severe dietary fat
restriction on growth and development led the AAP
to recommend in 1986 that the optimal total fat intake
cannot be determined, but 30% to 40% of calocies
seems sensible for adequate growth and develop-
ment, Diets that avoid extremes are safe for children
for whom thereis no evidence of special vulnerability.
Any recommendations for changing toward 2 more
restrictive dietary pattern during the first two decades
of life should await demonstration that such dietary
restrictions. , .would support adequate growth and
development for children and adolescents.!

During the past 25 years the consumption of satu-
rated fats, cholesterol, and total fat has decreased in
the United States. Recent food consumption surveys
show that children and adolescents in the United
States on average now consume about 35% of thewr
total calories as fat, with 14% to 15% of total calories
from saturated fat and less than 300 mg/day of
cholesterol.!” Dunng the same pericd. the mean
weight and height of children and adolescents in the
United States has continued to increase; the preva-
lence of obesity has also increased.® A diet that
restncts saturated fat to less than 10% of total calories,
total fat to approximaiely 30% of total calories, and
dietary cholesterol to less than 300 mg/¢ concurs
with previous recommendations from the AAP and
falls within the range of the current eating habits of
children and adolescents in the United States. Such a
diet can support the nutrient needs of this population.
McPherson et al in a survey of food intake and food
sources in middle class school children documented
that a substantial proportion of these children wen
already consuming a diet containing 30% of total
calones from fat and were meeting all of their nutri-
tonal requirements.?’ A larger multicenter study. sup-
ported by the National Heart, Lung, and Blood Insti-
tute, is examining this question and will be completed
in 1993.

As a resuit ot the recommendations fromn the Amer-
ican Heart Association. National Cholesterol Educa-
tion Program. National Institutes of Health Consen-
sus Conference on Lowering Blood Cholesterol to
Prevent Heart Disease, the Amencan Cancer Society,
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and many other groups, foods are increasingly being
prepared with a lower total fat, saturated fat, and
chelesterol content. A 1990 survey conducted by the
National Restaurant Assodation revealed that 89% of
fast food restaurants now fry with vegetable oils in
place of animal fats.”* Thus, children and adolescents
are likely to have increasingly leaner ford choices.
The early studies of Davis*’ and more re< ..y Birch
et al** suggest that if ample and varied food choices
are available, children will adjust their energy intake
to mmeet their needs. Children and adolescents are
themselves increasingly awate of the fat and choles-
terol content of various foods and of the guidehnes
for limiting dietary fat and cholesterol and for ensur-
ing good nutrition ¥

Although dietary fat can be safely limited to ap-
proximately 30% of total calories, some will atternpt
to restrict fat intake further, to well below 30¢%.
Recent reports of growth failure among children and
adolescents teslify to the dangers of excessive restric-
tion of dietary fat.** The adequacy of mineral absorp-
tion from daets rich in complex carbohydrates has aiso
not been established. It should be emphasized that
the pnmary goal of the diet in childhood is to achieve
normal growth and develcpment. Within the context
of a balanced diet, no single food should be consid-
ered unhealthy regardless of its fat content. In partic--
ular, where the food supply is tmited and children
are at greater risk for undemutrition, foods containing
higher amounts of fat are appropnate to meet energy
and other spedfic nutrient requirements. No restnc-
tion should be placed on the fat and cholesterol
content of the diet of infants from birth to 2 years of
age, a period of rapid growth and development and
high nutritional requirements.

The transition to a lower fat diet beginning at the
age of 2 years requires special consideration. Approx-

- imately 50% of the calories in the diet of the exclu-

sively breast-fed infant come from the fat content of
the milk As solids are introduced dunng the furst and
second year of age. the perccntage of calories in the
diet contributed by fat decreases. At ages 2 to 3 years.
if only 30% of total calories are derived fromn fat, .aen
the protein content would have to provide as much
as 17% to 20% of calories for the diet to meet the
recommended daily allowances for minerals. Earlv
childhood then should be considered a transit.
period during which the fat and cholesterol cont.at
of the diet should gradually decrease to the reccm-
mended amounts. Particular care should be taken at
this ime to avoid excessive restriction of dietary fat
The consumption of lower fat dairy products and lean
meat .—critical sources of protein, iron, and cal-
cium ~should be encouraged throughout childhood
and adolescence.

SCREENING OF BLOOD CHOLESTEROL LEVELS

The AAP continues to endorse an individualized
approach to identify and treat children and adoles-
cents whose risk of developing coronary vascular
disease as adults can be identified through famuly
tustory If the family histc v cannot be ascertaned
and other nsk factors are present, screeung sheuld
be at the discretion of the physician. The poor predic:




electrolyte content and low calorie density of
these milks.

. The Academy continues to endorse the selective
screening of children more than 2 years of age
whose risk of developing coronary vascular dis-
ease can be identified by family history. This
screening should include the following groups:

(1) Children whose parents or grandparents
have a history of coronary or peripheral vas-
cular disease before the age of 55 years
sheuld bave a serum lipid profile that in-
cludes determination of low density hipopro-
tein (LDL) cholesterol value. Blood should be
drawn after & 12-hour fast.

(2) Children whose parents have a blood choles-
terol level greater than or equal to 240 mg/
dL should be screened for total bicod choles-
terol level (nonfasting).

(3) Children and adolescents with several risk
factors for future coronary vascular disease
(eg, smoking, hypertension, physical inactiv-
ity, obesity, and diabetes mellitus) whose
family history cannot be ascertained may be
screened at the discretion of the physidan for
a total blood cholesterol level.

. When possible, identification and elimination of
other risk factors for coronary vascular diseasa
(eg, smoking, hypertension, obesity, dizbetes
mellitus) are recommended for everyone, includ-
ing those who are screened, regardless of the
results. A diet (Step I Diet) supervised by a heaith
professional is the first therapy recommended for
hypercholesterolemic children. The diet is one in
which the intake of saturated fats is less than
10% of total calories, with no more than 30% of
calories as fatand less than 300 mg of cholesterol
per day. If after repeated testing the desired
serum lipid levels are not achieved, the intake of
saturated fats should be reduced to less than 7%
of total calories, with no more than 30% of cal-
ories as fat and the cholesterol amount reduced
to less than 200 mg/day (Step O Diet).

. Drug therapy can be considered in children rore
than 10 years of age if after an adequate trial of
diet therapy {6 months to 1 year) the LDL cho-
lesterol value remains greater than 190 mg/dL in
the absence of other risk factors. If the level
remains greater than 160 mg/dL in children with
a family history of heart diseass or two or more
risk factors of cardiovascular disease, drug ther-
apy is also recommended. Bile acid sequestrants
such as cholestyramine and colestipol are the
only drugs recommended because there is limited
e.perience in the use of other cholesterol-lower-
ing agents in children. Otherdrugs such as niacin,
hydroxymethylglutaryl coenzyme A (HMG CoA)
reductase inhibitors, probucol, gemfibrozil, thy-
roxine, and clofibrate are not recommended for
routine use because very little data exist concern-
ing safety and efficacy of these drugs in children.
The AAP recommends that all lipid-lowering
agents, including the bile add sequestrants, be
used with caution because they all have the po-
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tential for interfering with growth as well as
producing other sigruficant side effects. Clinica!
trials of these agents should be camied out in
children to determine both safety and efficacy
before their widespread use is endorsed. If lipid-
lowering drugs are required. childr:n should be
monitored closely, particularly during the vulner-
able period of adolescent growth.
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tive benefit of 4 total cholecterol level for an elevated
lov. -density hipoprotetn {LDL) cholesterol level’” and
the umperfect tracking of blood cholesterol values
from chuldhood to adulthood* ** are among the fac-
tors that weigh against a recommendation for unuver
sal testing Unuversal screerung wall continue to be
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inadvisable untl tests becor - available that are better
able to predict later cot.r v vascuiar disease. An
elevated blood cholesterol s aiue in childhood is only
a nsk factor for an elevated blood cholesterol value
as an adult, which in turn is a risk factor for coronary
vascular disease. The possibility of unwarranted anx-
iety and unnecessary dietary restrichon from false-
positive results is significant.

There is no queshon that children with elevated
blood cholesterol values will be missed by selective
screening X However a universal (population-
based) approach to cietary modification of fat and
cholesterol intake and the apparent reversibility of
coronary vascular lesions when det and drug therapy
are used in uddle age suggest that select:ve screening
of children is an appropnate recommendation 2t this
time. Children whose parents or grandparents had a
documented myocardial infarction, positive coronary
angiogram, or cerebrovascular or peripheral vascular
disease before the age of 55 years qualify for sceen-
ing. For these children the initial test should be 2
determination of blood lipopiotein values, obtained
after a 12-hour fast. Children whose parents hav.- a
blood cholesterol level greater than or equal to 240
mg/dL should be screened for total serum cholesterol
level Figures 1 and 2 are acceptable algorithms for
screening and initiating therapy.

SUMMARY AND ACADEMY RECOMMENDATIO .§
1. An elevated serum cholesterol value, cigarette
smoking, hypertension, obesity, diabetes mell-
tus. and lack of physical activity are ndependent
nsk factors for coronary vascular disease. The
risk of cororary artery disease tn adulis can be
reduced by adopting a prudent lifestyle in which
smoking 15 avoided. intake of saturated fat and
cholesterol is decreased, weight is controlied.
physical activity 15 increased, and treatment for
hvpertension and dizbetes 1s obtained.

. Atherosclerosis begins in childhood, and the de-
gree of atherosclerotic changes corvelates with
blood cholesterol levels, smoking, and hyperten-
sion. However, coronary vascular diseasc is rare
before the third de-ade. and coronary vascular
lesions appear to be reversible during the tiurd
and fourth decade of life or later with appropriate
diet and drug treatment Serum cholesterol level
is an imperfect predictor of future coronary vas-
cular disease

Nutritional adequacy should be achieved by eat-

ing a wide variety of foods, and energy (calories)

should be adequate to support growth and to
reach or maintain desirable body weight. Rec
ommended dietary goals for all children more
than 2 years of age include. an average daily
_ntake of 30% of total calories from fat, less than
7 10% of total calories from saturated fatty acids,
“~andless than 300 mg of cholesterol per day. A
lower intake of fat is not recommended The AAP
believes that recommendations that call for “less
than’ 30% of calories from fat may lead to the
inappropriate use of more restnctive diets Skum
or low-fat mulk ts not recommended in the first 2
years of life because of the high protein and

»
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requiring schools to serve more fruits and vegetables. In fact, the proposal seemingly allows
schocls to step away from that abjective by use of the nutrient standand menu planning and
use of fortified foods,

Using the nutrient standard menu planning with a weekly nutrient-bassd average and use of
fortified foods, a school could substitute a fortified food instead of using fruits or vegetables
for the weekly vitamin A and vitamin C requirements. Theoretically, Tang could replace
orenge juice; Fruit Loops could replace apples; and catsup could replace broccoll. These
fortified foods would be a quick, easy, relmbursable substitute for raw fruits and vegetables,
but would not provide the assoclated benefits of fruits and vegetables.

Even though vitamin C i3 vitamin C, no matter what the source, there are benefits to eating
whole fruits and vegetables instead of fortified foods. The benefits bestowed by a diet rich
in fruits and vegetables may not be the vitamins or minerals themselves, but may be any of a
number of other naturally occurring compounds (e.8. indole, dithiolthiones, phenols,
coumarins) found in those fruits or vegetables acting elther independently or in conjunction
with other compounds in a diet. For example, one of a hundred different carotenolds may
work together with 2 phenolic compound or other non-nutsitive compound to help prevent
carcinogenesis.

In addition, according to the proposed changes, all of the fruits and vegetables could be
served on one day and no fruits or vegetables served the next. There are fio roquirements
about how many fruits and vegetables are offcred each day.

To most closely reflect the Dietary Guidelines for Americans, as this administration is
trying to do, requiring a set number of fruits or vegetables per meal is more synonymous
with the Quidelines than meeting = weekly level of vitamin A and vitamin C, The
Guidelines specify a set number of frults and vegetables every day (5-9 servings). They do
not specify a sct amount of vitamins A and C. USDA’s reasoning for selecting set
requirements for viteming A and C, calclum, and iron was becauss they are consistent with
the Nutrition Labeling and Education Act (NLEA). Though NLEA includes labeling of
proteln, vitamin A, vitamin C, calcium, and iron, it does not downplay the importance of
fiber, wodium, and cholesterol as USDA’s proposz] seemingly is doing.

Therefore, PMA recommends that USDA add one additional criterion to the proposed
school Iunch program that would require three sarvings of fruits and vegetables per
school fuach, This additional requirement would ensure that more fruits and vegetables are
belng served, and should not be difficult for foodservice operators since they have been
wocking under & similar program (with 2 servings per meal) for the last several decades,
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Areas of Agreement

Aside from this major area of disagreement, PMA i3 pleased with other aspects of the
proposal, including:

Training

PMA applauds USDA for recognizing the importance of training for local meal providers.
PMA’s Fresh Produce Academles that USDA has held and is planning to hold for its regional
foodservice directors are an sxoellent first step in training personnel about buying and
handling produce. PMA hopes to continue future ventures with USDA in educating school
foodservice personnel on purchasing and handling produce. Enclosed please find a copy of
PMA’s new Guide to Selecsing a Fresh Produce Distributor which may be usefu} for school
foodservice produce purchasing agents. PMA is also developing a new poster that contains
nutrition information on the top 40 produce items that are consumed. This may be another
item of use to foodservice directors and thelr staff.

Department of Defense

Because of produce’s perishability, quick and efficient delivery of product through the
commodity distribution program is essential. If the Department of Defense is willing and
able to handle the distribution of perishable items, including delivery to schools and with
minimal paperwork, then PMA encourages this avenue of distribution. PMA believes in
providing quality product quickly and efficiently.

Education

PMA is excited about USDA’s 1995 budget request of $18.4 million in additional funds to
support nutrition education and \echnical assistance. In fact, PMA has written letters of
support to key congressmen for this funding. We hope that the 5 A Day messagé can be
used in schools as part of this education component. The national 5 A Day program has not
yet moved into schools in a big way. Many state and local communities, however, have
used the 5 A Day message with excellent results. We believ~ that USDA could make a
lasting mark on children’s eating patterns by bringing them the § A Day message.

Thank you for considering our comments. We, like USDA, would like to better the health
of our country. There is no better change to dictary patterns than decreasing fat and
increasing frults, vegetables, and fiber. We look forward to working with USDA on current
and new projests.

if you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Elizabeth Pivonka, PhD,
RD at 302/738-7100.
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Robert M. Eadie, Chief

Policy and Program Development Branch
Child Nutrition Division

Food and Nutrition Service, USDA

3101 Park Center Drive

Alexandria, VA 22302

Re: National School Lunch Program and
School Breakfast Program: Nutrition
Objectives for School Meals

Dear Mr. Eadie:

The Intemational Dairy Foods Association (IDFA), a national trade association comprised of the
Milk Industry Foundation, the National Cheese Institute, and the Intemational Ice Cream
Association ard the affiliated American utter Institute, submits these comments on behalf of
its member organizations. Through these organizations, IDFA represents 751 member companies
that account for 85% of the dairy foods consumed in the United States.

IDFA agrees with efforts to improve the nutritional profile of meals offered by our nation’s
schools. The commitment to setving more nutritious and healthful meals in schools is

ge the implementation of education programs that involve not only children,
but parents, teachers and others involved in the school feeding programs,

We also encourage the continued evaluation of the program, one that plays such a vual role in
the prevention of discases and long-term health promotion in children, More specifically, IDFA
fecommends that a specific review and evaluation procedure be included in the regulations to
ensure that the school feeding program continucs to meet the established goals of the program -
providing more healthful meals to children,

1250 H St., N, Suite 900, Washington, DC 20005 202¢73764332 FAX 202433147820

———— -




Although we believe the proposal focuses on the goal of promoting the health of children, our
industry has several concerns with the proposed regulations. These concemns are outlined as
follows:

Implementation

The proposed changes to the feeding program are quite comprehensive and will require extensive
training and re-education of food service personnel. In addition, supplementary administrative
funds will be required to meet these prerequisites. Consequently, we believe changes of this
magnitude should not be taken lightly and should be given full consideration before requiring
compliance by July 1, 1998.

Requiring schools to completely alter their approach to meal planning from a food group-based
approach to a nutrient-based approach will.take considerable training and education on the’ part
of USDA. There are training and education issues that are not addressed in the proposed
regulation and without thorough consideration, will undoubtedly result in schools dropping out
of the program altogether. The Department has not established a training schedule that details
how each school foodservice administrator and his or her staff will have the opportunity to be
fully trained before implementing the program in their respective schools. By postponing the
implementation date of the repulaticas aud establishing a more realistic date, the Department’s
goal of providing healthy meals could be more asily achieved.

Adequate time should be allowed to fully evaluate "he results of the pilot and demonstration
projects. The demonstration project involving thirty-four school districts throughout the country
should provide useful insights into the possible coniscquences of the nutrient-based approach to
menu planning. Premature implementation of the nutrient-based menu planning system may
encourage its rejection by school foodservice administrators and thus, its ultimate failure. A
complete review of the data collected from the test programs should precede implementaiion in
order to guarantee a successful program that has cooperation from the foodservice administrators
while maintaining student participatioa.

We encourage USDA to delay the implernentation date of the schoo! feeding program until the
demonstration projects have been completed and their performance thoroughly evaluated. IDFA
also has serious rescrvations about supporting a program that may not have adequate
implementation funds or an inclusive training and education element to ensure its success.

Dictary Guidelines for Children

As demonstrated with the establishment of separate RDY's for other population segments such as
infants and pregnant women, chilaren also have unique dietary needs. The proposed regulations
ignore this issue. The requirement that school meals meet the federal Dierary Guidelines Sfor
« Americans for fat and saturated fat unfortunately do not consider the specific nexds of children.
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These guidelines were developed on a population-adjusted average (or mean) in which gender
and age are important factors. To date, a scparate set of dictary guidelines based on the
population of children, including gender and age, has not been developed.

In addition, the application of the Dietary Guidelines for Americans to children is not supported
by a large segment of the scientific community and questions are being raised as to the efficacy
and safety of its application. The long-term effects on children on a low fat diet have not been
documented. A low fat diet may not allow proper growth and development of the child (studies
by Health Canada and The Canadian Pediatric Society). By lowering the fat content in the child's
diet, calories normally contributed by fat must be contributed by other carbohydrate and protein
sources. A low fat, high carbohydrate and protein diet in children has not been studied and its
effects arc unknown. In essence, a low fat diet may have the opposite effect that the goals of the
school feeding program are trying to achieve.

IDFA requests that USDA not implement these regulations until a separate set of dietary
guidelines appropriate for children are established.

Maintain Participation

Probably the most important factor in the feeding programs is patticipation by the students and
schools. If children are not consuming the meals served, the school feeding programs have failed
to achieve their goals. Participation in the school feeding programs has decreased by 1 percent
for each of the past seven years. A decrease in participation in the school feeding programs
should not be allowed to occur. The proposed regulations do not address maintaining student
participation, much less increasing student participation.

IDFA believes the regulations must also recognize the importance of taste and palatability in
meal planning. Well-balanced meals which meet the Dietary Guidelines for Americans, but do
not taste good, will not be consumed. Whether it is a non-nutritional snack from a vending
machine, or an item from a nearby fast food restaurant, students will find alternate sources of
foods if what they are being offered at school is not appealing.

If a separate set of dictary guidelines is not established for children and the proposed dietary
guidelines are implemented (e.g., 30% calories from fat and 10% from saturated fat), meals may
be unnecessarily limited in terms of taste and appeal and could result in a decrease in
participation. Because studants have been consuming meals with approximately 38% calories
from total fat, reducing calories from fat to 30% may drastically decrease the participation in the
program. The regulations must strike a balance between offering healthful and appealing meals.

Again, IDFA recommends that school menus reflect dietary guidelines appropriate for children.
+Ideally, once specific dietary guidelines for children have been established and incorporated into
the school feeding programs, the participation level in these programs should be monitored and
remain consistent with the current fevels of participation. Any decrease in participation should




not be to'erated and every effort should be made to increase student participation.

Fortification

IDFA can support the nutrient-based approach to school menu plenning only if a strict
fortification policy is included in the regulations. We concur with USDA's principle that “the
preferred source of adequate nutrition is a meal comprised of a variety of conventional foods, as
recommended in the Dietary Guidelines, rather than one containing fermulated fortified foods.”

‘ As discussed in the preamble to the proposed regularions, the school feeding programs play a
vital role in nutrition education. By offering fortified foods in school menus, children could grow
accustomed to consuming these products and will assume that all products of that type will
provide him or her with all of the nutrients they need. For example, if children consume

+ “Calcium Fortified Orange Suice” at school for breakfast, they may assume that all orange juice.
consumed both at home and away-from-home, contains calcium.

The fortification policy developed by the Califomia Department of Education's Nutrition
Education and Training Program for their nutrient standard fecding program is consistent with
USDA's principles. The policy prohibits random fortification of food and encourages inclusion
of a variety of conventional foods. The Food and Drug Administration's (FDA) fortification
policy also prohibits the random addition of nutrients to foods and limits fortification to food that
are suitable carriers. IDFA strongly recommends the adoption of the attached fortification policy
developed for the California Department of Education’s Nutrition Education and Training |

Program.

Inclusion of a Variety of Foods

The proposed regulations require that nutrition analysis be based on an average of the meals
offered over the course of a week. IDFA encourages the inclusion of the proposed definition of
“school week” in the regulations and believes that it is important to focus on the total diet rather
than individual foods or nutrients. Each food or each meal should not be required to meet the
dietary guidelines. It is more important that the diet consist of a varicty of foods and that specific
foods, including butter, not be completely eliminated from the diet.

As the food industty develops lower fat, lower sodium food products, these items should be
included in the school feeding programs. The cugrent System requires Food and Nutrition Service
(FNS) to request a specific food item before Agricultural Markeung Service (AMS) develops a
specification for the product. Research is then conducted to develop the item, including field
testing and nput from industry. Once specifications are develuped, NS may purchase the
product. Many products FNS is requesting to purchase (e.g.. lowfat mozzarella cheese, light
cream cheese) already successfully exist in the retail market and thousands of new products are
"developed cach year. To develop procedures to manufacture such a volume of products is
unnecessary and time consuming. IDFA recommends that the method by which new food

Pruitoxt providea by eric ||+
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products are being included in the school lunch purchasing programs be evaluated before
implementing the nutrient-based menu planning system for the school feeding program.

Nutrient Database

IDFA is very interested in USDA’'s criteria and requirements for inclusion of nutrition
information provided by the food industry and other scurces in the Nationzl Nutrient Database
for Child Nutrition Programs used in the menu placning system. While not specifically addressed
in the proposal, the database serves as an essential element in the proposed nutrient-based menu
planning system. Because of the enormous burden that is involved in developing a nutrient
database for inclusion in the school feeding program database, many food companies will be
effectively excluded from the program.

The quality control requirements, exclusion of third party nutrient databases and the acceptance
of only data deveioped after January 1993 are among the list of concerns that IDFA has with the
criteria established for developing a nutrient database. The greatest concem IDFA has in
developing such a database, is the cost to food companies. With so many barriers to overcome
in developing 2 database, it is not likely that many food companies will undertake the burden.
Unfortunately, if the criteria for developing a nutrient database is not modified, many food
companies will choose not to participate. Not only will some of the students’ favorite foods not
be available in the school feeding program because they are not included in the nutrient database,
but school food service operators will be limited in their selections when developing menus.

Since many resources have already been spent developing nutrient databases for commercial food
labeling purposes, we encourage USDA to include databases that have been developed fer that
purpose. The dairy industry has been using a nutrient database to nutritionally label their products
for over 20 years and should not be expected to redevelop a nutrient database simply to comply
with a different set of criteria. IDFA encourages the Department to incorporate all nutrient
databases approved by FDA for nutrition labtling purposes as well as individual company
databases in the National Nutrient Database {or Child Nutrition Programs.

In summary, IDFA strongly urges USDA to:

« postpone implementing the final regulations until the pilot projects are complete and all
concems such as cost of implementation and training and re-cducation of food service personnel,
are addressed in the regulations;

* develop a sepamate set of dietary guidelines for children;

* include in the regulations a requirement that student participation in the school feeding program
be maintained, if not increased,
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o adopt the strict fortification policy currently being tested in the California pilot progtams;

« encourage the inclusion of a variety of foods in the schoal feeding programs and not exclude
specific foods, including butter;

e review the method by which new food products are being included in the school lunch
purchasing programs;

o incorporate all nutrient databases approved by FDA for nutrition labeling purposes and
individual company databases in the National Nutrient Database for Child Nutrition Programs.

IDFA appreciates the opportunity to submit our views to USDA on this important issue. If
desired, we would be willing to further discuss these comments or provide additional information

as necessary.

Sincerely, . .

2. Dtuwneld ’/»)a‘ooc
E. Linwood Tipton
President and CEO

Mike Espy, Secretary of Agriculture
Ellen Haas. Assistant Secretary, Food and Consumer Services

(Attachment follows:)




Fortification

¢ Preferred sources of adequate nutrition are meals and snacks which provide a variety of
conventional foods rather than formalated, fortified foods. Moreover, foods that are fortified with
only a few nutrients may not supply other essential micro-nutrients which conventional foods
supply.

® Nutrients added to foods can be counted toward the nutrient standard only if they were added
in accordance with:

(1) a Standard of Identity or Standard of Enrichment issued by the Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) for the food item. Commonly enriched foods for which
fortification is added under this provision include milk, margarine, commercially-prepared
cereals, enriched bread and cereal products, and fruit products including canned prunc
juice, nectars, and canned applesauce;

(2) a USDA purchase specification for a donated commodity food;

(3} a Standard for an Alternative Food for Meals (see 7 CFR 210.10 and 220.8).
excluding formulated grainjfruit products; or

(4) a breakfast cereal available on the commercial market.

The nutrients added to fortify products, such as the USDA enriched macaroni with fortified
protein, can be counted toward the nutrient standard.

® While fortificd foods that do not meet these criteria can be planned into the menu, only
nutrients that are naturally occurring in these foods can be counted toward meeting the nutrient
standard. For example, the nutrients added to fortity products, such as formulated grain/fruit
products (as defined by USDA), cannot be counted toward the nutrient standard. The menu
planner must choose the generic version of a food without fortification for nutrient analysis. For
example, if apple juice fortified with 100mg vitamin C is served. then apple juice without vitamin
C must be used in the nutrient analysis of the meal the juice is included in. The 100mg of
vitamin C cannot be used in the nutrient analysis of the meal because the level of vitamin C is
not naturally occurring in the apple juice.

[Califomia Department of Education’s Nutrition Education and Training Program)
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Food snd Nutnition Service
7 CFR Paris 210 and 220
National School Lunch Program and Schoo! Braakfast Program: Nutrition Objectives for School Meals

AGENCY: Food and Nutrition Service, USDA.

‘ ACTION: Proposed rule
SUMMARY: This ruls proposes to amend the regulati flining the iti dards for the N
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implementation date.
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Register on September 13, 1982,

in recognition o1 the importance of rei ing snd RO progy this proposal would 2iso
remMove vanous Naperwork burdens mocmsd with the school mul programs snd would modity t.ht raview
uquwomonu for the Nationsl School Lunch Program to enmwe ad ight of the proposed updated

d The i P behind this propased rule it 1o serve more nutritious and heaithfut
muluolchoddidnnwﬁhmdnminomnmm,._, for needy chi and to enh. the
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plication in the F Regi

ADDRESSES: Mr. Robert M. Eadis, Chief, Pulicy snd Program Deveiopment Branch, Child Nutrition Division,
Food snd Nutrition Sarvice, USDA, 3101 Park Centar Drive. Alexandria. Virginis, 22302,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Rebert M. Eadie at the sbove address or by telephone et 703.-305.
26820.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Classification:

Executive Order 12068
This proposed rule is issued in conformance with Executive Order 12886 and has been dessgnated significant
Rogulstery Flaxibility Act
This proposed rule has been reviewsd with regerd to the requeern s of the Reguistory Flexibikty Act (5
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U.S.C. 601 through §12). The Admni of the Food and Nutrition Sarvice {FNS) has certified that this rule
will not have a sigrxficant economic Impact on 8 substantial number of smail entit:es. In the interest of
{unthenng eﬂom to re:nvent govommcnt this rule proposes a substential reduction in current Stete agency

istrstive bucd and 3 1t in the dk 9 burdens. Moreover, the Department of
Agnculture {the Cepartment or USDA} doss not snticipate any ldvoru fiee s impact on local schools. A recent
anslysis by FNS and the Department’s Economic Resesech Service found that the menu planng aspects of
this propote! can be met at the current cost of food in the Netionat School Lunch Progeam. Therefore, food
costs shouki not be a barrier to of this s

Catslog of Federsl Assistance

The National School Lunch Program and the School Breakfast Program are listed in the Catelog of Federal
Domaestic Assistance under Nos. 10.555 and 10.553. respectively. and are subject to the provisions of
Executive Order 12372, which requires intergovernmental consuitation with State and local officials. (7 CFR
Part 3015, Subpart V and final rule-related notice at 48 Federal Register 20112, June 24, 1983))

Exocutive Order 12778

This proposed rule has been reviewed under Executive Order 12778, Civil Justice Reform. This proposed rule
18 Intended to have preemptive effect with respect to sny Stete or iocal lawa. regulations or policlea whech
conflict with its provisions or which would otherwise impeds its full implementeticn. This proposed rule is not
intended to have retrosstive effect unless 20 specified in the “Effective Dete” section of this prearble. Prior to
any wdacid 'k to the proviti of this proposed nde or the ticetion of the p i all licabi
must be exh In the National School unchPmofun-\dSchod!luklut
Progrem, the .dfmnmnwo procedures ers set forth under tha following regulations: (1) school food authority
oomuu of State aqcncy "W »8 3 result of en administrative review must follow Stste agency hearing
[ s to 7 CFA §210.18(q}; (2) school food outhomv .ppuu of FNS findings ae
® result of sn administretive revia'w must follow FNS hearing o o to 7 CFR
$210.301d){3); and (3] State sgency sppesis of State Administrative Exponu fund senctions (7 CFR
$238.1 1(b)) must follow the FNS Administrative Review Process as established pursuant to 7 CFR $235.1111).

tnformation Collection

Thus propased rule ing nf b which sre subject to review by the Office of
Mmmont ond Budqot oMB) undov the Pap«work Roducnon Act of 1980 (44 U.S.C. Chapter 35). The
title. ch i ipticn of the i i sce shown below with an estimate
of the annual '090"'09 W 'OCU*“W burdens. lncludod in lhn uhmln is the timae for reviewing
INStructions, searching existing data 9 and ma g the date nesded, and complating and

% the collection of informetion. The Department woukd like to note that the deacrition of burden

full impd of the proposed reguiation, which would be School Yesr 1998:99, and

only provides for the dkeespeng burden ioted with the proposed datory changes.

Titte: National School Lunch Program and School Beakiest Proge ition Objectives for School Meals

Rescnotion: Under this proposed nis on Nutrition Objecti soms axi di teviti
n 7 CFR 210 and 220 would be etected. The OME Control numbers are OSIA-OOCnnd 05.4-0012
respectively,

Pescnption of Regpondents: State sgencies, school food authoutres and schools doing on-site prepacation of
mesis.
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Estimated Anogel Recorgkesping Burden:

7CFR 2108
(a3}

EE— ———

ANNUAL NUMBER
OF RESPONDENTS

BUADEN PER
RESPONSE

EXISTING

20,249

12 2 HOURS

PAOPOSED

0

0 [}

0

DIFFEREMCE

i

-445.976

7 CFR 210.10
1210.10e

ANNUAL NUMBER
OF RESPONDENTS

ANNUAL
FREQUENCY

AVERAGE
BURDEN PER
RESPONSE

ANNUAL BURDEN
HOURS

EXISTING

71.178°

180 .28

3,202.920°

PROPOSED

71,178

180 333

4,288,289

DIFFERENCE

- on

i
ourpesss

4 Mere sZCix ke Comperaon,
Ndmh-bnnl mumtammmm-dmmuammwwwm

+1,063,389

7 CFR 210.1%
{bH{4}

ANNUAL NUMBER
OF RESPONDENTS

ANNUAL
FREQUENCY

AVERAGE
BURDEN PEA
RESPONSE

ANNUAL BURDEN
HOURS

EXISTING

20.249

12 §2.333

12,716,291

PROPOSED

0

0 0

[}

DIFFERENCE

i i

-12,716.231

7 CFR 220.8
1220.8s

ANNUAL NUMBER
OF RESPONDENTS

APAUAL
FREZLUENCY

AVERAGE
SURDEN PER
RESPONSE

ANNUAL
RUADEN HOURS

EXISTING

60.585°

180 .083

908%,140°

PROPOSED

60,585

130 A17

1.2756.920

DIFFERENCE
[l

- -

annininniiniinm

PURCESS OF & (Ora BCO

we compercen, The current
ummmwmnmmmwdu\mwwe«mwu need barden.

+370.780

7 CFR 220.134)

ANNUAL NUMBER
OF RESPONDENTS

ANNUAL
FREQUENCY

AVERAGE
BURDEN PER
RESPONSE

ANNUAL BURDEN
HOUAS

EXISTING

5.858

12 34

2,308.464

PROPOSED

0

0 0

[}

DIFFERENCE

auditin i

2,308,484

As requrred by section 35040 of the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, “ u.s. C 3504{h). FNS has
submitied a copy of thes proposed ruie 1o OMB for review of these nt

. Other

L




13 and di gt submn commanu regarding this burdcn eastimate of any cspects of
thess it Il i for reducing the buedk should direct them
to the Policy and Program Dovclopmcm Branch, CMd Numuon Division, (addres: abave) and to the Otfice of
Intormation and Regulatory Affeirs, OMB, Room 3208, New Executive Office Buikling, Washington, DC 20503,
Attention: Laura Dliven, Desik Officer for FNS,

SACKGROUND
Nytnti i I M

The pamary purpose of the Nationsl Schoot Lunch Progeam (NSLP), as originally steted by Congress in 1846 1n
saction 2 ot the Netional School Lunch Act (NSLA), 42 U,S,C. 1751, is “to sefeguard the health end well-baing
of the Nation's children....” At that tima, nutational concerns in the United States centered on nutrient
deficiencies and issues of underconsumption. Over time. mes! requirsmants for the NSLP. 7 CFR 210. 10
w«n designed 10 provide foods sufficient to approximate one-third of the National A y of Sci

d Distary All (RDA), Purticipating schools were required to offer mnls that complied
with general pattems ssteblished by the Dopartmom. Thou nat(oms wo« dovolocod lo provide a balan\.cd
meal by focusing on minimum of d
vegetebles, fruits and deiry products) rather than on the nutriant content of the entice maal. Over the years,
virtuaily no substantive changes have been mide to these pattems.

An sivay of lcaommc data now Augments our imowlodoc by d g that in ion ate &
major concem bx of thair raletionship to the incid: of chronic ducuo The typical dist in the Uruted
Statae is high in Jet, sstureted fat and sodium snd low in complex carbohydrates and fiber. The meal
require:nenis for the NSLP have not kept pacae with the growing conunou- of the need to modify sating habits.
Given the importance of achoc! maesls to the nation’ e ¢ W redy chil the Capartment is

itted t0 its health ibilities by ing the iti dards for school meals to snsure
that children have access to @ hasithiul dist a3 weil as en oms. To ish this task, the
Dspartment 18 proposing to have school mesis conform to tha 1950 Dietery Guidehingy for Americang
(hareinatter referred to as the Dietary Guidelines) ss weil as piovide proper levels of mutrients and calories,

Anhoooh this ] woukl presaly i P the 1990 D-oury Guidelines into the school mesls
iti the Dopanm.m will d ating into the regulati any upd:
ol tho Diatary Gmdchm or other acientific racommendetions. Specific use of the 1990 Dietery Guidelines will
silow the Department to review sty revisions of the Distary Guidelines to determine their epplicability to school
progreme, ond will evoid onv undue budon on Stete agencies and school food authorities to make the changas
the ion of i

g 16y

Scishitic St ' b { tha Di e

Mhmtt’i«yvmolmmwmmdmwww dinicdu\dubomw

q that distary p in the United States ace isted with an & d nsk of
chrodc dmuordudngcuuwv heart diseses. stroke, diebates and certain types of cancer (Sirgeon
Genersl's Regont on Nufrition and Hesith, 1988: Netionel Academy of Sck Riat end Heatth; dmplications
1 Ragucing Cheonis Disasse Righ, 1989). Ressarch summenzed in the Surpean General’s Baport indicetes
that five of the ten leading causas of desth in the United Stetes ars essociated with diet.

As ¢ resuit of this sccumulating body of scientific h t di finks, distary
recommendations for the United Stetes populstion were developed in ‘the late 1970°c. The first of these
daveioped 10 1977 by the Senate Select Committes on Nutnition snd Human Needs, estabiished Distary Goals
for the Urited States. This wee folowsd clossly by The Surgeon Gengrai's Report: Healthy People (1979).
USDA snd the Department of Hesith and Human Services (DHHS) relessed the fiest Digtary Guidalings for
Ameocans in 1980,




Ths Diatary Guideli were sub: t: dated in 1985 end again in 1990. Algo in 12390, Titls It cf the
National Nutrition Monitonng and n.mod Research Act of 1990 INNMRRA] (P.L. 101-445). 7 U.S.C. §301. et
980, wes enacted. Section 301 of the NNMARA, 7 11.5.C. 5341is}, requires that the Dietary Guidelines ba
reviewsd st {aast ovary five yesars by e panel of experts in the varous fiekds that contributs to nutrition
guidance. The task of the panel is to docndo who(h‘f ﬂmo is sufficient evidance for sltering the existing

Distary Guidslines and. if so, to o The & ies of the DHHS and USDA then
maks the finel decision on whather or not to the ded ch

Ths was first ished when the Senate Apoeopriati c i nN ber. 1980, stipulated
that & Oistaty Guidefinos Advisory \.ommmu bl u(.hhhod to review the ﬁut edition af thn Dietary
Guidelings and to make any 2pp The of nine

{thres from USDA., thres from DHHS and three uhc(d fvom 8 list of h d by the Neti
Academy of Scisnces). in 1983, s second isad of nina promk experte in ition &nd
hasith was inted by the S jes of USDA snd DHHS. Pursusnt to Section 301(a) of the NNMRRA, a
Cietacy Guideis Advisory Ci | will be d in 1986 to inine whether the 1990 Gudel
should ba modified.

As 8 result, the Distary Guidelines ars based on tha best svaileble scientific and madical knowlsdge.
Conuquantlv.mwmnummmhmemuhbuufmtmmnm
stanclards for schcol meals. This ki i ot ific sxperts to continually
reviaw and recommend updatic 3 of the Distary Guidelines in light of tha most current and highlyregarced date
w\thhm Mm.unpmaundummdmﬂchcwmmmwwmww
[ in and of the widespr ptance of
mmmumhnnohmv ideiinee, the Depar i that the ion to using thess

o the feor the school mesl programe will be readily accepted.

The 1868 Surgeon Ganeral’s Bagort on Nutrition and Hesith snd & 1989 Academy of Sci Report:
Qist and Haeith: Imofications for Beducing Clwonic Disassa Risk reinforce the Distary Guideiines. One
common therme rune throughout sech of the publicats that is, an improved diet can have positive hesith
consetuences.

The most recent Diat and Haalth repact issued by the Food and Nutrition Board of the National Academy of

Sciences {1989) provides 8 very thorough review of the acientific avidenca linking dist to disesss and gives

quantifisbie gosie for soms of the Diwtary Guidel: The repost that Ameri reduce fstintake
to J0% or leas of caiories, recuon satursted fat inta ¢ tc leed than 10% of calorive snd reduce the intake of

cholesterol to less than 300 mg par dey. The report slso recommends that sodium intske be kmited to 2400
milkgrams or lees per dey.

School | ’ with Currant Distary GuiGetines

The current Distary Guidslined recommend that people eat & variety of fooda; maintain 8 haslthy weight:
chooss 8 dist with plenty of vegetablss, fruite, and grsin products; snd use UG &nd sodivm in modesation.
The Dietary Guidelines siec recernmend ciets low in fat, fat, and chob i 80 thet over vima, fat
comprises 30 per cont of iese of Caleric intake, and saturated fat less then 10 per cent of to™: .+ . far
persons two years of g8 and elder.

¥ L 0 . ieble t0 ths Depar k ty shows that chikdk -&'tuk‘c!muamun
mwdn hools, do not centorm 10 the detions of the Distary Guided
(omtmmm-uuuammmummmmmwwusm tat
composed, on aversge. 3§ par cort of caleries fer the diets of #Qe8 six to

Equatly sigrificant were the ofs ity ive USDA study entitied the School Nutrition
Wmm&m ndundhoaohu 1993, the SNDA Study prasented findings on the
nutrients end foods previded in achedl mesls and deacribed the distacy intekes of students on & typecsl scheot
day. A iotal of $48 schesis wers surveyed, and epprexs ty 3.350 studk in grades ene through twelve
{with el feom por for 9redes ens and twel provised d ek sbeut fecds and
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bavarages consumed in a diy that i ded school attend The study pared § provided in
schoo! meals with the Distary delinas’ dati on fat and d fat, the jonal R h
Council's (NRC) Digt gnd Health Recommaendations on sodium, chol N end carbohydh inteke, and the
current objective that the (. ided in the NSLP meet one-third of the RDA snd thet the School
Breakfast Program (SBP) meet ono-lomh of the RDA.

The SNDA findings showaed that. whils schaol lunches meet or excesd one-third of the ADA for key nutriants
and food energy. they do not maeat the recarnmandad levais of fat and zeturated fat conbhl\od by the Dunry
Guidelines. In fact, the repoct showed that school lunches excesded the Dietery G
for fat nnd saturated fat. Spccmcallv, the 308 of ias from total tat was 38 per cent

pared with thc g gos! of 30 per com or lass; end the percentage from satursted fat wss 15
psr cent, pated with the ded gosl of less than 10 per cent. The report aiso found that chidren
who ate the school lunch consumed e significantly higher smourrt of cdooos from fet than children who
brought their lunch trom home or obtained e lunch from ing of elsawhars at schocl. Further, the
repoct showed that virtuslly no schools were in complisnce with the Distary Guidelines. [n over 40 percent of
schools. students could seiect 8 mesl that met the Dnury Guddm but few did s0. The SNDA study siso
showad thet while school meais mat the NRC on chok i, the maeunle did not meaet the NRC
recommendationa on sodium and cerbohydeate tevels. In fact, the level for sodium, et 1,479 milligrams, was
nearfy two times the lunch target of 800 milligrams.

Even though tte SBP did mest most o! thl ncunmcmuom n the Dnufv Guidelines, the majosity of school
maasis do not conform to current sci lodge of what 2 hesithful diet. The SNDA findings
underscors that the progrsm has not sdapted or changed school mul pattems over the yesrs to incorporets
ncmtmc lmowhdoo about dist. This situation is ceuse for itd the need for

it the proge are to play their appropriate role in pr ing long: health through

proper Mn'(ion.

As the first step toward achiavi fi in chi s diets and, thus, thu besith md future
wall being, tha Departmant conu..m it noeuury to updata the A ati which biish the

ition criterie for rei ble school mnln to incorpotate (ho ROA for key nutrients, energy allowances for
calories, and the moat current iti asd a li m the Distary Guidelines, in this way, the
school masl programs can provide en ie of ional o woll 0 ing that che e
served heaithful mesia.

Before pe ding with e ruk King, b , the Deper ized the impor of public input. The
!ollomnguaducnpuonolmbmmnlm!ummmomww-ﬂcm(
issuss rmsed by commentars,

Broviding » Public Forum

To obtein input from the public prse to drefting progosad dations, the Department solicited corments on
nutrition objectives for achoo! mosls through public hesrings anc written comments. in & Notice published in
the Federai Register (56 FR 47853, Septernber 13, 1983), tha Depestmant announced e series of four public
hesringa. Any perzon who was interssted could register to speak of any of the beacings. Persons unable to
testity in person were invited to ~Jbmit written commaents. The Notice identified the fellowing four quastions
s the focus sress for comments anil SUPGESTIons:

What ars the health conssquances ef children’s current dwetary patterms?

How can 1he Dietary Guidelines for Americans ba usad to bring sbout messursbla mutritional
mprovements n school meals and in children's dists?

What are the opportunities and ob n ing current it S in scheol meal
programa?




What ncnons can the USDA, parents, -chool food secvice, food mw and cther puunc and privats
C ke to the i jon of current ¥ in local

ul\oolﬂ

The four hearings waere heid in Atisnte, Georgia on October 13, 1983; in Los Angeles, California on October
27, 1993: in Flint, Michigan on November 12, 1992; and in i 0.C.on O ber 7, 1993. Each
hearing wes presided over jomtly by officisle from USDA and officisls from USDA’s Federal partners in this
effort-the Department of Education (DOEd) and DHKS. The inclusion of reprasentatives from OOEd end DHHS
nmunpoﬂmluutmmodfymﬂnldndmwmmmmnm:uponlnmannom
The school mes! programs must be considered in the context of the educational fr ork, 88 by
DOEd, snd the netional policies regerding hesith care and diesass prevention under the segis of DHHS.
Tharsfore, USDA is very pleased that e partnership is being farged amang ail Federat agencies responsible for
ssuisting the nation's schooichildren. USDA is siso plessed to be working with DCEd and DHMS to further
Mpoucy itiati "-‘-2000 Ed Arnac Act(bommd”odﬂwhookzooo Nstionsi Heaith
o ion and Disease P Objectives (DHKHS). Of perticuk are solutions to issues such ss

i g public of the links b ﬁmmﬁmmuucwmmmm
nutmhoooduwmummmﬂhwnnmmwihﬁmu“hm“wvnm
ways to Incorporats the school mes! as & lsaming expenience into deily school curriculums.

A variety of witnesses from the fielde of medicine, nutrition: and education, food service, production and
processors and other tood industry representatives, ss wall sa parents, students and other consumers and the
general public, testified st ssch of the hearings. Witneuzes wers asked to focus their remarks on one of the
four questions stated ebove. Ammaipto!udxhouine was prepared, and witnesses could, if they wished,
o35 submit written testimony and copies of any used to prepere thei cke. As noted sbovs, the
MMNmmmmmkwwmmmmnmm“cimw-
To be 4 of b Mthmuh’mDomhrll 1983, Tha viritten
testimony and ak commaent letters wers and snalyzed by the { prior o pr of this
proposed reguiation. This portion of the _ ides o y of the

Summary of Commants Recaived

The over i y of g & broad range of backgrounde and sxperiences, calied
for nmprovom.nn to lchod masis. Comments from h pudlic, ch ad while exs g seous
concetia and SUPPOrTng chnuoo were genersd in neture and provided few specific detsils. However,

from the medical, nutrition, “mmm smn-ndlocdtoodmm
professionals, and food INdUStrY TaprSENtatives preve and f ded
specific actions.

Commenter Categories

A total of 383 witnesses testified st the hesrings, snd en sdditional 2,013 written comments were received by
the Department. Of the 2.378 commenters:

21%  were madical professienal b of public hesith, nutritien, or
1oodom¢iuﬁom

21% were from the ganaral public;

21% were parents and students;

18% wmsehed!oodmm md schoel food service organizstions or
representstives from State ek

11%  wote teachers, school officials er . ﬁmnhod dot

7% wars food industry representatives; snd

3%  ware representetives of other Stale er Faderal ag or of C

The Dspartment is very plessad thet ae many pursens 100k the time to teatify or to submit written comments
and woukd Wke to m.nlhuowemntvn s for their and suggestions. The
ot por of snd provided & grest vanety of opuvons
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and ¢ di E ly gratifving wara the number of d and ¢ who d. Trese
Qroups are, after all, the constituency that the Department d program ~ 8. and 1t 13 thess
@oups the Department 1a seeking to sarve bettar.

Commaent Bregkdown

The tollowing number of commaenters addressed soms aspact of the four basic questions: |. 798; It. 703: Il
752: V. 1.464. Though comments varied greatly in content, the following significant themas emerged: (1) the
nead 10 improve school meals In ofder to improve the heaith of children; (2) the need for school meals to
raflact current nutrition recommendations, specifically reducti in fet and fatea ¢ d in
the Distery Gu:dalines; {3) the importence of an integretad i o - that invol:

parents. teachars, and school 100d service personnel; (4) the need to ravise current commodity Drograms to
provide schools with mote rutriticus foeds: and (5) the need to incorporete nutntiona! iImprovements while st
the same time improving the appesi of meslas otfersd to sneure thet nutritious mesis ara consumed,

The Department ai3o notss that many commentars raised distinct issues within the four stated questions. For
example, Mmanhy commentars cited the necd for vegetarisn siternatives; others argued for inclusion of faet food
comparues in the NSLP, and sevarsi specilic commodity iesuss wera raised. Therafore, the Department has
Included an analysis of ssveral of thess issues in this praambie. Following are the mors Pravalent issues raisad
by the ovar 2,300 commenters and the number of cammentsre who addressed them:

{1} fatlevals in school masls: 1,048;

(2)  the need for more fruits and vegetables: 829:

3) t» of e 794;

14)  concerma about mik and deiry prod: including the Y for whole mitk snd
recommandations for e beverage substitute: [-LYH

(5)  the Depétment’a Food Distribution Progesm and commodities: 493;

{8) the costs end ional ditficulties of impé ing the Diwtary Guidelines: 448:

{7)  tha need for whoie graine in school meals: 387;

(8)  tast foods end fast food companist iboth for and against avadability in schoois): 385;

{9) vegetarian eltarnativas for school maeals: 283;

110) sodiam lavais In school masis' 213;

{11) the importance of breskfast. 200.

Readers should note that while il comments were taken into ion, thia ble does not ¢ ly
discuss individual The pe bie does, b , 20K the themes which emerged and
T ds ‘0 fic individual whan they reised sigrficant iasuss,

H

Closs to 800 commenters sddressed 80me issus rek to healith and diet. The majonty of
[}

commenters were irom the public snd the di iy Xing, all of the

focused on the knk b dist and d ificeily d Aor disesse. obesity, and cances. The
' of these cited the high incidence of cercrovascular dissase in the Uruted Stetes, both

among chukdeen and sdulta, 8nd the Need to improve the diets of young chidren in ocder to prevent the

d of heart di n acuit

Many tsrs wrote in of the positions taken by 4 numbes of major medical essociatons, Thesa
commenters focused on the importance of imp g the cets of c ven the strong evicancs that heact
diseess bagine aady in lifs, and emphaesized the need to provide toode nch in fiber and complex carbohydrates
for the bie pe of some

A number of ters ad d the ial Link b » dist and learning and behavioral difficulties.
These comments ranged from genersl obeasrvation regardng (mproper nutntion and lack of concentration, to
pectt ch ing functional disabilities, behaviorsl drsturbances, fatigus, and cognitive disabaities.
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Commcnun .llo pomtod out that nutritionsl issues are espacially vitet for under-xivileged and ethnic
€ it cmd % poor nutntional intake smang fow income chikdren end certain
Apti Om i d‘thet these populstions, who are most et risk, do not zppear to
nsocuu nutntional risk hctou with tndnng causes of death. C siso axp over the
high incich of major d among low- minocty $ati - specificaily. the higher incidence of
heart disesse and hypertension among African-Amencans. cbesity among Hispanics and Netive Americans, and
disbates amang Netive Amancans.,

Finally, & lsrge number of ddt d the growing inc of obesity among children, and the
threat thus poses to futuwre health. A ber ot d ovar the lack of physical
activity m schools as & tactor laading to the increase of obu:ty among school children. Several indicatud the
nead 1o integrate exercise with other companents of good health inchading achool masls. In addition, the
Unique needs of children with spacial health problems., the need for proper dist in the pravention of

and the lating cost of heaith care and the role of diet ae & creventative messure were
identified as important concems.

01 Guidelings for Americany’ G 2

Over 700commomm Mhmhmﬁcu\dm&nnd\od food sefvice community, addressed the issue
of school mosie -] the majority of which overwhelmingly sgreed that masls should
comply with the Dietary ’ ialiy the ded Kmits on fet and setursted fet. Most
cunmmw\vnh\fnrmd!uschodnn*to maeet the Distary Guidelines: howaver, several

dicated that i with the Dietary Guidelines shouid be vok With respect to the
curent meal pattens. m«wsdwd'mmmmndmmwmtmmm&m
Guidelines (vithin the meal pettemn . snd ethers indi d that the current meal pattern
requirements maks it difficuit to provide mult-culeursl meals to children,

Many commanters cugported the impk of Nutri Menu Planning (NSMPY, & menu plancing
system that is based on the lysis of i C: bekersed this system wouki provide increased
flexibility in meal planning as well ae ‘ dysis of rutr C slso suggested that this
NSMP spprosch can asgist in providing mors culturally diverse mesis. It must be noted that some commenters
n:McmmMomMoMmmm‘ah*tothtmww
to the anet Some slns sugdeeted that the Department or State agencies should
MMMMMWM These menut can be used by smaller and acheel districts
with fower rescurces, which may initielly heve difficuity implementing NSMP.

Murition Education G
Close to $00 commenters pointed to the need for ¥ ducotion for p L , food

service staff, and school PMary cama from the mutrition and food secvice arenas s
weil as the general public. Commenters supparied the ides that mutrition educstion shouid be inckuded in
cWMMMﬂmmnmﬁvnﬂ Commanters aiao indicated the
need for ¥ on to be reind d by heaithiul meals in the cateterie. Cornmenters pointed to the
m«m.mm n‘.m MWMMcmmnmmmla
de which food service i would be d to meet. in
sddition, nmwummmwmmuncmolmdﬂwuv Finaily,
many commantess supportad the need fer increased funding for the Department’s Nutritien Educetion and
Traning {NET) progrem, 7 CFR Pert 227.

Taate arvd Plate Wastn Comments

Many cominentivs from e wide range of commenter cttegornes were quite cniticat of the current quadity of
school maals, noting that lack of sppeal leads to increased plste waste. Some cautioned, however, that
dragtic changes in the kinds of food served may drive children sway trom school mesis. Thets commenters
mm-mdmw:om.mm kng to cheidren and ti A numnber of

d that the i of corton foode thet may be necssssry te proviés &




nutritious dist may resuit in mora plate wests if children do not find the meais to ba appetizing. Saversl
commanters supported the nead 1o involve culinary institutes and chefs it mesi preparation s¢ & way to
unprove taste and prasentation.

Eatin Meals Comments

Nearly one out of two commentsrs discussad fet in school meals, with most of these commanters coming from
the ganerel public snd the medical commurity. The large msjonty of commanters who addressed the issue of
fat content cited the naed 10 lower fat and satucatad fat lavals in school lunches. Some of ‘lho common\s wlrl
genaral statemants such as "need mora low fet foods,” whils others made specifi
the levels of fat and satucated fet that achool mests should meet.

A numbar of medical, public health, and school focd service releted organizations addrassed this issue, sil of
which were in support of lowenng the fat content of meals, A numbar of commenteca racommaended that the
fat content of meais be sat et batween 10 to 20 percent of total calories-lowar than the current Distary
Guidelnes dation of 30 p of calories from fat.

A numbar of food service workers and di fiorwd that i ing portion sizes of cartsin foods end
aerving more expensive frash produce to maet @ 30 percent kimit on calories from fat may rasult in nigher
also d that | ing fat may result in decressed calories critical for
Seversl dvised that low fat meais nesd 10 be sppesiing 80 children wikl

Seversl industry repracentatives indicated that industry is raspansive to the need 1o lower {et and is already
making & mumber of chenges to Provide maore low fet products. A number of commentecs, including food
servica stat!, parants end membara of the genaral public made spacific recommendations on haw to lowar fat
in school maeals. Such es trimming or draining fat from meet. skminating added fats from vegetsbles, and
S8IVING S0UPE Mafe Often.

M

, My s, pnm.n!y J and the gensral public, -qunud that the fat content in
schooi maeis could bs by offering more isn maais, skmi g the whole milk requiremant,
ravising the commodity systam to encoursge more wcr\uu of low fat um such se fruits snd vegeteblas,
and reducing the smount of fast food items and processed foods in school meals.

Maat §0d Meat Related Comments

The Department received over 200 comments raleted 10 maat products. with moat comments coming from
nudonu pounu snd the ganersl public. Many commantacs indicated that the currant serving 2ize for the
te t0o lacge and racommendsd that schools cut down on the arount of mest
served. Commaenters also indicated that more poultry and tish should be offeced. Some commvinters
recommanded that tofu and isolated SOy Proteins, as well ss yogurt, be added to the kst of slicwable meat
aiternstives. {The Departmaent wishes 10 call ettention to the fact that icolated soy Proteins ers Currently

d with some | ] On the othar hand, seversl Industry representatives cautoned sgainst
reducing the smount of meat too much due to its martional contributions, specifically, sssential smino acids.
iron, zinc, snd vitarnin B6. They el observed thot children ace fameiar with meat and will consume it more
raadily then some sitemative protein sources.

Many Selection and Variaty Commaents

The Depaitmaent received over 250 commants in support of offenng more veg meals. C

supported the tow fat nature of vagetansn meais and their Contrbulion to 8 hesithful diat. Others sddressed
the need to upou ch«ldun 10 more vegatarian foods snd foods from cverse culturas et an aerly ags. Some
of non-meat items. such es tofu and other plant-based soucas. that
could be uud n school maesis, while others simply indicated a ganeral need for more mon {ree altarnstives.
Students as wei 88 3chool food servica personnel indicated the nesd to offer veg "

e requesting them more.
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metmmwdovuloomnwdm“oo!mmw or grain
products. Commenters gave specific thods snd serving idess,
incluing offeding ealad bars mars trecuently, vame«mmw and serving more
whoie grain items. Others recommended the use of more grain snd been products, citing their nutritional
benafit a8 well a3 low cost. Many school feod service avec serving mote and
owmrvmdﬁwww-m“mulﬂﬂ-mmﬁ therefere, may not
consume them.

Sraakiaat Comments

About 200 imerity from the medical, school food service, ond education communities,
od&undm&'utmdummomummmtfumponmolbruk!uno
the haaslth of children. A number of food service with the SBP and devire to
incresse participstion. Others, whils supgorting the SBP. d with the itienal quality of
breakfasts Currently otfered.

Fioancial, P . and Othar Goarational Obatacies C.

Over 250 i d fu i and peparwork otstacies, mthmmoﬂhoucommonucomm
hun'oodmm(locolmdsmolpcm the genaral public, and the i
otmmwmmwummnommmtmmmﬁhm

ding more itious mesin. C alwo leined that the amount of paperwork required to
m:uwwwq’mnmﬂ&mhmwmmnw.mmm
Specifically, commenters etressed the need te fecus mere on nuirition and ees on mesl-by-mesl accountablity,
incomé verification, and review requirements.

Meny I d cver the cost of producing meals undes the current mesl pattem system,
¢ W that echoole siready find it difficult to provide meals within current resources and
maeintained that any further nutritionsl requirements placed on schocls would result in additional financisl
hardehip. Coﬂwmnwupouﬁcdynoudohudawchuvnirmuucon o'prwidino move foods such es
1ruhfmumvmuuu.lowmandbwm di and the i d portion sizes needed to
meet the nutrtion di mo:bo%lnhmuﬂon On the other hend, nm.wm.nd
smumndmuwwmhwﬁmbmmuumm-muh

A numbet of commenters indicated thet the school measi psriods are not adequate, thersby forcing studenta to
u\rowloodowuy.mmntoowu or bring maale from homne to prevent waiting in the lunch kne.
Others that mors ' masls would requice targ>r pactions or sxtra food iteme that
childran may not be abie to consume during shart lunch penede.

Pacinecatios ad Cogrngtion G

A ber of d the need for tha Dep ips with other Federsl
wa@uoo&.ws,mcmtumm«dwm uwoluwnhmduwv

P ¥ State agencies, school boards, ratrith teschers,
nd it C aleo edde ‘&nmd!uFm.lonmtowmm not hampaer, locel
offorts. Commenters indicated thet the Department should use its and p g power to pr
change snd improve meal quaiity.

Gommodity COMyMaMs

The Department received close to 500 comments on various d with the d of
ditios to schools. The raaj of these were from the general public as well as the schoot
food service and industry arenas. Over 250 commaenters indiCatsd that a more hasithiui variaty of USDA
commodites shoukd be made available to States. The majorty encoursged the Department to reduce the
amount of {et, chduwol. snd/or sodium in the commodities. These and ¢ number of closely nmod
ol beat ch ized by the epinion of over 50 that the

n
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provided to the NSLP should comply with tha Dietary Gudalines.

The Dapartmaent siso notes thet over 100 commanters addressed the Departmaent’s September 1993
announcemant of the Fresh Frut and Vegetabls initistive. Most of the commaunts were supportive of the
initistive. Twnntv hvn commnnters strassed the nead to uss the ‘unds svaieble to schools for direct food
p s v as

i I men|

Some commanters irdiceted the nesd to upgrade school kitchens to ellow for the storage snd preparstion of

more nutritious meals. In ling with thxs obj some wgsd h sion of Federal funding

for food service aqui [ #i30 pointed to the need for schools to discl ion inf i [
30 that students csn meks i d i and par and (ht ity would heve e basia by which to

assess progiess. A number of iched ageinet inetitut too rapidly and encoureged

the Department to teke gradual steps. Others racommended that the Dcpmmom market successtul progrems
0 serve ss models. Seversl commenters recommended that the Department sllow tor s reimburssble snack to
be served a8 & way 10 supply the extrs foods that may be required to meet naritionsl standasds. N

Qther Commaents Not Addressed in this Prooosal
Finslly, the Department wishes to call sttention (o uvvul issues raised by commaentsrs that ara not garmane 10

this proposal, sithar b of v 4 or bx they sress in which the Department
believes Stets agenciss snd schooi food suthorities need fiexibiity.
i 4 Dairy P
The Depactment ived over GO0 W milk end dm,,. with most coming
from the general pubkc, pummmosmodloodsm . The majoxity of

ded that schoois not be requised toomrwhohm-lk wnmoimmnborulﬂ\oucmncomm
trom the food service ity., C for i g the whole milk requirement inciuded

the high let content, the p«co«vod conflict with the Dietary Gudolmu snd its higher coat, Many commanters

#iso recommaended that non-daicy sltematives be offersd in plece of rmll:, o8 daicy products ars hnh n fet,

cholnuml. and protein; contsin kttle iron snd fiber: and, imed, sre not tok d well by many
siso ded that mors skim, one percent, snd two percent milk be o!fered.

Ahwcmlﬂlmﬁm&n&&ﬂﬂnwﬁd‘mﬂkmuﬂnﬂt on the grounde that children may not

fow fet alt i 9 the would be costly tothtFodoul dmv program.
Om,whhnonuoportxmﬂnwhhm& Qi did caution sgainst red or dairy
producte, ee they provide necessary calcium for growing children.

The Departiment wishes to cell attention to the fact that the requirements that fluid milk be available as a
beverage snd that whole milk be available ee an option for the NSLP, sre required by saction 9{el(2] of tha
NSLA, 42 U.S.C. 1758(s}2). Theretere, the Department cannct daviste frem these previsiens by reguiatovy
action,

Free Moals 1o Al Chikiran

Over 140 commentens, primarity from the school food service d & program in whech mesis
wo\“b-ufndmoo'chnranod . 950 of therr ee’ iC status. Such & program
would atiminate the income eligibi i and ol chideen wouid receive meals fres ot charge,
regardess ot their famidy’s income. Mmy indicated that such @ program would reduce pumwort ncresse
time lor necessary nutnuon-releted sctivities. and reducs the stigme d with parti

Again, however, such & revieion would requirs specific statutory sutherity in ight of the requirement of saction
9(bI(1}IA} of the NSLA 42 U.S.C. 1758(b){1}{A), that school mesis be provided st no cost oply, to thou
idven trom holds with i of lsss then 130% of the Federal income Peverty Guidsiines.
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Department slso notes that such & program. implemented fuily in all schools. would incraase the cost of NSLP
by $7 billion if fully implemented in School Year 1996. About one-half of this increass would be spent on
higher b for meais tly reimburaed at the fully paid end reduced price rates. In other words,
about $3.5 billion of the additionsl funding would be spent aven before reaching any more childcen,

Eest Foods, Computitive Foods, Qther Foods

Sevaral ters were d with the i of tast food companies, fast food-like items and
competitive foods of low nutrtional vaiue that are sold in schools. Others fait that, sinca fast foods ere
populsr. their use ghould be incressed. The Department is not proposing any specific provisions on fest foods
or compatitive foods et this tims. Howaver, it should be noted that, under this propoesl, meals claimed for
reimbursemant which includs such foods will be required to comply with ished iti decds over
one wesk. Further. schoot food authorities would be raquired to i to observe the restrictions curently
in the reguistions prohibiting the sale of foode of muni itionsl velus in ition with the NSGLP snd
SBP.

e "

ded that certein kinds of foods - Principally milk, meat and processed foods - be
shiminated entirely from progrem meais. These recommendations were based on the sssumption that some
foods sce good for peopis and some are intrinsicslly bed. However, the Departmant doss not ahate this view.
The Depovtment continues to betieva that it is important to obtein essentisi Mutriems from e variety of foods.
The Department aiso smohssizes that foods, particulady those high in fat, must be saten in modecation, but
there are no plans to prohibit any foods from school muals other then the foode of minimal nutritional vaiue

th d in A ix B of Part 210 fer the NSLP end §220.12 for the SBP.

Mird Protexsions! S

service workers, Tha Department is swaere thet efforts sre being made to sddrsss this issue. For exempla, the
Amarican School Food Service A iatior; hes devalsped e prog to certity food sacvice workece.
Howaver, given the wide range of variences in needs and resources among the 20,000 schoot food authorities
and 92,000 schools opersting under the NSLP, a3 well 83 varying Stste requiremaents. the Department does not
5 ible to prop if ional dards. Neverthed the Dep: does intend to
hnicel i ond g 19 both Stete agencies end lecel schoel food suthonties
on waya to improve food service operations.

Some commenters sugpested that the Departmaent biish mink i for local food

Caah in Lisst of C e it £ Cond

Undse section 16(b) of the NSLA, 42 U.5.C. 1788{b}, Congrees sstsblished the Cash in Lieu of Commaodities
(CASH) and Commodity Latter of Credit (CLOC) demonstration projects es ¢ mesns of examining sitematives
to the current commodity distribution sysem for schocie, Under CASH, schools receive their per-mesl

dity supp & ely §.14) in the form of e dicect cash payment. CLOC provides
commodity support thraugh @ Letter of Credit which must be used to purch spacific dities that mirror
the Department’s commadity purchaess. Fitty-nine achool districts participete in the CASH/ICLOC
demonatration. The current praject sutherizatien eapires at the end of Fiacal Yeer 1934,

awucmm“wwmm.m.mwwn.omwmmunm
current commodity distribution system it mors healthiul dities can be provided. Thite
wmwmmmhhmmmwtcoﬂm«ﬁwlvﬂmmtumwmnmdand
improved. The Department intends 10 continue 8nd expand efforts sirsady undeswey to imrove tha

i - A . the Departme:t dovs not have the ¥ sutherity to e the
CASH/CLOC issue tivough the ndemeling precess. .

Guidirg Princiok f X for Act

the rustritienal derds of scheel masis i ewr national heatth wility. There i no
linked 50 hoalth and that slvenic Gssess ciien bepns W Cruldhoud. Since ssting habits are firmly

thet diat

13
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estabiishedt by age 12, it is essential that distary petiare be formed early. What children set heipe determine
not only how haalthy thay sre es chuldren, but how heaithy they will be as aduits.

Updating our i ds and ing the of school meals programs reinforces
Prasident Clinton’s prionties for heelth cese reform and government

reinvention. Five principles ere st the core of auwr vision snd grow out of our
he participation of thoss who hoid s steke in 8 haslthy future for our childcen.

ysis of public and

These principles are:

HEALTH ¢ CHILDREN: our gos! is to provide owr nation’s chidren with access to school imesl programe that
promote their health, prevent disease, and meet tha Dietary Guidelines for Americana,

CUSTOMER APPEAL: we understand that if food doasn’t look good or taste good, children will not est it. We
must involve students, parents, teachers. and the food and sgricultre community m any change thiough &
nationsl iti i %gN, using the medie thet children and pecents underatand and spesking in
1he language that they speak,

FLEXBILITY: we have to recduce the burdan of paperwork, line reporting i O
and ic it ond offer schoole o ape to igning menus that mest the Dietary
Guidelines. To do tive, we must use technology more etfectively.

INVESTING IN PEOPLE: we must provide schoois and lM food service directors with the training snd
technical sssistance they need to bring sbout nutntion changes in tho echool meale programe and buiid the
futrition skils of our nation’s children, and thereby improve their hesith. »

BUILDING PARTNERSHIFS: to meet cur national hesith ibility to Ameri iidren and to i

cost etfectiveness, we muot forge partnerahips throughout the public snd privats sectors. This includes
continuing collcborstive effors with owr iedarsl partners at the Departrnents of Education and Hesith and
Humen Services and busiding bridges to and industry groups.

Guided by these five principles, USDA s hensive, i d I k for sction:
|- EATING FOR HEALTH: Meeting the Distary Guidelines 1

School mest nutriti darde will be updated and expanded to include tha Distary Guidokines for ‘

Ameri with darde for {st and d fot as violl as requiced rutnents. The current meai T
ing sysiem which requi that certain types of foods be secved in certsin quentities will b replaced

by 8 mate flexibie system that Wows echoois to concantrats on serving s variety of foods in smounts

that sre suitsbia for children,

N MAKING FOOD CHOICES: Mutritien Gducatien, Training and Technicsl Assistance

hhnmonowh(odumﬂnfoodmmm.w.mmtmmﬂhkmww&mm
chiken to meke choices that lead to & nutritious dist end improvad heaith. it aiso is vitel that focsl mes!
providecs receive ing on how 10 imoe meal quality. This dusl initiative to educate children and
um(mmmmmnmmmtunmwmm
what foeds are ssten by childron,

W MAXIMING MESOURCES: Gatsios the Best Yaiue

By marshaliing ok avaiabk and ) % Partnarships with our etste and local cooperators,
we will stretch {ood dollars and cut costs white imp g the r i profile of o We wilt
enhance access to locslly prown commadities and better use 9 ' icultursl And we wil
provide essistance, trainicg anxd the power of federsl purchases to help school administrstors manage
schosl mesls programs in s more cost-effective manner.

14
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V., MANAGING FOR THE FUTURE: Straamiined Agminigtration.

It is necesssy to reduce paperwork and admini burdens of focal ] We will stresmis

proced and ive flexibility to fres stste and local food program managers to
concantrete on nutntion,

Fii k {

The regulatory propossis that !oﬂow .ro m(ondod to aupport the Department’s gosl of promoting the long term
heaith of chid to lnclvdc the Distary Guidelines. in addition, uvoul of
the proposels reflect the Admnmtmton 's desica to $ i ion of g

increasng Stete snd local fiexibility and making better use of advanced technology.

proge ae's

it is important to O + that these reguk posaie ere but one part of the Department’e

overall plan for improving the quality of school masie. Thc Guqu Principles snd Framawork for Action

described sbove grew out of public and the gnition that it is not snough just to change the food

urvod to chﬂdron on their plates. What is roqund is @ much broader approach that includes significant
actions initiated by the E Branch,

For extmpie, the Department is committed to invasting in people—toth the Stats snd locsl professionsls who
operete the program  and the chikiren who participato in it. This investrnent wil teke the form of nutrition
aducation to buikd the skide y to meke hesithful food choi ining for food service workers and
technical sssistance. The Department hias siready committed existing funds toward the development of
improved recipes for school meal secvice, @ computerizad dste bank of stendacd nutritionsl velues for foods
esrved in the school meals p nd o d i wwmmmovmms‘mdm
Planning. On the mstriti dacat mnt.tm'“ humody d o y that inctud

g0 Qrants to localitivs to devok bassd, compr hes to
and e nutrition publicetion mxnuvmmm TmDoMnmtbu-oulitdmlocdochool food
sacvice professicnals in working with chefs, farmers and others to hemess all of their unique skilis to make
school mea's sppasking ond hesithtul, and to e shout food and cooling.

Looking to the future, the A s budget proposal for icv Y.I‘ 1995 containg e requast for $18.4
miion in additionsl funds to support it snd Plere 'ov th-u turds
include extentive umnq for loul school maai pro-v-d‘n on how to plan end prep li

macie 8 wall 88 g s i media o d ot building -.iulnutmdunumn'ood
choices for life-long hesith.

Al thuommwnlommton md\ﬂntmooﬂo'USDAoFdwdpwmo(m‘HS:ndDOEd
This collab ing iesuse of suth e dar peperwork
requicemonts, integruting autrith ducation into school eulumn and QY ways to grete the echool
mmuwnmwmmmmmmommm Within the
wwmm“mmmmwmmmmmwm‘mmww
wmwltoumsomnmmmwum ativity a8 ible con be brougit to beer
on this & lsous of imgroving s health thveugh sound nutritien.

Efficient and stective ¢ ices that tha use of the finite ilable to sdmini the
Pvog be i Thertef pert of the Depaitment’e Framework for Action is to maximize resources
wm.wpou-ue &aolmmmtowmmhwﬂbmmmo'hMA

The D that dity foods sre o significant component of the
modomtmuwodtoumme Mm.mﬂmhnm.nwﬂﬁu A wride vaviety of foods
ungmohommpmdumtommmwlutomn.pumywﬁthnmmoﬂuod The
Departrmert plans 10 continue to offer this wide erray of foods. Improvament is slways possible, however, end
the Depertrant mntends to intenwty m:mwofpulehon epecificshons t0 sesure that products are 86 lew
tot and sodium s ible while still maé ity for

v

n addition, the USDA sgencies that are hey per in dekiveri i g with ons another,

16
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ns wall a3 with mdustrv to modify fabals on commoditias that go to the schools to include nutrition

ion, end to d D new prod iike lowfat ch that will provide the schools with moce
Haxibikity to maet the Dietery Gudclml. Thes latter et{ort will have @ ulutw stfect not only on the
commodity progrem, but could siso prove useful in providing schools with a lerger arrey of healthtul products
to chooss from when they meke their local purchases.

8. hools do purch signilicent of food nd h of tis Jity progrem, the
Department is also considering various other strstegies for improving the quality and sffactiveness of those
purchases. For axemple, 8 prot test 18 plenned for Schood Year 1994 with the Department of Detensa to
procure produce for the school meal progrems. Through this project, schoola cmootunnmuchwnd«vmw
of freah produce than USDA can provide directly. The D is sieo working to tacili

smong achools, Stata Departments’ of Agricul small f and f * mark This has
grest potential for improving the quality of the fcods used by thoss tchools that are close to particular growing
et 4 woll a8 provuding important new markets for smell farmers.

in summary, mwmrlwud(ommhwvalwmmmhdmolﬂn
nation’s children through & veriety of aop Thers is Qr that can only be
achisved over time and through the atforts of the Federal government working in concart with State and local
administering agencies, industry, theCongnn lvunrvolynvm iz ati and the ults
dhuﬁodmahr., -

PROPOSED REGULATORY CHANGES

Exanding end Uodating Natriticn Reauireemants

Tha Ox t's mi 10 be to carty out tha duclared policy of Cond to “saf d the
mumwmm-m n ocder to Meat this goal, school mesls must change to refiect
«nmummhmmunmo-mo.m Thersfors, the Department believes that
curent d avast bo ded to the Cietary Guidelines in the NSLF and S872
and is proposing to amend Sects 21010“220010w'mumm0nmntm
anm«\dﬂmofhb&nw i the ighed for tat and
d tast. Proposed ions would also require schools te maka an sffort 10 reducs sodiam and
chelsstarel, incrosse distary fiber and serve & variety of fosds.

A more i bon of imph ion occurs letsr in this preamble, including the time framaes
MM&'*MM“MN“WWIM

Vhile the preposed reguletions woukd include the basic provislen thet school mesis meet nutrition stenderds
mlmmﬁmcwh nmmwmmmmm-mamm

curently required. Scctiors 29C.10end 220.8, th ncorp

ageigrade groups based on tw RDA for the foltowing protsin, vit ftamdn C, iran, and
cricium es well a5 the energy for colories. Sections 210,10 and 22 o.lmued.omme
maximum levels of calories frem Rt end d et st 30 per and 10p of h

Although ROA have been hiishad for mere than indiceted abreve, the Depertrment has chosen to
moniter enly theee ketsd bacause thase are key mutrients thet promote growth and developmiant which ace
with thoss ired in the Nutrtiien Labeling snd Educstion Act of 1890 (Pub. L. 101-535). The
proposal weuld siee require schecis 10 decresse the levels of sodium and and @ the
of dietary fiber in echeel mesls. mmhmm‘wﬁemmmm since
nument targets ate nut estabiinhed by the current Distary Gus proge in this acrea could be
assessed tirough e veriety of ways including gradusl reductiens in sedium, and i necessary, cholesterol levels.
and increased une of vagetabiss, truits snd grain preducis.

The Dapartment wishes 10 nete that the Distery G i are dosignad fer aged two and over. The

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




256

Dopartment will maintain current msat petterns for chuldren 1n tha zero to sleven months and one t0 two year
age groups. For childcen who are two yeacs old, schools will have the opticn of using the minimum calonie and
rutrient requirements (or school Meats for children sges three-six of d PIng 0 $0D8 set of ient and
calorie levels for this sge group. Finelly, because compliance with the Dietary Guidelines will not be d
until Schoc! Year 1298-1999, which begins July 1, 1998, the current meal pstterns and quantities will be
rateined temporadily and will be redesignatad 5210.108 for the NSLP and §220.8¢ for the SBP. This proposat
doss not epply to infent meal pattems snd mesl :tt the sppropri ions of the
recesignated $210.10send $220.80 will i to be toik d by schoois serving nfante and meel
supplemants,

New 10 M Plgn : i g M. Py
Pignning

Schools must curzently mest 8 megl pattem which specifies minimum amounts (by age group) of the five food
itema which must be offered in order to rezeive reimbursement for mesls. An sitemate spprosch that provides
sh Nent tool for improving the itionsl quality of school meals is Nutrient Standard Menu Planning
INSMP). Under NSMP, the menu 15 dovdopod theough the nuirient snalysis of all foods offered over & schoot
week t0 ensure that meals meet i ds for key i and mest ded levels of
fat and saturated fat. Other detary components that will be snalyzed are cholestercl, sodium and ditary fiber,
Howaver, the Department recognizea that sorne school foad .uthovmn may not have the computer capability
or the degrae of access to technical support Y to i duct NSMP. In these
citcumstances, the Depertment is proposing to aow school food authorities t~ ues & modified form of NSMP

titled Aesisted ‘ Menu Planning (ANSMM, Use of ANSMP would allow development cnd
snstysis of menus by other entities while stil applying the essentiais of NSMP. (A more compiete discussion of
ANSMP may be found leter in this preamble.)

Under NSMP, the menu planner is sxpected 1o use sffestive techniques to rovide menus thet meat the
uodated nutrition standarde. AN menu items li.e., any singis food of combmmon ol food) or other ioodo
offaved as part of tha reimburseble mesl will be d toward ing the dard:

10 thus is foods of minimel nutritionsl value, 3t provided for in §210. 11{eN2loe $220.120b), wh-ch ae not
offersd 81 part of 2 menu item in & reimbursebie mest. A ition of “myenu item™ is proposed to be added to
§210.2.and $220.2t0 cxpand upon the current definitions of food item ard food cComponent that are used in
verious jons of the regristi d wivh point of service mesi coumts. The definition would siso
specify that one menu item offered muat be an entree and one must be fluid milk. Further, as discussed leter
in this preamble, the Department is proposing that the entres Must be seiected 88 part of a reimbursable funch,

Menu items will be anslyzed based on production isvels to more accurately reflect the ovarall nutritionsl
comocudmoﬂh-nw Mmmlbnohnnd mdlwmtem“Mt-dutho

scsure that s0d selection trends ere L and darde are mat. A diccussion of
NSMP soft and the Netional Nutrient Database for Child Nutrition Pregrams ie provided later in
thes preamble.

The purpese of NSMP sad ANSMP is two-fold: to provide & tiexible way to plan menus using certsin nutnent
fevels, not on imited f0od iteme and amounts, and to meature how well Meais are meeting nutrition standerds.
The Department is proposing to sdopt NSMP end ANSMP by smending section 210, 10(k) and 0) of the
reguiations to incorporete NEMP and ANSMP for the NSLP end §220.8() and (k] for the SBP.

While uchoolmdlwib-upmodtocmmhmswaud mnmlm nm and to be planned thiough
NSMP or ANSMP, the D wishas to smph i %) would strase techrveal
assistanca to snable moochool touchhvahctm WNo -lmdooﬂuoddumo o menu cycle that fad
to meet the blished Jerde could techn be subject to an overclasm, the regulstions wil
require Stete sgencies to establish clams only when uchooi food authorities refusg. not simply fad. to teks
corrective action, It s the Departmant’s intent that svery etfort be mace to provide nutntious meals to children
tathes than taking pumtive sct:ons which could thee wruti Further d on this pont may
be found lewer in this preambis in the Cactien en menitering.




Since informetion on the nutritional composition of the menu is readiy evailabie e ¢ result of NSMP/ANSMP,
the Department is proposing to amend Section 210.10(n) to sncouraga school food auﬁ\onun to make public
disch e of the nutrt i n their meals. Msny achoal food suthoriti g the banefits of
mtrition disclosura, siceady make this i { ilcbie in the , On MenUs o by noulqu focad
madia. These benefits include: (1} an i d mmmdam“mmumu-
mutntional quality of school maale; (2) depending on how the i di h d ebifity for
students and parants to make healthful chow nd; (3) i whrhwhodmodmm
through recogretion of the impraved quelity of school meals.

The Capartment recognizes the differing neads of school food ities, and, thersf is not to
mandete nutrition diaciosure. The Ospartraent beliaves thia information shauid be readkly wa(lhk to ltudonn
and parects without their having 10 recuest iS. In providing this information, schoal food suthorities would take
into sccount focal ucton such es nurtrition anslysis capabilities and studs For the
schoc! may diack ion eithet: {1} davseioped th ‘thmmmdwudmodl.(!)buod
on sampie meaks offerad sach day, or; {3) ptov.dod along with food itemis) offerad in the cafeteria.

The Depariment also wishas to smphasize that school 1ood sthorities mnmdu this disclosure would not
Zapatience sn additionsl administrative turden. The ion being i e p of NSMP/ANSMP,
and the school food suthority can deternine, for itself, the most efficient mesns of disclosure.

Although ition disch will not be required, the Dep ires that many school food suthorities
are slreadly providing this inf on to stvd and p- and ges cthers to meke public
luch h'omnmn The Dopmmom would siso hkc t9 solicit di ition disct

.

utrition diech which ition i jon to disch and disck ‘s
v*nuc(edtohdpcmmmnﬂ«-nnd.

&mu.mm.smmnm

As o (-d sbove, the Departinent recognizes thet some school food .uthcnﬂu may no( have the resowces o
y to ik duct NSMP. For thase school food authori the ] hod of ANSMP 18
an dtmuvc pproach to NSHP which is propossd in $210.10{) for the NSLP and $220.8(k) for the SBP.
School food authoritiss would drew on the sxpertisa of others to provide menu cycies, adiustad for local needs
and prefarences. Tha provided menu would be analyzed to snsure that it mests the required nutrition
standards. Thy menu snalysic must be contistent with the local praferences, production records, preparstion
iques and food spacificationd. The provided menu cycles could be develoged in 3 vansety of
ways-by States, consortiums of echool food suthorities, by consultants or even by the Federal gavernment.

To eeure i with the fysis of thw provi ment, the folowing components muat be
standocdized: recipes, food prock it and peey ion techniques. TO sccuretely reflect the
nutnent snalyms of the menu es offered, the provided menu must be dyzed and adj d to the i of
food preparad and ssrved.

In addition, the school, in conjunctics with the antity providing the menu cycie, muat periodically review thew
spplicetion of ANSMP to snsurs the suitability of the 3ekected menu cycle and the pccurecy with which it1s
being managed. li.e., Are the p ribed and being foll d
nwucmmmmmmnﬁnﬂ ch h thereby dting n iysis of the
manu?) It is aleo porsiblo that etandard menus, recipas snd or i ficati could be by
the Federal goverrinent, then .q\-ud and reenslyzed et vh- Stete oc local level se recessary. The
Departrnant 1s most & tving Q the usetul of this approech

L and

Auimiarapbie Wsgs

Schools currently receive reimbuisement for each meal served to children that meets the requiremants of the
hanch or brezkfsst meal pattern and, if applicable, the offer versus serve option. Basically, the required
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two of more servings of s vegetable and/or fruit, bread/dread asiternate and
milk) must ba offered and 8 miumum numbaer of items must be swected. !n order to d ing if the meal
choaen by the child is reimburssbie, the cashisr observes, at the point of service, it the proper number of
COMPONEnts acs taken,

Under NSMP snd ANSMP, 8 maal will be rermburszble if st least three menu items (ona must be « .mru and
one fiuid milk) are baing offered, and if at least three menu items are sek For reimb: ok one
of the menu items selected must ba a0 entros. If the school participates in offer versus seive, 8 meal will be
reimbursabie if ot least three menu items &0 offered and two menu ilems e sslected. Agan, for
reimbursable kunches, one of thass two Manu items must be an entrse. For the purposs of point of sarvice
counts. this propostl will not change the basic SONCeDt of 8 reimbursable meal. Cachiers will continue to
determine if the proper numbar of manu items was salected anc, for the kunch service, that one of the menu
iterne is an entree.

Thnum'ummxmo'huﬁmdnmwwbcmmtmnumﬂvommobopammnu
concem that the school lunches chiliren coneucns provide &n ad of calorias and other ]
mutnents. Traditionally, the most significsnt nutrition contribution in @ school lunch comes from the entree.
Theratore, this proposal is being offered 38 8 way of sssuring that children (particularly thoss children that
participate in offer versus serve) sslect and, hopefulh the most rutritious lunch ik

The Depertment recognizea that this proposal devi from cuitent requi which do not stipulate thet
the child must solect an entree for lunch. The Department would be concemed if commenters bekieve this
ruuicﬂmwuthiﬂulbﬂw!mtﬂ\hwwr\hwuduw t0 P For it wete
inhibited from h htwmmmmwithcthmcofvmmmmmm.omphwwuu
was 8 p isl by-product. Thersfors, the Dep np din on snd
ivea to this prop 4 i on thet the mémmuer number of menu

mml.bominnmuo'mltmdwwhoﬁnwmmwm is aGequate even with requiring
sedection of an entres for kanch,

The Departrmant is not p ing to dhth . that s burssble mesl contain an sntres to the
SBP. This decision was made cus to the nature of the breskfast mesi and the possible confusion that may
result by trying to define sn “entree” for the breskfset program,

Peind af Sarvi

While | of tha updated ' affects the contgnt of mesis, it will nat atfect basic
couniting maethadotogy . Cuhunwuleomhutotmcwmunmwntolmmmtmhdhmmw
of menu items sslecied. Conssquently, ftood sarvice personnel will be able to Qr individusl relmin
maesls, 8¢ they will not ditfer substantialty from current practice.

in fact, under NSMP/ANSMP, mdmwwa-mmmmmhcuuwm
would no fonger need to datermine which of the requiced d stove have been mest by o
particuler 100d e, such ee @ pot pie, which contsins ¢ number of diffarent ingredients. Under

NSMP/ANEME, 8 pot pie would be the entres which is simply 8 required one menu em for cleiming purposes.

Praparation for Implamantation ot NSMP and ANSMP

Tha Department ie thy ring o & jon project to evad the opti use of NSMP ss ¢
way for school mesls to mon u'- Dhn-v white that s tud aiso receive nesded munents
nndulwiu Omo'lh.m-n..,. i of this & 18 to assist tha Depertment in identifying the

y to most efficiently and effectively implement NSMP. Thia spprosch shifta the
tocus {rom the Usditional specifics of 8 Meal pattem to Mmeals contavung 8 combination of focds that meet the
rastritionsl newds of school-age chdren, by sge group, over 8 ¥chool week. Undor NSMP and ANSMP, school
food authorities will have mere Bexibility in deciding what othar foods will be offersd s¢ long 88 the nutrition
standarde &0 met.




Flgxibili f NgMP A P

Tha proposed menu de end snalysis system has & number of advantages over the currant masl
pattam, and the Dapartmant balisvas the proposed change lo ldopt NSMP and ANSMP will grastly assiet local
school foad authorities with impk ion of the prop dads. With NSMP and ANSMP,
thare s greater tlaxibility in food setuctions and portion sizes becauso meais ace not timited to specific types of
foods in specihed portions. Further, menus with cultural or other special pratsrences will be sesisr to design.

NSMP and ANSMP would shio eliminate the naed for b and cften tusing food crediting decisi
such as whether taco chips or just teco pigGes could be ith o8 & bread at o whather yogurt can
be allowed as part of & reimb bi mul Thn bax Child Nutrith ing program, which requaras the
Der t0 ine how ”e ited as food under the meai pattem.
would be substantisily reduced in ccopoot aven sima d enticely. More ent denss items could
be added to menus under NSMP, and tha nutntional contributions of gif foode offered to the child can be
recognized. The Department also wishas 10 emphasizs that all nutrients offerad to the child ace counted in the
anslysis, including those in foods such es yogurt and desserts which do not presently count toward a
reimbursable meal. ovcoum.numtmmmumdmuswmmsuputm-m food
suthorities will have en accurste, practicsl on-going meens of & sning if e Wi e bewng
met,

Eactification

This propcesl doss not raquire school food authvxitiss to distinguish &

MMmaddodmwvmbcm the O -
d source of ad watrition le & maal comprised of & vasiety of

in the Oitary Guidelines. rather than ons containing formuiated fertified foods.

ﬁnmthubnnmwml h ethad for ceguiating or rtocing ificati For

ie, it is virtually i ibia to the of sdded to food items and those naturaily
sccuning, especially for foad items with ingr Although & D could be mede
between a fortifind itern and & similar item that hat ne added nurients, there may net be en identical product
on which to hase the comparison.

The Department bekk the d 88 outhned under NSMP thet mesis contsin adeguats caiories and that
ot least threa menu items be offecad, as well as the higher expanss of sngireered foods, will inhibit excessive
nbmmhoﬂv!mﬁod'ooa
'nuDoccmmm to address the use of fortified foode in schoo! meat programs,

4 there se Jcal ways to control ovor-use of fortification, the degres 10 which this
:hoddhnl and p L on the chy of schosl menis.

it should be roted thet it NSMP/ANSM® e & d on & netionwide basie, the current reguistory
requiremerts on the use of sikernete foods wauld 0o longer be necesssry. During the interim and whece the
meai patterns are still in use, 1heee reguisiions weuid remaein in ferce.
Oosrstionsl Aseccts 3f NEMP and ANSMP

National Nutrient Datshaes for the Child Nutrition Proorems

I order te ch, W lyss, deta on the o i nomﬁrﬂmoﬂe«hmth‘
svedsbie. To rmeet this need, tw Depar has L) D to sVlow
laucult-mmmdhmmmwhhwmw Tha National Nutrient

on the rustritionsl of: 1) through the
Dcmml. 2) s1andaed rum. food itemns whehmuudnthnSlPaMN LP; 31 Quantity Racipes for
Schosl Feed Servics develeped by the Dep wnl; 4) ol pre-prop. foods
from food manufscturers. The Departmaent is working ciossly with the food industry to cbtain nutnent snalyms
of many food pr used by for inck " the

20

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




Tho implemantation of NSMP, s opposed to ANSMP, is dependant upon the schoal or schoot food authority's
abchtv to anslyze thc nutnenl content of {Gods. Tharefora, the Departmant is proposing to Fequire that the
{ Nutri be i stad into all school 100d sarvice software systems used for menu and

recipa anatysis und« NSMP. Under ANSMP, the databass would be uaed by the entity providing assistance
with nutrition analysis. The Depactment is making the database availsbie fres of charge to pacticipating school
food ities and <o software ies to develop school food service software programs. The

will ba regularly intained and updated to snsure that the information is as accurate and curtent as
possible. School food authorities would be d to these into their own softwers as
they are maede evailabie. [t should be noted that e preliminary version of the Depactment’s datebase is now
aveilebis. information on how to obtein it can be secured from the Department’s Child Nutrition Databsse
Hotine at (301) 438-3536.

Scheol Food Gervice Software Systems
The computer softwara industry has many nutri iysis gof on the merket. Few cf these,
howaever, are apecific to the achool pfoonmlnnddono( comnmﬁntvpuo“oodl mm wmohunnd
messurements usad in thess programs. Morsover, the results of » tysis cCan vary
depending o0 which aoftware packege is being used. Numummtubunmsm'd
epacifications to ensure Therafore, the Dep: has aso devel spacifications for
NSMP. ‘I‘hoowul bjective of any yst md'umuwmhmmmanuddno
hnokog laﬂmﬂly ion of the hemath tytical taske igted with NSMP.
Thwhwmmﬁmmmm memhdmudndpu and date
roports d in & comp tve, simplified and user-friendly manner. To snsurs that school
lood ities ace Leing @ soft pack’oa which meets the Department’s spacifications, school food
thorities will be required to use & \! mtmmwwwmsw # submitted, besn
determined to mest the mi i iohed by FNS. such review doss not constitute
endorsernent

by FNS or USDA, T?hm mhhﬂh $210.10/H 1 i) for the NSLP and
$220.8) 1)) for the SBP.

Use of Waeighted Averaaas

Smioodi(umuomonpop‘urmmotfmlm thuu\mllbo b d by school chi more fre thy.
To y pecform an of the ion of reimburssble masis offersd, nistrient
mdvumtbcbudonwmﬁonhvdno”oo&o"m ae production levels sca an indication of foods
jo, @ menu item which is chosen ity (envd fore more perth are
Mwmmmnhmwmommmmw

The celculeti 4 ‘!or eighted nuitritional anatysis will require the school food suthority to
emer the folowing inf mh L J sof g d\ommpomonoho,wobcud
urvinololuehmm whwmmdmmmmmmhuhodwm ft
memwmmm sbove are gned to easily parform weighting
iculats This prowi [ ] d in §210.10&H2) and §210.10(kH4} for the NELP and §220.8(j)(2) snd
Gita).

Qufinition of Schoal Weak

A naw definition weuld be sdded for “schocl week® (omnoM!wNWmdANSMP om-immo!
thres deys and e maximum of seven deys muat be This is b the

to be ot sversge of the reimbursable masis sarvad over the course of ¢ week. Tonmm
understending of the terme NIMP and ANSMP, 2 proposed definitien would be sdded te §210.2 and §220.2
explaining the term “scheol wesk.”

Traogition 1o NSMP and ANGMP

The Depertment recognizes that school {00d authorities will need tachnical mtmmo«w to inplement
thees changes efficiently. The Depertment is ducting NSMP & projects in several school food




suthorities. and the ongoing expariences gamned from thase will be shared e part of the overall sssistance to
achool food suthorities to phase in NSMP anc ANSMP.

The Department aiso Plans to provide sxtensive training and technical assistancs to Siste and local sgencies as
they prepare to impiement NSMP and ANSMP. As noted sadlier in this preambie. tr= Department hae
requosted lpoaﬁ: M\d\ne in the Adcmxnutlm s Fiscal Yoar 7985 budget for this purpose a8 well 8¢ to fund
othar techni aha ivities. Other proj towhmlnwm
updated nutrition sterdards are aiready being undertsken within g ree § ion of
more than fifty recipes to include mors fruits, vege ies, and Qrein prodk m:n fat levels, and

boration with the Netional Food &memomom Institute. Finally, the Department is committed to

king with State sgencies to target Nutriti ion ard Training (NET) resouices mors intsnesly toward
implementation of the Distary Guidelines.

This proposad raguistion would raquite school food authoritiss to odopt the updated nutrition standerds and
NSMP o ANSMP no utu then July 1, IQSS.N astart of School Yeor 1998-99. Hovuvu. u:hool food

ged to bagin ) full i ion of the upd: [ ]
$000 83 pucncobh after publication of @ ﬁml rule Or to avan wes NSMP, ANSMP, or nutrient-Sesed menu
analysis in conjunction with the current maal prior to the ive dats.

SMOmwuumdtnéammwhmuMd'ooduulhonﬁumrudvtnbansurorAuwrm
wadd of course, providk umnnd h r to help school food authorities whanever they begin
ting this p ch whon(nhginﬁSMPhommdumdtood
authority. smuMmeMMhmv o of
othar technicsl resouzces. smuwmmw:nwm:.mmmmmwmmwmm
utmodu-mmnnd.dm:om.wponwm-mwuﬁamm The Depertment i3 not
setablishing a especitic pr for d . chh of achooi food authorities to phaes in NSMP or
ANSMP. Rathae, the Dep balé Stats. are it the best position to dearmine it @ school food

muhorily is resdy to begin the shift to NSMP or ANSMP and wik be able to rezpond to the wide renge of
situations that may occur and to concentrate on achiaving the goal. Thie spproach fress State agencies from
assuring that e particular process is followed snd sifows them the fexiility to invest their time end sterts as
they axige best.

: Comai . 1 Nusrition Standacd

The Department slsc proposes to modity the monitoring requirements to include i with the
nutrition stenderds. Curently. statss manitor compliance with meal pattem components and quantities on o
per-meal besis. On the day of 8 revisw. the lunch service is obearved to erewre that sl required food items sre
ottered and, if applicable. that children acospt the minkmum number of components stipulated both under the
nmwmmnnm.mmm Meal servicas that offer fewar than the five required
focd iteme are Gieal d tor Fadersl reimb 28 are meala for which the child has not taken the
INkTIAM Mamber of iteme Lnder the offsr Nrsus ssrve option. Statss 8les sxamine menus and production
records for the review peciod to eneurs that ail wara avsilable, and that suffick ities were
oHered. Thue. odumcwdlﬁwtuummhmdmuoﬂmmdhm.dluhnmodmm
and the sitowsbie reimbursement for those masls.

Under MEMP and ANSMP, Federal reimb will inue to be predicated upon similas factors. Ae notad
eartier in this preambie, under NSMP and ANSMP. schocis will i to offer & ma number of menu
riama, and children must 5cCept 8 Minimum number of items. Meals which do not meet thess (eqrirements
will Dot be sligible for reimtsrsement. However, to silow achool food suhorities adequete time to move
towards hull impiemantetion of NSMP or ANSMP, school 1oodmmmmmmtnw VOM
1999-1999 will be exempt lwm Coordinated Peview Effort {CAE) P Stendard 2 on

mesis t g the d food i in $210. 1.(0)(2):1 they sre acheduled for sn
sdmwrvatretive raview prior to School Year 1990-1390.

Under this propossi, in Ntion to i mm!ammbun'momnma th.nmtsu'nbk
(mesia alfered over & scheo! week must sieo collects ly mast the upd: Yo
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b with the ition standards. State agencies will need to tlosety examine school food
suthetity's nutrient analysia in the course of a uvnw While this is ¢ much more precies examination than in
past ice, it ¥ the oot of 9 thet the entire food service, not just an; individusl meal,

to program i Stete agoncics must aiso cbeerve the mesl service to determine if meaie
for 38! contain the appropfiate number and type of menu itema. The Depsrtrent is
proposing to smend §210.19. Additional Resparsibilities, to outline review requirements for nutrition
standards. The Department is proposing to add the di for the i da:ds to this
saction rsther than to §210.18, Administrative Reviaws. in order to skow fer oparationsl experience snd
corrective action prioe to sny imposition of fiscal action.

State & R i

The folowing summarizes the Ctate sgency’s responsibilities under the Departrent’s propossl for genaral
program mansgement, including taking fiscal action ageinet school food suthorities that consistently rafuss to
mest gxo‘mn fequirements, While State agencias would probasbly combine e detecmination of how the
nutrition standarde and NSMP/ANSMP are bmno met with the cyckcal administrative reviaw. the Deapsctment is
6i80 proposing to provide Stete sgenciss with fiexibility to duct thase impoctant evelustions et other timas
such as during technical assistance visits or evan &8 & sap specisi *
of complisnce with the mutrition must be - d 0o leas fi ntly than

As propceed by the Departmaent, State agencies woulc ssssss the by for the leet boted

school week. Tho would bs to it the school food suthority is spplying the corect

mothodologymdupmpodycm»cmqthoNSMPwANSMPb.udonmocmdmuucychmcmm

substitutions. The Stete agency would also reviaw the manus and production records to determine if they
d to the ind ion used te o NSMF o ANSMP,

Corective Action

i it is indiceted that the school food suthority is not ducting NSMP fy or p ot g ANSMP,
if tha school week’s meais, as offerad, do not camply with nutrition standarde, u if thn mul oboer\mon
Identifisd a significsnt number of meais M did not mest the definition of 3 nimb\lubl- men, the school food

hacity would be ired to take approp ive 8ction to achi t n trus
time, no claim would be estebiishad if the feilure to comply was not i ional, ional viol are
discussed later in this preamble.!

Pursuent to section 18(b! of the CNA, 42 U.S.C. 1785({bi, the S y of Agri is given ity to

ntﬂo.adpunorwuvounyclmsu\d«bothﬂ\thLonthnCNAHtodowwoddsmthomosno!

uthnrAct mbomwnncoorunthnth-tnm'tlonlnNSMPNANWWIMm.MNWQM
and

to be d. Tha Department expects Stato
sgencies to act qufcllly to rectify ary problems found and to monitor eny t.omcﬁvc sction underteken. in the
interasts of fackitating the transition to NSMP/ANSMP. the 5: Y i pr to ise his authority to
ssttie. adjust and waive clams by not ifing Stata agencies to disaliow pay of colact PaY
resulting from mesis which do not mest the it datde of the reguisti 88 fong 86 Stete ageancies sre
iefied that such deviati from the mtrition dards were not i i and that the school food
ity s ing rds fud of e ive action plan in & timely mannet.

The Department that this proposal does not ific step3 oF time frames for corrective
action. State sgencies, as & cesult of their eveluation of the school food suthority, are in the best position to
astablish comective sction goals and tima fromes, working in partnsrship with local school foud authorities.
The Department beliaves that State sgencies 80d school 100d authonities need Hexibility in developing &
coactive action plan and is, tharefore, Provsding such flexibifity 1n *tus proposai. Further, in recogmition of the
fact that timsly and effective corrective action is in the but in1erest of aH, tha Depasrtment intends to
incorporate review of thus Mee into its 0 1 at the State level,

The Dwanmom would like to once sgein smphasize that, under this prop i with the updated
darde is of p importsnce. First, corrective action will be requized if a mesd sarvice does
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not maet the mutrition standecds, Thc smc Bgency cannot overlook these sh ings and must ensure that
the meal service is IMpe d as d in the ive zCtiow plan, Secondly, the State wil be required to
mordtor the school’s corrective ncuon efiorts. In most cases. monitonng would include reviewing production
records. menus snd itted by the schont food amstharity and providing any support
indicated by such a review, Whon a school food authonty refyses to make a good faith effort to comply with
the terms of the corrective sction plan, the State agsncy woisd be required to estsblish e claim.

1 igpm i n!

Under this prupasal, State sgenciss would require conactive action for mom not mutmg tho mutntion
standerds, but would receive reimbursemaent for thosn mnu Thn P P it maeens of
aseng the to and of the updeted Sact aolthoNSLA 42 u.s.C.
1757, and section 4(b){1HD) of the CNA. 42 U.S.C. 1773 (b)1)ID), clestly provide that reimbursement for
meals sarved is avadsble only for those meals that meat Program requirements. Furiher, section 12(g) of the
NSLA, 42 U.S.C 1780(g). continuss to provide for Fedecal criminal ities for o7 cain § ionsl Program
violations under either the NSLA or the CNA. The Department is d that tiw ive action px

not be cmtruod bv smc sgencies of school food suthorities 88 an invitation to relax «{forts to comply with
the | cr 5 ive review requi ot $3210.10,210.10s, 210.18 and 210.18. The
insutution of corrective action would not be e sufticient remady by itself in an instance in which e State
agency datermined that school officisls had intentionaily failed to meet the nutrition standarde recuiced

NSNKP. in these situations, whils tha Stste agency woulkd initiate corrective sction, it must siso disaiiow claims
tor reiervix for the suix derd meals and. in very severe caees, consider refemng the matter to the
Departmaent for criminal prosecution.

Whilo cortinued refusal to tske ~orrective action coulks result in loss of Faderal funding, thes provision i not
intended to be punitive when scrool tood wthomlu s‘octmqnoood i-thlo comply with the nutrition
standards. The Department is fer moce d about 9 thess jons than it is with pursuing
fiscsl action, The Department’s fcremoat goel is

to“ucu\nlcwmutwcmdodwmhmon fritious mesis ible, C ly, the haais in
this process is o ive action and ! agsi It school food suthorities imph
comnective sction and make satisfactory progress toward compliance, no fiscal sction wo\id be roquwod

s ined Administrats

The Depactment is shio ing . su b s by sllowing Stste agencies and school
tood suthonties tlexibility in three important m Thc fiest provision would extend the Coordinated Review
Ettort (CRE) review cycle fromn 4 to § yaars. The Depertment’s experienca with CRE indicates that e one-year
extenmion in the cycle would not adh ly effect ity, but it would resuit in @ 20 percent decrssss in
the number of reviewe currently conductsd W sny given yeer. YWisie the exact reduction in burden woukd very
from State to Stats. the Department this ¢ woukd provide the States with additionel flexibikty
10 er:ablo them to continus 18 impreve schnel masls. SocmniZlOll(elhmmhww
nciude thie change.

The second proviss T the regnd i for e specific type of edit chack on deily mesl
cmmakndnlzwl(n){znwldm Mmﬁwm«tr.«mCﬂErmwumeyMcmng
and [ tly, the edit check provision requares that 9ach school food suthority compace
MOMQMMMWMM-NWMMmMiaim.ndumdpnuwpod
mesis multipficd by an sttendance factor. Thia check is intended to ensure thet monthly claime for
reumbursemant ere based on reasensbie and CCUMe counts of mesls offered on eny day of operation to
shigible children,

The Department beheves, howevar, that school food suthonte” that have d.mmuu.d. lhvoo’l the CRE
review, the sccuracy ol thes meat courm and clasmns should be provided an h to specific edht
chacks. Thes p i would o syst hereby these schodl food ouﬂwnhn codd davelop and
Hmplement thew own systams of intermel conuoh douonod to ensure the accuracy Gf clauns {or reimbursement.
Thes system would then be sulmitied te the State agency for review  H the Siate dgency’s review detarmined
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that the proposed mathod constituted an accurate internal control. no further action would be required, and the

school food authority's own proposed intetnal iz would ramain in effsct. However, if the Stats agency
ded that the sugQ system of i ) is was i the school fosc sthority would be

required to modity its p o dingly. In additi if during the course of & CRE review of othw

oversight activity of the school Yood suthority, it is d that the int ontrois wecs inetfaclive. the

specific, regulatory adit check would replace their system urtil & futurs reguiarly scheduied CRE review
indicates there are O Mesi count problems.

This proposal would virtually skminate the requirament for 8 specific edit check for school food authorities with
sccusate mest counts snd claims measured by the CRE raview and raplace it with a more flexibie pracedure to
dtow theae -r)nol food authorities to design -nd mohmm & system that is strearlined for thaic particulsr

+ thie p | also y specificity of an edit check for school
food mhmm 1ound to have mesl ing and ¢l + Further it provides for State agency
ight of [ U\dlnadvmod\uum if needed, 0 |wlﬂt\m|hdo¢d-‘y~dumod

dure to ensure Saims for reimb The Dapariment b that p ity must

b.mﬂmm\.dbynqunnqwﬁcmwhmm-wmmuuﬁuuwwumor'ﬂmofmwtm
suthority's sitemative system. 1210.8(6}(2) snd (s)}{3) wouid be mwdified to reflect thess proposed chenges.

The Gepartment is sspacisity interssted in receiving on thes proviek [o should add
the flaxibiiity this proposed provision allows wall-managed scheol food ot nndmy' h i
issuse this posss. In addition, the Department would be < in v [ 4 that
would ioh the desired bel WMWNMM

Th-u\kduummoopmnhmtondnmpmrwutnﬁusdwdlaodmwhvdnw
requirarent it $210.18(bH4) that distinct records be d to ok weofit status of the
school food service. Mrmmnmx:mﬁnd\mmmmmmﬁmmnmw
courss of conducting business {i.c., receipts, costs, etc.). Therefora, since these kinds of records sre &
neceasscy part of 8 school food suthority’s own accountabiity system snd, nrmnvusa mroqumdby
State laws. the Departiment doss not ider it y for the pr i to

racordkesping requiremaent. 1t is important to emehesize that the bchool tood suthority would stid h.v. to be
oparsted on & nonprofit baste, This o al is ondy g the for gocumentation of
nongrofitability. Tha propossl would m §210.14(c)and !210 15004 to intiude this chenge. in the evant
that & question or dispute Brikes in jon with whethar 8 nonprofit school food service has heen propery
oparated, the burden of proot stil be upon the school food sutharity te demenstrate that the schoel food
service is being operated on 8 renprofit basis.

Lanath ot Maal Pariode

As noted above, meny d that children be given sufticlent time in which to sst.

mcmivwmuumlob-m Tha Department aiso gnizes the need to bal the

m'umw.mmmmmwmummmm Arhough the Departmant
has no authority in this ares, school food service di e oty d to work with other echool
officisis 10 snsurs thet adequets masl sarvice ¥imes snd ilities are pr 4. Likewisse. the Depertment will
cmtowumm-mmnmmwmcmwm“mmm"mw

d the ot having time 0 eet.

To indicats its concem in this ares, tha Depertment is proposing, n §210.104). to recomwmend thet school food
suthorities make every effort 10 provide adeauste mesl service times and perieds te snaure that students can
etfectively participats in the schesl unch pregram.

: L Seaskfant Proaracn Nutritional Becu

In det to fack f son, the Cepartmant is eo proposing te smend the nutritionsl

rwmowusanop-dd&admmmth-mmuwmmdwrlw The curront

Socbooi!!Olebthl!!Ohmulm!hﬁ requirements thet wouid be in effect umi
of ¥he updeted dords on July 1, 1998, whils §220.8 weuld contain previsiens on
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nutrition atendards. NSMP and ANSMP for the SBP.

The major differances for the SBP are that 1. ~/er calories are raquired snd fourth of the RDA are 10 be met.
A new guide would b» incorporated into §220.8 to indicate the nutrition stacdards required for the SBP. In
addition. separaie analyses for SBF lnd NSLP wauld be recuired to meat the differsnt nutrition standarde for

sach program. As provi Y . bis meal under the SBP will nat be required to contrin an
entree.

frecti t

As discussed satlier, this proposal req school food authoritias to serve maals theough the use of NSMP or

ANSMP and be in complisnce with updated nuumon lundudl by Schoot Year 1998-1999 which begins on

July 1, 1998 Thc Dcpanmont bedi this P fficient time to enable States to deveiop
POIGP wd g ids, to allow local food service steff to become familiar

with the updated voqwmnu snd to make Wlo changes in meals. Thers would be no mandate for

school food authosities to impk the requi hanges prior to July 1, 1998, in the interest of promoting

ch'ren’s hung-term heaith th h dhet, the D oncouoo.l Stete sgencies to work with lchool tood

horities to i as soon n ible end, in fact, s oariier, Stete

spprove pisns for early implamentatioc. The Dopartmonl cormdoa that sadly |mpiomenmnon w-ll also ptovrd-
both State agencies and school food authorities with before

To age early imp i 7 88 O i above will not take effect before School
Year 1998.1993. in the interim partiod, raviews and ovmloht activities that focus on the food sesvics portion
of program operstions will provide excelent opportunities for technicel assistence and for State sgencies to
assess prepacetion for full impk ion. All other ch in this nse, «xciuding the psperwork reductions
ond ined i theds, could be impl d 30 deys ofwer final publication of tha finel rule.

List cf Subjects
7 CFR Part 210

Children, C: dity School Progeam, Food seci Grants
Sclool Lunch Program, Nutrition, Reporting and i -
commodities.

7 CFR Pat 220

Children, Food assi o Grant proge i ition, Reporting and recordkesping
QUir School Breskfsst Program.

PART 210 - NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM
1. The suthority citation fer 7 CFR Part 210 ie revised to rend as follows:

Autharity: 42 U.8.C. 1761-1760,1779.

2.n 210.2:

8. the datinition of *Food companant® e smended by edding the words “undar §210.10s" at tha end of
the sentence;

b. the definition of “Food fam® s amenued by adding the werds “under §210.1Cs" at the end of the
sentence;

¢. the definition of “Lunch” e revieed;

d. & new definition of m,_m iunddod

o. 8 naw definition of *! M
added;

1. tho definition of “Rgimbursement® is amended by addng the worde “of §210.100e, whichever is
applicetie,® ofter “$210.10°; and

9. o new delwitien of “School Wask™ ie sdded.
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The revision and additiona read as follows:

$210.2 Definitions.

¢ o o o @

Lungh mezns 3 meal which meets the nutrient and calotia tevels designated in §210.10 or the school tunch
pattemn for specilivd age/grade groups as designated in §210.10e.

Meny iterm meane. under Nutrient Standard Menu Planning or Assisted Nutrient Standard Menu Planning,
any single feod of combmman of foods, All menu items or foods offersd 3¢ pact of the reimbucsable mesl mey
be i d a8 contrib meeting (ho nutmnon stendards provided 1n §210.10(ak, gxcept for those
foods that are considered as 1ocd| of minimael ions! velue &8 provided for in §210.11(a){2) which are not
offered o3 part of a msnu itam in a reimbxrsebie meal For the purp of & réimb bie funch, & mini of
thres manu items must be offered. one of wiuch must be an entres (8 combination of foods or e single food
item that is offered es the main course) and ors must be fruid milk. For the purposass of a reimbursable lunch,
one of the selacted menu itams must be an eritree. Under the offer verzus 3erve option, thres menu items
must be offered and an entree and one other menu item maust be selected.

¢ o o o o

Nytrient Standard Menu Plaoning/Assisted Nutrieng Standard Meny Planoing meens » way to devaiop meals
which is based on the snalysis of nutrients which would require school lunches, when aversged over & school
waeek, to mee! specific levelc for a set of key nuirienta and caloriss rather than e specific set of food
categories. Analysis of the menu items and ‘oode shail be based on aversges that will be weighted by
wodmuonquondunuoﬁorodtomo d Such snalysis s ' dombya:choolon.choollood

H s for the of Assisted Nutrient Standacd Menu Planning, menu pi anG
analysis eu completed by dther entities and shall incorporate the prodkicth ities neoded to
sccommodate the specific service requirements of e particuler lchool [74 tchod foed authority.

¢ e o o 0

School week means the pericd of time used
as the basis for determining nutrient lsvels of the menu and for conducth ient Standerd Menu Plannéng of
Assisted Nutrient Stenderd Manus Flannung for lunches. The pericd shail bo & micknum of three days and
maximum of seven deys. Weeks in which school kunches are ciered less than thres times shell be combined
with either the previous or the coming week.

¢ e o o o

3. In Section 210.4, paragraph (b3} introductory text is amended by removing the words " $210.10(H 1} of
this part® and adding in their place the words *1210.10a(j)(13.°

4. In Section 210.7:

8. parsgraph (C)1)(v) ie ded by to *3210,10(b) of this part™ and adding in ite
place the worde *$210. 10(0)01 1210, 10l(bl,wﬂchwornapplicm

b. parageaph (d) is d by ng the ref (o'l210100)(1l01th-pu1 and adding in its
place the reference *1210.10e{{1).*

5. in Section 210.8:

e. the third of peragraph (e}(2) is d and new o {eH2H) and (e} 2)Gii) sre added et
the snd;

b. Paragraph (2)(3) ie revised:

c. the tirst ssntence of paragraph (el{4) 18 smended by removing the words “review process described in
pu.quoh (2)(2} and (a}i3) of thus section™ and adding n thew place the words “the internal controie <ied by

4 with Qr {sH2Mi) of the cisims review proceas used by schools in accordence with

pu.oupha (aH2}) end {a}(3}°; and

d. the fiest sentence of paragraph (bH 21 ie ded by ing the ref 10 “paragraph (#)(2)° and
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adding int its plece a reference to “paragreph 18)(31" and by adding ai the end of the santence the words
the intecnal used by schools In with paragreph (a)(2)(i)."

The ravision end additions reads as follows:
210.8 Claims for relmbursement.
(ol interngl gontrolg, * * ¢
12) School food utherit claims review process.

it Any 22chool food suthority that was found by its Mot recent xdministrative review conducidd n
sccordance with 1210.18, to have np mesd ing and ciaming viok mey:

(A) deveizp intemal control procudures that ensirs accrvate meal counts. The school food suthority shail
submit any intemal controls devaloped in accordance Vith this pacsgrach to the Stete agency for approvel and,
in the sbesnce of specific disapprovel from the State agency, shall impi t guch i ] is. The Stete
sgency shail esteblish procedures to promptly notify schoot food suthorities of any diticati needsd to
their proposed internal controls or of denisl of inacceptable submissions. If the State agency disupproves the
propossd intamal controis ct any school food authority, it ressrves the right to requere the school food
suthority to comply with the provisions of parsgragh (a}(2: of this section; or

(B} comply with the requiremsnts of paragraph (s) (3) of this section.

(i) Any schoo! fcod authacity that wae identified in the most recent

sccordance with §210.18, o¢ in sny otha oversight activity, as hsving meal
shell comply with the reaquirements in peragragh (sl3) of this section.

i3) Edit chacks.

{i} The f, ing proceds shal ba fol for achool food ities i n paragraph (a)(2)ti) of
this ssction, by other school food authorities st Stete agency option, or, &t thew own option, by school feod
authorities ideritified in paragraph (sH2Hi): the school food authotity shal compare sach school’s delly counts
of freq, reduced price srd paid kunches sgainat the product of the number of children in thet school currently
eligible for frae, reduced prics and peid lunch ively, times an d factor.

(i) School foad authoritiee that are identified in suls L i i h ch d in d:
with §210.18 a3 not having mesl ing and claimming violati and that are cocrrectly complying with the
Procedures in parageaph (s}(3)(i) have the opten of developing internal controls in ezcordence with pategragh
(@}21(if of this section.

* ¢ e o o

8. In §210.9:

8. paragraph (bHS) ie amended by sdding the words ~or §210.10s, whichever ie spplicable” et the end of
the paragraph;

b. paragraph (c) § - Y textie ded by ing the to “§210.10{)(1) of thia part” and
adding in its place the reference “§210.10a(1)"; and

<. ograph (c}{1} e oy g the ref to "§210.10° and sdding i s place the
reterence “$210.10s.*

7. Section 210.10is redess d a8 §210.10s.

0. A new sactien 210.1Cis sdded te resd as follows:

and mesl supp
$210.108. For the puspeses of this aestion, the auistion sisrdards we:
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(1) provision of one-thied of the R wded Dietary Al {RDA} of protein, csicium, 1ron, vitamin
A and vitamin C to tha spplicable 394 groups 1n sccordance with the Miimum Nytrient Level 1
Lurches in paragraph (9){4)0) of this saction;

12) provision of the b ime snergy ail for children based on the four age groups provided for in
the Minimym Nitrignt Lyvely for School Lunchey in petsgraph (8)(4) of this section;

(3) the applicable 1930 Digtary Guidelings for Amgricgag wiuch sre:

(i) eat & vanety of fcods;

(ii) Sinit total fat to 30 parcent of cMories;

{iis) kit ssturated fat to lese than 10 percent of calories:

(iv) choose e dist low in cholesterol

{v] choose 3 gist with plenty of vegatables, fruits, ard grein products: end

(vi) uta salt and sodium in modecation,

(4) the folowing measures of complisnce with the 1930 Dista idelings for Ameri :

{i) @ Femit on the percent of caiories from totst fat to 30 percent based on the actual number of Calones
otfersd;

(i) 8 limit on the percant of calories from saturated fat to less than 10 percent based on the sctual number
of calories offered;

() o reduction of tha levels of sodium snd cholesterol: and

{iv) an incresse in the lavel of dietary fider,

{b) General requiremanta for school tunches.

(1) In order to Qualkify for reimbursement, lunches, as oftered by participating schools, shell, at s
meet the mutnition standards provided in paragraph (s of this saction when sveraged over esch school week.
Excapt 88 otherwiae provided harein, school food suthonties shall ensure that sufficient quentitiss menu itsms
and foods e planned and produced to mest, at e mini the ith dards i p. h {e) of this
section,

12) School food suthorities sheil ansuse that each lunch is priced es o unit and that lunches we planned and
produced on the basis of participation trends, with the objsctive of providing one reimbursabie funch per chikd
per day. Aay excess funches that ars produced may be offered. but shal not be claimed for general or specisl
cash assistance provided under §210.4,

{c) Myquirgrnenty tor maaly served to infants and very young childran ibirth to 24 monthy of sge). Meaels
for infents from birth 10 2 yesrs of 80 shall maat the requiremants in §210.10slal. {c), id) and (h).

(d) Spegific ratrignt levely for chilgryn sge 2. Schools with childrsn xge 2 who participste in the program
shail snswre that the ith dacds in paregd h (a) of this sect:on are met gxgent that, such schools have
the option of sither using the RDA and calorie levels for children sges 3-6 in the table, Minimum Nutrignt Levels
for Schogt Lunchey, In aaregraph {el{41{1) of this section, or developing separete nutrient levels for this age
group. Tha methodel for & ireng such levels will be deble in menu plarni ick el
provided by FNS.

ie) Maguigments or meply for chikdreo sase 3-17.

(1) Ganeral. In order to receive rekmbursement, school food suthorities shall ensurs that participating
schools offer knchws which meet the nutrition stendarde provided in paragrezh (el of this section to childcen
age three and over.

(2) Ngrient Weats. The nutrients of reimburzable lunches shall. a3 offered and se sversged over esch school
wesk, mest the requirsments in the table, Minimum Nutriant Levels for School Lunches, in pacagraph (e)t4liil
of this section fas childven of the sppropriste sge group.

(3) Bacords. Production, menu and nutiitionsi snalysie records shall be maintsined by schools to
demonstrete that lunches meet, when aversged over sach school week, the nutrition standerde provided in
paragiaph (a) of this section and the nutrient levels for child of eech age group in the teble MiniTuan

i in parsgraph {e)(4)0) of thes section.
n ad .

4} {LL ; Gk cl
G) Schocie that ere able to offer mesls to chi based on lavels ing one of the fou. age
hv-hinmouhhbdowMdou.smvmmoﬁummmmmmwolhm
Mhmwmww.mwsmmmum«umsmdm
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Planreng, adjust the i lavels following guid provided by FNS, ox, if only one age is outside the
established lgvel, use the levels provided in the tabie for the sjocity of child For ie, 8 schooi hes
rlduommouohﬁn,bmihm!‘nnwad.nmsix.mmvaownmebouudnﬁnmq'odw
of ytudents are in this age group. Schools shall ensure that lunches are otfered with the objective of providing
thowkmchmitmulauchmbvdu»odﬁdhﬂnlmw‘:

MINIMUM NUTRIENT LEVELS FOR SCHOOL LUNCHES

NUTRIENTS GROUP { GROUP ¥ GROU® W GROUP IV
ANO ENERGY AGES 3-6 AGES 7-10 AGES 1113 AGES 1417
ALLOWANCES YEARS YEARS YEARS YEARS

ENERGY 558 (.2 783 848
ALLOWANCE/CALORIES

TOTAL FAT {es s pwcent of sctust Less than or Lesse than or
1014 fond onergy) oqual to 30% oqual to 30%

of sctual of actual
Calaries offered Calories
offered

TOTAL SATURATED FAT (se s Lese than 10% Less than 10%

Parcent ot sctual tetel foed energy) of actust of actusl
Calcries offerad Calories
offered

ADA FOR PROYEIN (g) 7.3 9.3 18.7
ROA FOR CALCIUM {mg} 267 267 400 400

RDA FOR IRON 33 3.3 4.5 45
{mg)

ROA FOR VITAMIN A (RE) 158 233 300 300

ROA FOR VITAMIN C (mg) 14.6 16.0 16.7 19.2

(i) A reimbursable tunch shall include 8 minkmum of thres meny iteme ae defined in §210.2; 0ne menu item
shall be an antree and 0cne shall be fluid mik as o bevarege. An sntrse may be a combination of foods o &
single food item that is offersd as the main course. Al menu items or foods offered as part of the reimburssble
meal mey be idered a3 ibuting ck ing the nutriti derds In paragraph (e) of this
secuon, gxqapt for those foods that sre considered foods of minimal nutritional veius as provided for in
§210.11{0}(2) which ere not offered aa part of & menu item in & reimbursable meal. Reimbursabls iunches, s
offared. shall meet the ished it decde in paragragh (s} of this saction when sveraged over o
school week.

(1) Milk requicement fof childean 2088 2-17. Schools shek comply with the requicements for the offering
itk a8 provided for in §210.10a{d)1).

(o) Offer vecsus servy. Each participating school ahall offer its studercs st feast three menu items ae
required by paragraph (al(41() of this saction. Under offer versus serve, senior Ngh studenis ore required to
take at least two of the thres menu items offered; one menu item seiectad must be an entres. At the
discration of the school {ood suthority, students befow the senior high level may siso participets in offer versus
sarve. The price of a reimbursable lunch shall nat be affected if & student declines & menu iem o sccepts
smalier portions.  State educationsl sgencies shell define *‘serior high.”

(h) Choice. To provide veriaty end to 0 ion and participeth toots should, wh
po“ihlo.o“uaadoeﬁmolmnm.lmwmdmﬁmmn\l&mmymam.

»
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wWhen a school offers a select:on of more than one type of lunch of when it offers a vanety of menu itams,

foods and milk for choice a8 a reimbursable lunch, tha school shall offer all chuidcen the same selection

regardiess of whather the children sre eligible for free of reduced price lunches or pay the school food a
authonty’s designated {Ull prce. The school may establish different unit prices for eech typs of lunch offered

piovided that the benefits made available to chikiren eligible for free of reduced price lunches are not sffected.

{i) Ly .- peniod. At or ebout mid-day schoois shall offer lunches which meet the requiramaents of thus
section ding o penod designeted as the lunch pariod by tha school food authority. Such funch penods shall
occur between 10:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m.. unless otherwiss exempted by FNS. With stete approval, schoois
that sarve children 1:5 yezrs old are encowsqed to divide the servica of the meal into two distinct service b
penads. Such schools mey divide the quantities and/or menu itams o foods otfered between these service _
periods 1n any combination that they chooss. Schools dre 8130 encouraged to provide an adequate number of
lunch penods of sufficiant longth to ensure that ali students have an opportunity to be served and have amph
time 1o conesume their meals.

(i} Exceptions. Lurches claimed for ceirnbursernent shall mest the school lunch nqwomon(: specmed n

this section. Howeve:, lunches offered winch the snd d under
- $210.10a(il are also reimburseble. |
{k} Nytrant Standard Meny Pignn; |, for children 906 2:17. In crder to esswe that school lunchas mest the
mtriton standerds providad in pa _taph (s} of this section, + lysis shail be d d on ak menu

itams o foode offered es part of the reimbursable mesl. 9xceR 107 those foods that are considaced a3 100ds of
minimal nutational velue a3 provided for in §21G.1 1{eH2) which sre not offered as part of 3 menu item in ¢
reimburseble meal. Such cndym swl bo over the course of sech school wesk. The school tood authonty
shall sther indep Standard Menu Planning or shail request that the State agency
sitow Assisted Nutrient Standard Menu Planning.

(1) The Nationsl Nutrignt Detabase and software specifications.

(i) Nutnent snalysis shall ba based on inf i ded 1n the National Nutrient Datebase for Child
Nutntion Progrems. This databese shall be incorporetad into software used 1o conduct matnent enatysis. Upon
request. FNS will provida information bout the datebase to software cOmpaniss that wish to develop school
food sarvice software . 'sisms.

{ii) Any softwere used to conduct nutnent anuylu Lall bs evaluated by FNS and. as submitted. beesn
— determuned to mest the micemum i i by FNS. H . such review does not constitute

% sndorsement by FNS of USDA. Such software lho“ provise the cepabiity to parform all functions required after .
the basic dete has besn enteced including calculstion of weighted averagez 83 required by (kH2) of this section

N {2) Detarmination of weighted gversgm.

{il Menu 1teme #nd foods offersd as part of ¢ reimbursable meal shall be anstyzed based on portion sizes
and projected 3erving amounts and shek ba weighted based on theic proportionata contnibution to the mesis.
Thetefore, menu items of foods more frequently sel d will ibuis more L then menu items cr
foods whech ace fese frequently sslected. Such weighting shall ba dons in accordance with guidance issued by
FNS ss well 88 that provided by the aoftware used.

{il} An anslysis of 8 menu Hems and foods offered in the menu over sach schocl wesk shall be computed
for celones and foc each of tha follow:ng nutrients: protein; vitamin A; vitamin C; iron; calcium; total fet;
seturated fot; ond sodium, The enalysis shell slsc inckude the dwetary components of cholesterol and distary

fibet

(3} Compating aversae dadly lvelp. Once the appropriste procedures of parsgraph k2] of this section
have besn compHeted. the results shail be compared to the appropnete 8Qe group kevel for each nutrient ond
for calones in the table. Mmi_‘i’ll_ﬂmm in paragraph (eH{4)(i) of this section. In
sddition, comparisona ehall ba made 10 the i wded n sgraph {9) of this section in order
10 determine the degres of conformity.

14} Adigstments based 00 siudents' salections.

The results obtamned under pecageaph (k}2) of this section shall be used to adpiat {utuce menu cycles to
accurately reflect production and atudent solections. Menus iney require further snalysis and companson.
depanding on the resuits obtased 1 paregraph {k}{3) of this section when production and aslection patterns
change. The achool food suthority mey need to congider modifications 10 he menu itema and foods offered

n
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based on student set 23 weil 93 modifi '8 t0 recipes and other specilicetions 10 eneure that the
standarda provided in greph (a) of this section are met.

(5) Standyrdized recipas. Under Nutricnt Standard Menu Planning dized recipes shail be developed
snd followed. A standardized recips is one that was tested to provide an ished yield and 7
through the use of ingredients that remain in both and preparstion methods.
USDA/FNS standardized reciper are included in the National Nutriant Database for the Child Nutiition
Pr In addition, local datdized recipas used by school food sutharities shall be analyzed for their
calories, nutrients and dietary components and added to the local databass by that school food authority in
accordenca with paragraph (K)(1)(ii) of this section.

(6) Processed foody. Uniess aiready inciuded in the Nationsl Nutrient Deteb the celorie
outnents and dietery E d: with 9raph (k)(3) of this xection, of purchased procsssed

in
foods and manu iterns used by the school food authority shell be obtained by the school food authority of Stete
agency and i P d into the dateb. ot the locs! level In accordance with FNS guidance.

(7} Substitstiong. If the need for serving & substitute foodis) or menu item{s! occurs ot lesst two wesks
prior o serving e planned menu, the revised menu shall be resnslyzed bassd on the changes. If the need for
101ving @ substitute food(s) or menu itemis) occurs two weeks or lesa prioe 1o secving tha planned menu, no

Y8i% is requir H 2 10 the extant possible, substitutions should be made using simiar foods.
U Aggi Nytrign g M Py N
(I)Fotuhoolloodunhoﬁﬁummommwilyto d Nutrient Starviard Menu Planning, as

provided in paregraph (k) of thia section, menu cycies developad by other tources may be used. Such sources
may include but sre not limited to the State sgency, othe: school food suthorities, consultents, er food secvice
MaNagIment companias.

(2} Assisted Nutrient Standard Menu Plannicg shall esteblish menu cycles thet have been developed in

d with p. ha (kN1) through (k}6) of this section as well 28 local food praferences and locad

food service operetions. These menu cycles shek & the it dacde in graph (e) and the
Minimum Nutrignt Levels for School Lunches in pasagraph (e)(41) of this section. in addition to the menu
cycls, recipea, food product specificati prep ) hniques shall oieo be developed and provided by
the entity fumishing Assisted Nutrisnt Standacd Menu Plannir.g to ensure thet the meny items and foods

offered 1 to the W Y et of the menu cych.

(3 11 a school Tood authority requests Assisted Nutrient Standard Manu Pianning, the State agency shell
d ine if it is d. Atthe i ion of any approved use of Assistsd Nutrient Standerd Menu
Plancung, the Stete sgancy shell spprove the initisd menu cycle, recipes, and other specifications to determine
that all required el for cocrect ‘ lysis are i d. The State agency shell tiso, upon
reQuest, provice i with hmpl jon «f the chosen system,

(4) After initial service under the Aasisted Nutrient Standard Menu Planning menu cycle, the nutrient

lysis shall be d in with paragcaph (k}(2) of this section and sppropriate adiustments
made.

(5) Under Aaisted Nutriont Standard Me:w Planning, the schodl food suthority retaine finel respoceibiity
for eneuring that el nutrition d. b e in paragraph (o) of thie section ere met.

(m) Complignce with the merition stendards. f the snelyst ducted in with parags &
otﬂioltﬁtucﬁonnlnwaﬂmhmoﬂmmno(muwwmmmdlhpdaouph {e) of
this section, actions, inchudi ical sash and troining, shall be taken by the State agency, schooi

food suthacity, or achool, u‘nprcwi-u, to eneure that the lunches offered e children cemgly with the
ith od by parsgroph (o) of this section.

(n) Nutrition daciosure. Schuol food suthorities ere 2ged to maks inf il dicating
afforts to meet the itk de in pacagraph (8} of this sectien, such & publicizing the ol the
nutrient snalysis of the school week menu cycle.

(o) Swoplemental food. Ekgidle schools opecating efter school care programs maey be reinbursed for one
meat supplement offered to an eligible child {ss defined in §210.2) per day. Maal supplsments shail conform to
the provisions set forth in 1210.10e(). .
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Standstd Meny Pianong

11} No later than Schoc! Year 1998-99, school food authorties shall ansure that luncheg offered to chiddren
ages 2 and above by participating a3chools meet the nutrition standards provided in parsgraph (a) of this
saction.

{21 Further, no later than School Ye 1998-99, schoal food authorities shall ensure that Nutrient Stendard
Manu Planning, or Assisted Nutnient Standard Menu Planning, where seplicable, is applied 10 wnchas offered
by psctcipating schools.

13} Schools andfor schoot food suthorities may begin to implamaent any of sll of tha provisions of this
section before School Year 1998-99 wir™. pnor approval of the Stats agency. In thesa situations, State
agencies shsll evelusto the ability of school food suthorities to bagin Nutrient Standard Men Plsnning of
Assistad Nutnent Standard Menu Planning and provide stari-up training and tacilitete initial imp .
Howavar, school food authontias shall 1ot be subject to the provisions of $210.15(a) for failure to comply with
the nutaition etandards astablished by paragtaph (a) of this section o¢ Nutriant Standard Menc Placniing of
Agsisted Nutrient Stendard Meny Planung esteblished by pacagraphs (k) and {1} of this section until School
Yeosr 1998-99. In addition. school food ities that impk {utrient Standard Menu Planning of
Assisted Nutrient Siandard Menu Planvung price 10 School Year 1998-99 shall be axampt from §210.18(gH2}
vatil raguired implamentation in School Yaar 1998-39.

{4} Stata sgencies shall t ‘ ion of Nutsient Standard Menu Planning o Assisted Nutnant
Standard Meny Planming at the school tood authority fevel in ofder 10 8nsuce pLOper compliance. Such
monitoring shall include the Stata sgency observation of the mosl service 10 determine if meals claimed tor
reimb 1 conten the app i number and typs of menu itema. FNS may review Stata sgency
evalustion Critcria and monitoring proceduras aa part of any ] t Justion raview ducted during
the implementation penod.

15) Beginrung with School Yaar 1998-99,

Stats agencies shall monitor complience by school food authotities with the nutnition standatds in pacegraph (el
of thus saction in d with the req ts of §210.19(e}.

9. in the nawly redesignated §210.108:
a. the title is revised and

b. the table in parageaph (¢} is amended by favising the “Milk® description undsr “Food Componants and
Food items”.

The revisions read s lollows:

210.108 Lunch components and quantities for the meal pattern, kunchas for very young chadren and meal
supplements.

DRI

{e) Mirsmym required tunch guantities. * .

SCHOOL LUNCH PATTERN-PER LUNCH MINIMUMS

Food Components and Faod itema

Milk (as a bevecagae): Fluid whole milk snd thad
unflavored fowfut mik must be offered; (Flavored
flsd mulk, skim itk of buttermilk opional)

« o000

10. In 210.14, paragraph (c} in ravised 10 read as follows:
$210.14 Resource mansgement.
R

(¢} Fingncisl ATPCER. The school Tood suthority shafl meet the requirements of the State agancy fot
comphance with §210.1 9(a} including sny separetion of racords of nonprofit school food sarvice from recofds
of any other food asrvice whech may be operated by the school food suthority as provided in pacugraph (a) of

33
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thes saction.

® s s 0

11. 1n 210.15:

&, Psragraph (b)(2} ix revised:

b. Paragraph (b}(3} is smended By removing the referance to °210.10(b) of this part® and adding in its
place the words "$210.10(a} or $210.10a(b), whichever is applicable®; and

c. Paragraph (b)4) is removed snd paragraph (bi(S) is redasignated ss (bii4}.

The revision casds ss fokows:

$210.18 B % and ok
o ¢ e o .

) e b .

(2} Preduction and menu records as requicsd under §210.108 and pr
racords as required unde: $210.10, whichevar is applicable.

¢ s e e 0

g

12, in 210.186:
&. paragraph (b)(1) is amended by adding the words *developed in with the provi of

§210.100r §210,10a, whichever is spplicable,” after the worde °21-day cycle menu® whenaver they sppear:
and

b. the first sentence of paragraph (cH3) is revised to read ss folows:

{3) No payment is to ba made for maetis that are spoiled or unwholesome at twne of delivery, do not meet
detaiied specifications ss developed by tha school 100d suthority for each food item fi
in $210.10 0or 210.10s, whichever is appliceble, or do not otherwize meet the requicements of the contract. *
..

LI A

13. in 210.18:

a. Paragraph (c) introd Y textis dod by ing the number "4° in the pirase “4-yasr oview
cycle® wharever it sppesrs and sdding In its place the number *5°:

b. the first sentence of parsgraph (cl(1) is amanrded by removing the number *4° in the phrase “4-yosr
revisw cycle” and adding Iniunlmtmmmbu’i'mdbynmwinq the number °5° in the phrase ‘evey §
vears® and adding in its place the number *8°;

c. graph (c)(2} ls ded by '.,hmnb.r't'hth.phrm ‘&vwcycb'andlddinqinm
place the number *8°;

d. peregraph (c)3) is nded by ‘-hm’s’hhm’m.nvhwmwd‘w
#dding the number *€° in its place:

¢. parageaph (dN3) ie ded by g the ref to “210.19(e}4)* and adding in its place s
refarence 1o “210.19(al8)"; gnd

1. pacagraph Bi2) is by ring the ret '210.10°wmhmmommm
“$210.10a.°

14, & 210.19:

3. paragrephs (8X1) through (aHS) ere redesignated as paragraphs (a}i2) threugh (aH@), respectively, and &
new pacagraph {al(1) is added:

b. newly redes ] h (2)(2) is revised;

€. the last in newly redesio d oreph (al3) is revised;

9. the number *4° in the second of newly redesip Paagraph (4118} is removed and the
fumber *5° is added in its place:

e, the secend of

agragh ic} intredustery text ‘s revised;

34
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1. a new santanca is added at thu end of paragraph (ci(1);

9. the refwrence to $210.10" in paragraph {c){8)i) is removed and & raference to “$210.10a% is added in
its plxce: end

h. & new paragiaph (c)(B)(iii) is added.

The additions and revisions reed as folowe:

210.19 Additional responsibilities.

{e) Genergl Program manpgemant. ¢ ¢ ¢

1) mmummmm Al & minimum, beginning with School Yaar 1998-99, schoo! food
authoritios shall mest the it blished in §210.10(a) for mmburnblo meals.

(i) Beginning with School Year 199!~99.$mc gencies shall ! with Un blished
mutrition standerds over @ school week. At a mini thess evsluations chakl be conducted once avery 5
years end may be conducted at the 3amae time a schodl food suthority is lchod\hd for m adminietrative review
in accordance with £210.18. State agencies may also duct these l i} with techri
assistance visits, othar reviaws, or separately. The State sgency shasil assesa the nutmn( snslysis for thy lsat
compistad tchool week to detarmine if the school food suthority is applying the methodology provided in
!210 lo(k)oc {1), es appropri Port of this shail be an independent review of menus and

ds to di ine if they pond to the tysi d d by the school food euthority snd
l' the menu, as oftered, svar 8 school week, de to the it derde set forth in £210.10{a).

{iit i the menu for the school week feits to mest sny of the nutrition standarde set forth in £210.10{e), the
$choo! food euthority shall devalop, with the sssistance and concurrence of the State agancy, a cocrective
action plen designed to rectify thoss deficiencies. The State sgency shail monitor the schodl food suthority’s
sxecution of the plan to ensura that the tems of the comective action plan sfe mat.

(i} If &' school food authority feils to mool the lm of tha corrective sction plan, the State sgency shail
determine if the school food hotity is % in good faith and, if so, may renegotiste
the cocrective action plan, if wu-mud Hownvu, if the school food authoiity has not been acting in good
mm to maet :ho torms of the comctm action plan snd refuses to nmootuu lho plan, the State agency shail

ina if & disell of funde as &ithorized under p h {c) of this asction is
wairanted.

(2) Assycance of complignce for fingnzee. Esch State agency shell enswre that school food suthorities
comply with tha requi to for o snd expenditures of their nonprofit school food
sarvice. School food authorities shall mest the requitements for the altovsabifity of nongrofit schiool food
service expenditres in eccordence with this part and, as spplicable, 7 CFR Part 3018, The State sgancy shall
anaure complience with the requilements to l-mm cash resources and shail provide for sproval of net cash
resources in excess of three the’ Each Stata agency shak monitor, through raviaw
o sudit or by other mm,th-mtcnhnmm of tha nonprofit 2chool 100C service i sach achool food
sthority panticipating in the Program. Wi tha event thet net cash excesd I monthe’
expenditurea for the school food autharity’s nongrofit school food servica or such other amou.:t ae mcv be
spproved in eccordeance wnhutwnh.v-SMowymwvmnm\od {ood authority to reduce
the price chi e L food quality or lake other action designed to improve the
nonpeofit school 1oodutvlcc hﬁmdw%umms:.uw“m-ﬁi\nMn
tha rate of rek under the Pr .

{3) imdroved manggyment practicag. * ¢ ¢ If a substantisl numbes of children who routinely and over a
petiod of txme do not favorably eccept @ perticulsr menu item:; retum foodw; or chooss lees than alt food
itams/components or foods and menu items a8 authorized under §210.10ieK4Hi or $210.10ade), poor
-cupuoco of certain menus mey be indicated.

e o o o

tc) Figcad aclion. * * * Stats spencies shaki take fiscel action ageinat school 1ood .umodtln for Clalms
1or Reimbucsemaent that are not properdy peyabie under this part inclucing, if d, the o of
funds for failwe to take ¢ ive action in d with paragraph (o)(ll of this section, * * *

(1) Definition. * * * Fiecal asction siso includes dissllewence of funds fer failure te take corrective action
n .ccauhnu with paragraph (al1) of this section.

e ¢ o o
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(61 Excegtiong. * * °

{iiii when sny review or gudit ravesls thax s school food outhoritv'l tailure to meet the nutrition stenderds
of £210.10is unintentional and the school food authority is g the 1eQui s of ¢ ive plan
developed end agread to under paragraph (s} 11} of U\n section.

15. In Appendix A, Altsrnats Foods for Mssls; Enviched Mecaroni Products with Fortified Protein, the first
sentencs of peregraph 1(e} is amanded by removing the refersnce to “$210.10" and adding in ite place ¢
reterance to “$210.100."

18. In Appendix A, Altsmate Foods for Maals: Cheoss Altamate Products,

a, mt:oductorypuwnahlu d by J the referance to *$210.10" and edding in its place ¢
reference to 1210 10a° and

b.

h 14d) is ded by ing the t0 “$210.10" and adding in its place e reference
t0 "$210.104.°

17. In Appendix A, Altemate Foods for Meals; thabn Protein Products:

8. introductory paragraph 1 is dad by ing the 10 “$210.10"° and adcng in its place ¢
reference to “§210.10a";

b,  the sscond sentence of parsgraph 1{d) is ded by ng the to "§210.10" and adding
in ite place e reference to “$210,10e";

c. the ficst of graoh 1(e} is ded by ing the to “§210.1G" and adding in
its place @ referance to "§210.10a"; and

d. tha first of h 3ie ded by ing the ref 10 *§210.10" and adding in its
place e reference t0 *§210.10s. -

18, InAop.ndix C,ChildNuu'MonLaboMgPraw
h 2(el is ded by ing the 10 "§210.10° and adding in its place o refersnce
10 IZ'IO 100 :

b. the first of p h JicH2) ie d by ing the refy % to "$210.10" and edding
in its place » reference to mo 10- and by removing the refarence to “$220.8° md sdding in its place »
raference to " §220.82" and

¢. the 3econd sentence of paragraph 6 ie 4ed by ing the to “$210.1G" and adding
its plsce e reference to "§210.108" and by removing the reference (c §220.8" and sdding in ite plece ¢
referance to *$220.8"

PART 220 - SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM

1. The suthority citation i ravised to reed es follows:
Asharity: 42 U.8.C. 1773, 1778, unless otherwise noted.

2 h2202
wh(blbmwwmmtwut or
IZZOII. hich o " after the refi to "§220.8;°
<. wwwm,mm is added;
d. e rew paragraph (p-1) is added;
.. p-q.hmhmwmnm ot
$220.8a, » " afver the te “§220.9"; ord
1. 8 now paragraph (w-1) is added.

The sdditiens reed as Nllows:
9259.2 Oufiniions.

* 9 0 0 9
m) Riany e meene, whilsr Mutriont Stenderd Meny Pianning o Acshited Nutriant Siended Meny
Planning. ony singia &od o eomhinglion of tosds. AB mony ows or foads olisred on part of e ininseshis
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meal may be considezed as contributing towards mesting the nutrition standerds provided in §21C.8{b), except
for those foods that are considersd es foods of muiimal nutntional value as provided for in §220.2(i-1) which
016 0ot offered as part of & menu item in & reimbursabls meal, Fov the purposes of a reimburseble mesl. ¢
minimum of thrae meny items must be offered. one of which must be an antree (a combination of foods or a
single food item that is offered s the main coursa) and one must be fluid mikk,

e o o o o

{p-1) Nytrien 1d M Planning/Assi Nysrien Planning meens & way to develop
mesls basad on the analysis of nutnents which would reqve school braakfests, when averaged over 8 school
week, t0 meat tpecific levals for a sat of key nutrients and calories rather than a specific sat of food
categocies. Analysis of the menu itams and foods shall bs based on everages that wiil be weighted by
production quantities as offered to the students, Such analysis is normally done by e school or a school food
authority. Howaver, for the purposes of Assisted Nutrient d Mam F ing, mMeny pl: and
analysis s complated by other entities and shadl i the pr ities needed to d

QUi of a perticulsr school or school food authority,

{w-1) SQM_EI.L mun‘ the pcnod of time used ae the basis for determining nutrient levals of tha menu
and foe cond dard Menu Planning or Assisted Nutrient Standard Menu Planning for
teoakfasts, The p'nod week shail De 8 minimum of three days and a maximum of saven days. Weeks in
which braakfasts ara offersd less than thves times shall be combinad with sither the pravious or the coming
wesk.

e o o o o

3. 0 220.7. parageaph la}{2) is smended by adding the words “or §220.8e, whichsver is sppliceble,” atter the
tefererce to “$220.8°.

4. Section 220.8 is radesignated se 220.84 ond & new section 220.8 is added to raed as foilows:

$220.8 Nutrit detds for breakfast snd menu planning systema.

(a) Braskiasts for verv young children. Maals for infants and very young chikiren (agas birth to 24 months)
who ate perticipating in the Program shelt mest the requirements in §220. Sefa), (b) and (c),

(b} Nutrition standerds for braskfasia for children ege 2 snd over. School food suthorities ahell ensure that
participeting schools provide it and well-bal b il age 2 snd ovar based on tha
mdrition standards provided in this section. For the purposes o“ﬂlmuon the nutrition standerds ate:

(1) peovision of one-fourth of the R ded Dietary AN (MDA} of protein, calcium, iron, vitemin
A snd vitsmin C to the applicable 3ge groups in accordance with the Minimum Nutriert Lavels for Scheal
Rreaklssty in pauouph mm of thia uw:bon.

(2) i of the gy for h d with the 8¢ groups in the

In pacagraph (n)ll) of thus cection;

(3) che applicable 1990 Distary Guideires for Amaricang which are:

(i) aat a veristy of foods;

i) Sienit total fat to 30 percent of caleries;

(i) imit satursted fat to fess than 10 percent of calories:

(v} choose e diet low In cholssterol

tv) chooss & diat with plenty of veguisbies, fruits, snd grain products; snd

{vi) use sait snd sodum in moauuon.

(4) the follow . wmmumm_emmw_m_nmm

(n)nhmanmowcomdcd«mhwnmumtoaowcmwonthllcludnunbuolcumu
offared;

() @ limit on the parcent of calories from saturated fat to Jess than 10 percent based on the sctusl number
of caiories offerad:

(i) & reduction of the levels of sotum and cholesterol; end

{iv) 8n increass In the irvel of distary fiber.




te} el it g m ] 1 jide: 3
(1) In ordet to qualify for reimbursemant, breskiests, es offered by participating schools, shall, et ¢
e , meet the it o N paragrap (b} of this section when avaraged over ssch schoal week.

{2) School food suthorities shell ensure that each breskfeet is priced 88 ¢ unit. Except ss otherwise
provided harew:, school food sutherities shall ensure that sufficient quantities of menu itemse and focde ere

A d and prods $0 that bresk meet, et ¢ mini the ith darde i parsgreph (b} of this
section.

(3) School food authorities shall eneure that breek are gl d and produced on the besis of
pacticipation trends, with the objective of iding ona reimb bie broakfaet per child per day. Aty excess
breskfests that ere produced muonm,uumudmmrmmuuzo.o.

(d) Nugritionsd ceiterig for bagkfagts for chidran go8 2 and gver. In order to receive reimbursement, schoal

food authorities shall ensure that participeting schools provide breskfasts to chidren age two and over in
d with the it de in parsgeaph (b) of thia section.

(1) The rutrients of treakizats shall, when averaged over each schoal week, meet the requirements in the
teble mmmuwmmm,, in parsgraph (al(1) of this section for children of sach
s group.

{2) Production, menu snd it tysi ds shaki be rsintsined by schools to demonatrste that
Dreekissts as offersd mest the nutrition standarde provided in pacagraph (bl of this section and the nutrient
levels for children of each age group in the tebls, Minimurn Nytrignt Lavels for School Beaakiasty, kn parsgraph
{e}{1) of this section.

(3} Schools with children sge 2 who participate in the progeam shell ensurs that the nutrition standards
paregraph (b} of this section ace met #xcept that, such schools have the option of sithar using the RDA and
calorie levels (or children eges 3-8 in the teble, Min Nt 1 kigaty. in parsgraph
(81{1} of this section or developing seperate requirements for this age group. The methodology for ¢ g
such lavels will be ilable in mems plsnning guid isd provided by FNS.

(e) Bequirgmenty for magls for children soeg 3-17.

1) Schools that ace sbie to offer meais to chikizen based on nutrient levels reflecting one of the four e
fevel in the table below should do 30, Schools that cannot offer mesis 1o chiidren on the basis of o0t leveis in
the table beicw sisl, under Nutrisnt Standard Menu Planrung or Assisted Nutriet Standard Menu Planni g,
adjust the bli {avels 1 ing gruid: by FNS or, it only one ege is outside the established iev . use
the level provided (or the majority of child Schools shell ensure that breekissts ere offered with the
objective of pcoviding the per breaklast minimume for esch ¢ level as specified in the following table:

MINIMUM NUTRIENT LEVELS FOR SCHOOL BREAKFASTS

NUTRIENTS GROUP { GROUP i GROUS W GROUP Iv
AND ENERGY ALLOWANCES AGES 3-8 AGES 7-10 AGES 11-13 AGES 1417
YEARS YEARS YEARS YEARS

ENERGY ALLOWANCES/ 419 $00 588 826
CALONIES

TOTAL FAY tas o parcare o Less then or Less than or Less than or Less than or
actual tetsl foad anergyl | equel to 30% wqual to 30% oquel to 30% of

of actuct of actusl actusl Celories
Calories | Calones offered offered offered
offered

TOTAL SATURATEO FAT e Less than | Lets than 10% Less than or
¢ parcert of sctuel tetal load | 10% of actual of sctual oqual to 10% of
sraevi Calories | Calores offered actusl Calories

offered offered

ROA FOR PAOTEIN (g} $.50 700 12.50
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NUTRIENTS GAOUP | GROUP Il GROUP 1l GROUP Iv
ANO ENERGY ALLOWANCLES AGES 3-8 AGES 7110 AGES 1113 AGES 14-17
YEARS YEARS YEARS YEARS

ROA FOR CALCIUM (mg} 200 200 300 300

ROA FOR IRON {mg} 2.5 2.5 3.4 3.4

ROA FOR VITAMIN A (RE) 19 175 225 225

RDA FOR VITAMIN C (mg) 1100 11.25 12.50 14.40

(2) A reimbucsable brsakfast shall include a mirémum of thees menu itams ss defined in $220.2(ml. e of
which shsil be fluid milk as ¢ bevaraga, offered on cereal. of 8 combination of both. Al menu items o foods
offered as part of the reimbursable maat may be idered o8 ibuting towards ing the Tt
standards, axcept 1o thass foods that are considered foods of rinimal nutritional value a¢ providad tor in
$210.20i-1} which aca not offered as part of a meny item in a reimbursable maasl. Broskfasts, as offersd, shall

indep meet tha blished nutrient standards when averaged over a school week,

{f) Milk_coquirement for chitdren aoes 2-17. A sarving of milk as » bevarcge of on carasl or used in part for
sach purposs shall be a manu itam for echool braskissts. Schools shall cor dly with the minimum reqired
serving sizes for milk in §220.8e{al(2) and with the othar requxemants for milk in $220.8a(d) and $220.8slg).

(g} Qtfer vergus serve. Each participating school shail offer its students ot [sast thres menu items us
required by paragraoh (a)(2) of this section. Under offer versus serva, sanior high students aza required to take
ot Isest two of the ttwee menu items. At the discretion of tha school food autbority, students below the senior
high level may siso participata in offer varsus serve. The ptica of s rembursable breskfast shall not be
sffectad if o student decknes menu items o accepts smaller portions, Stata sduceiional sgencies shall define
“senior begh.™

th1 Choice. To provide vanety and 10 nCouwrage ion and parti ion. schools should, whenever
possible, provide 8 sslection of foode and types of mik from which childsan mey make choices. When a school
offers » salaction of more than one typa of treektest or whan it offers a vanety of foods and milk for choica as
o raimbursable brecxfast, the school shall offer all childron the same valection ragardiass of whather the
children aca aligible for free of reduced price breskfasts of pay tha school food authority designated full pnce.
Tha school may establiish ditfarent unit prices for sach typs of breakiset offered provided that the b
made svailatie to chikiren eligibie for free of reduced price breakf ara not aff d

(i) Substitutions. Schools shall make substitutions for stud who ata idered 1o have dieebilities undec
7 CFR Part 15b in accordence with $220.8alf).

() Nistrignt Stenderg Meny Fignning/Assisted Nutrignt Standard Meny Panning for children age 2-17.
In ordes 10 assura that school brask( mest the i 1 dards provicded in paragraph (bl of this
section, nutrient snelysis shall be conducted on &il foods offered es part of & reimb bie mesl. Such lysi
shail be over the courss of sach schooi weak. The school 1ood authority shall mther independently conduct
Nutnent Standard Menu Planmng or shall request that the Stata agancy sMow Assisted Nutrient Standard Menu
Poenring.
(11 The Nationsl Nytriget Database s softwsre spacifications.
(i) Nutrient anatysis shall be baced on inf provided in tha National Nutrient Oatat for Child

Froge This base shell be porated into sottwsse used 10 conduct rutrient sralysis. Upon

raquest. FNS will provide information sbout the database 10 Soltware companies that wish 1o develop school
food servics softwa‘a systama.

(%) Any software used to conduct nutriant analysis shall be evsiuated and. as submitted, been determined
10 meet tha reque blished by FNS. Howaver. such saview does not consutite
endorsamaent by FNS or USDA. Such software shall provide tha capebility 1o perform all tuncuons required
stter the basic date has been entered including caiculetion of weighted averages s required by (}{2) of this

s




section.

(2) Determunation of weighted averages.

{1l Foods offered s pert of o reimbxrsebis mes! shsll be anelyzed based on menu items, portion sizes, and
Projected serving emountt end shal be weighted based on their proportionsta contribution to the meals.
Therelore. toods more fi ly selected will ibute more i than toods which as ks frequenty
seiected. Such weighting shadl be done in accordance with Quidance issued by FNS as weil as that provided by
the softwsre used.

(i) An snelysis of st manu items snd foods offered in the menu over sach school week shall be computed
for calones and for esch of the following nutnents: protein; vitam A; vitamin C; iron; calcium; total fet;
setursted fat; and sodium. The anslysis shall siso include the distary components ¢f cholesterol and distary
fiber,

(31 Competing averwge daity levels. Once the procedcres of poragraph (12} of this section have been
completed, the results shall be compared to the appropriate 299 group level {or aach mutrient and for calories in
the tebls, Minimum Nytrignt Levels for School Brepkfasts, in pacagraph {e){1) of this section. In addition,
compirisons shall be made to the nutrition standards provided in paragraph (b of this section in order to
determina the degree of conformity.

4) Mu&_!m:_um_gn_mmm The results obtained under psragraph ()(2) of this section
shall be used to adjust future menu cycles to accurstely reflect production and student selections. Men.us will
require further analysis and comparison, dapending cn the results obtained in pacagraph ({){2] of this s-ciion
whet production snd sel change. The school food suthority may nesd 10 conaider modifications
10 the menu items and foods offersd based on student selections as welt 8s modifications 10 recipas and other
specifications to ensure that the nutrition standerds in paragraph (b nf this section aw met.

(6) Standardized recioes. Under Mutrisat Standard Menu Placning, standardized recipse shall bedeveloped
and followed. A stendardized recipe i one that was tasted 1o provide sn estsbiished yield and quantity
through the e of ingredients that remain in both and prepacation methods.

USDA/FNS dized rscipes ace included in the A i Hutrient DataSsca for the Child Nutrition
Programs. In sddition, local standardized recipes ussd by school 10od suthorities shall be anstyzed for thew
caloties, nutrients and distsry components wwtommmmwwwvmww.

(6} Processad foods. Urless siready inchuded in the Nati Nutrient Detabx the catorie
mutrients and dietary components, in sccordance with parageaph (211 of this section, of purchased
processsd {0ods and menu items used by the school food suthority shall be obteed by the schoot food
suthority or State sagency and i P d into the datad at the local level in sccordance with FNS
guidance.

(71 Substitutions. If the need for serving a substitute foodis) of menu itemis) occurs ot (233t two weoks
POF o serving the planned M,th.rwr»dm:halbcrw\dyudhuodmmw. i the need for
serving & substiiute food(s) or menu itemis) occias two weeks of Jese prior to serving the planned menu, no
reanalysis is required. However, 10 tha extent sssibie, substitutions should Ce made using simder foode.

(k1 Agalatod Nutrignt Standard Meny Manning.
(11 For school food suthorities without the capabllity to duct Nutrism Maenu P4 g, o
wwhwmmulolwmmmavmbvmmmeamlnmd.Suchuueu
may inciude but are not kmited 10 the State age. 1, odhar schosl foed sutharities, consutants, or $00d service
t companies.
lz)nuin-dN\mthtmuMmMmoushmcydumrmbmdwdopdh
accordance with paragraphe (1) through GH6) of Uvs section as well se local food preforsnces and tocal food
eorvice operations. Thess menu cycles shall i the it d n parsgraph () of this
ond the Micimym Nytrigrt Levels fer School Broakigaig in persgraph (a)(1) of this section. In eddition to the
mecw cyCie, recipue, f60d prod o prep L iques shall siso be deveioped snd
provided by the entity furnishing Aseisted b d Menu Pianning 10 ansure thet the menu items and
foode offered f to the o alysis k of the menu cyche.
(31 i a schodl food suthority Assisted Nutrient Stand, Menu Manning, tha Stste agency shall
ing i it is d. At the & ion of sny spproved use of Assisted Nutrient Standard Menut
Planning, the State agency shak approve the initiel menu cycle, tecipes, wnd other specifications to determine
that ol required siemants for comect rnrient s\undards and snalysis ere incorporsted. The State agency sheil
also, upon requeit, provide i with imph ion of the chosen aystem.
(4] Afeer the initiel service, the muvient anslysis shedl be d in “ with peragraph ()(2) of

40
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this section and aporopnate adjustments mada.
{51 Under Assisted Nutnient Standard Menu Planning. the school food authority retains final
for ensuang that all nutrient standards sstablished 1n pacagraph (b) of this saction dre met.

) Comphiance with the nulrition standardg. If the anatysis conductsd in sccordance with paragraphe () end
(k) of this, section shows that the menus Offated are not in compliance with the nutrition standards esteblished
(n paragraph (b) of this section, actions, including tachnical assistance and trsining. shall be taken by the State
agencs, $chool 100d suthonty, of school, as appiopriate, 10 snewre that the breakfasts offersd to children
comply with the lis had \ derd:

{m) Ngrition disclogure. Schoo! food author ore ged to make i ion available indicating
eftorts 1o mest the nutntion standards 1n paragraph {b) of this section, such as publicizing the results of the
nutrent analysis of the school week menu cycle,

in) Implementation of oytntion stand tards_and Nytrient Standard Meny Planning/Assisted Nytrient Stendard
Meny Planmng. (1) At a mxmum, the provisions of this section reguiring compliance with the nutrition
standards in paragraph (b} of ihus section shall ba impismented no later then the beginung of School Yeer
1998-99. Howevsr. schools and/or school 10od authorities may begin to implement any of all of the provisions
In this section with prior appecval of the State agency.

(2) Pror 10 Schoo! Yeer 1998:99, Stata sgencies shall raquire school food horiti hocls to i
Nutrient Stsndard Menu Planing or Assisted Nutnant Standard Menu Plencing for the School Breakfast
Program at the same me it 18 mpiemented for the National Schoo! Lunch Program and in accordance with thwe
tarms of §210.10{0).

5. The title of newly redesignated §220.8ais ravised to raad as follows:

220.8a Breek and quantitk for the mest pattern snd for very young children.

s o oa s

8. In Section 220.9, tha fust of graph {e) 18 ded by adding the words “or 220.8a,
whichever is appliceble.” after the reference 1o “§220.8°.

7 in Saction 220.14, paragreph (h) is amended by removing the reference 10 =$§220.8 (a)(1)" and sdding 10 11
plece a referenca to ~§220.8a(al1)".

8.1n Appandix A, Altarnate Foods for Mesls, Formulated Gran-Fruit Products, paragraph 1la) is amended by
removing the refarence to “$220.8" and sdding in its place s reference to “§220.8¢.°

9. in Appandix C, Child Nutrition (CN) Labeling Program:

a. paragraph 2(a) 1e amended by removing the ratecence to *210.10" and replacing it with & referencs to
*210.10a%;

b. the first sentence of paragraph 3ick(2) is ded by g the 10 *§210,10° snd sdding
 itn place o reference to "§210,10a" and by removing the refe ence to "§220.8" end adding in ite place s
reference to “$220.8¢" ; snd

c. the second sentence of paragraph 3 is ded by ing the ref: 10 “$210.10" and sddng In
its place a referancs 10 "$210.1Je” and by temoving the rsfarence to " §220.8" snd adding n ite place ¢
reference to “§220.8¢."

ELLEN HAAS
ASSISTANT SECRETARY
FOR FOOD AND CONSUMER SERVICES




d y Cost/B it A

1. Tith: Natonal Schoot Lunch and School Breskfast Program: Numhon Objactives for School Maeals

2. Background: This rule proposes tc amand the regulati g the nutritk dards for the

Schoot Lunch and School Breakfast Programs. Specifically, this p’opotll would update the current nutrition
standards to incorporate the Dietery Guidglings for Americang, which reflect medical and scientific consensus
on proper ition as e vitsl ek n i pe o sndtom(mh«lthptomonm‘ This propossl
would aisc adopt meal planning besed on snalysis of ey nutri Standard Menu Planning or
Assisted Nutrient Menu Planning) in Heu of the current maal pattern. These changet would be
impdemented no 1ster than July 1, 1998, In recognition of the importance of reinventing and stresmibining
Sovemnment programs, this proposal would also reduce various budcm associated with tho school mesl
programs and would modify the rsview for the National School Lunch Frogiam ts ensure
adequate oversight of the propossd updated nutrition standerds.

3. St Authon | School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751-1760,1779) and Child Nutsition Act ot
1966 {42 U. S C. 1773 1779

4. Cost/Benefit A of &t ic and Other Etfects:

e. Costs to produce a meal:

A nati ive sampie included In the School Lunch snd Breekfsst Cost Study found an aversge
food cost of 00 72 for school maeals prepared under the cument meal pattem, rounded to the nezrest whole
cent, Cost date from this study were used to estimate the coat of two weeks of ssmpie menus daveloped
under the requi for Nutrient S d Menu Planveng in the proposed rule. The anslysis fourvd an
aversge 100d cost of $0.72 per mesl when rounded to the newest whole centl. Thees sampie menus wece
developed for elernentary and high school students weing foods and recipes common to the National School
Lunch Program (NSLP). When planning the sample menus, mitk was constrsined (o plwd- esight ﬂud oun..n
with each meel, to include milks of various fat iaveis and a mix of fl d and unfl < mitk. A

weseks of inenus could have been developed at similar cost, but snatysis of two weeks of sample menus wes
deemed sulficient to demonstrate that nutrient tergets could ba mat at current food cost. It would also hava
been possible to have further reduced the cost of the sampie menus, for exec.:de by substituting ower cost
items or usir smaller portions of relativaly expensive items such as yogurt ~rei fish sticks. The lower end of
the cost rangs of sampie manus was sbout 28 percent below the two week svarspe f0od cost. The somple
menus were deveioped using foods and racipes siready in common uza in NSLP, such es thcsa from *Quantity
Recipes for School Food Servics™ . They did not reflect the potential savings which may be ruslized when
market forces stimuiste development of new lowsr m foods and recipes. Incressed demand for foods fower in
fot, saturated fat, sodium and chok i are d to avaiability of thoes foods in tha futura.

Such new foods and recipes should provide wum flexibility to NSLP menu phnmn and mnv facilitate furt: or
modetetion of meal cost and food components such se sedium and chok

PP

The sample menus inciude ingrechents that are freeh and those that ers pr d to mora borrt, labor
saving forms, such #s {razen. Exsmpies of processed foods used in the sampla menus inckuds populsr focd
items, pizzs snd chicken nuggets. Although thess items were used Jess often than cumenty offered, by wing
foods and racipes comnon to the NSLP, the sample menus look similer to maeris Y otfered to stud:
By their preexiating use in NSLP, lemmm.w.mmmm that thesse food
iteme can be propared in the time svaiable to prapare current school knches, and similarty & that the
stef! with the skifls nesded te prepare these foods are siresdy avai In addt the aqui ded for
1oo¢novmmdnuounhnhm&udy able, or schosls operetin MNMW!\M

d that such equis can be obrteined within the axisting mu’l" f sven
though the costs of labor, - ey admin on wers not ifc ol dyzed, the mannsr in which
the sample menus were davelopsd provides confidence that non-food coste athMerm ~e
upoc(od to be similss to thoes airvady L d in NSUP FNS will i to explors cost

The evaluati oth“' Standard Menu Planning Demonstretien will examine the reported
costs of schoot food survice ] ated with impi 2 NSMP, This evelustion will examine
tetal meal preduction casts end will anely arts ({oed, leber, ether sssts).
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By defi the everage rasuits raported sbove mean that some school districts would be sxpected to

axpariance food costs for the sampie manus that vary considerably from thoss reported sbove. This is not

differant from the currant munbon because thers is alraady & wide range of food ccats dus to factors such ss
ies of size. QROQS jon in delivery and labor costs. and locsl market conditions.

b. Market atfects;

To astimate market sifects & mathematicsl mods! was davaloped to i 1 { ion on the kinds,
smounts. Mrmtcmwmuotioodl:modn:mu\dw The model uzes aR of this
information and zaeks 8 schution which the gea in curtent of foods ssrved in NSLP
meals and slso meets tha nusition objectives sat forth in the Distery Guidsiines and sdds no sdditions! costs to
food purch The model irw food ings and recipes to thoss actually used in schools. Howaver,
the meal pattem is sllowed to deviate {rom tha current requiations regarding food groups and portion sizes as
fong as it meets st least one-third the RDA for ot » In keeping with the principios of the Dietary
Gudelines, the meale are 380 sestrictsd 10 o more then 30 percent of caloriea from total fat and lees than 10
[ of calories from d fat.

The model can be specified to allow the amounts of all {oods to vary, which i b ion b high
and low-fat beef 88 well 38 acrons othar food groups such ss pock, poultry, vegatabiss, and fruits. Thete s e
vast ber of bl ‘ hd;mhwmumd'nmodd Nhﬂrncﬁwuudbolow
h-vabunulocud-cmtwﬁln ding the i of the proposed rule. n ssveral of thase
scenanios the model is to maintain the of types of foods. In all dvae scenarios the
volume of beverage mik is heid constant st current consumption levels. This wes done becasuss mikk will
ramain 8 raquirsd item under the proposed nutrition based manu planning system. The model minimizes the
changes in the quantity of sach kem served and satisfies tha nutrition and cost gosis.
The modal inckudes the followi ats for off e food i cost st ge cost {or NSLP
maals; calories (1/3 of average cmrw allowance Fetad in the ADA npon). totel fat (not more than 30 peccant
of calories); seturaiad fat fJess than 10 paccent of calories): cubohyduu {not leas than 50 percent of caloou)
cholastsrol (not more than 100 mgl; 1/3 of RDA level for the f g select . peotein, vi
(viteming A, BS, B12 and C. niacin, nboftavin. thiamin, folatsl, and minerale {caick iron,
phosphorus, and zinc); and milk {total voluna and mix by fat content held constant at current levels). As
described in grester detail below, scenario one is the batic model using thess constraints, scanarno two
constrans ol chicken to have tha nutrient profie of low-fat chicken, and rio tree sa the model to
ratain current levels for major commodity groups. The estimated changes in 1000 iteme ere then sgoregeted
to nationsl astimates besed ondnmdmht o“chod hunches served in FY-1993. Subsequantly. the
impact of these ch on agricutral e d using dity market models developed by
in the E ic M Service.

Rasa

The study is based on the most recently availabie dats on quantity snd fraquency of feods ectually served in
NSLP meals, duu-hdmnmn of thoes foods, estinated {0od ingradient costs. and Racommended
Distary AR for ri snd Dietary Guidelines recommsendations for fat and saturated fat.

Da(amnnﬁ'ooamn“mmmmmlOO:USDASeheoINmem.y
Assassment (SNOA) study ch, by ice Policy R h for FNS, The study inciuded 8 turvey
of sbout 3550 students in grades 1 threugh 12 in 548 schoels throughout the country. The students reported
detaded information on the kinds and amounts of foodt and beverages they conuumed during & 24-how period.
Tha impact anslysis umes only the portien of the dets on foods served ta childmn es pact of ciedited school
tunches. ltmm\vuunuMahmahm such as deessrts, purchased in sddition to the
school lunch, The SNDA survey - i mmmvmmwhm:m
funch progsam. Thess iteme were sggregated into over 50 food groups based on the primary ingredient and
the percent of calories frum fat. Fer example, thers wers twe beef categocies: hc»m-um-mu twe
poultry categories; ek,




Food tems costs are estimated from ingredient cost data obtaned in the 1993 School Lunch and Breskfast
Cost Study conductad by Abt for FNS and recipas for schoot funch items. The recipas were necessary for two

reasons: aggregaton of ingredient costs 10 costs of 100d served. and for astimating the change 1n usage of the
vanous agrcultural commodities.

With respect 10 the sgricultural aconomy. the amount of most {oods served in NSLP meals is o small part of
the totel U.S. supply of rgncultural commodities. For axample. USDA and school district purchases of beet
products account for lass than two percant of the U. S. basf supply. Tharefors, sven the anticipated changes
10 tha amounts of differsnt foods servad in the meals 8a axpected to have minimal of no changs in farm level
peicas.

Theee sltarnative sCararios ware sxamined 10 gauge market sffects with aiternative specific recommandations
which could te implemanted into tha msala. All thres sCenanos mast distary racommendanons and the mitk
requirsment with no chenge from the Cuirant par meal sversge food cost. Table 1 shows the total U.S. market
1n millions of pounds for vanous Groups of commodities and the corrssponding curtent school market si2e.

The three scenanos illustrate a range of market effects that could occur under lternative implementation

assumptions. The first and third options demonstrate the rangs of market impacts assoc:ated with either

minimizing the changs in currant food offesings or minimizing the changs in commodaty mulm- Tte second

acenario was desigred 10 show how the results couid change If lower fat prep. ware foll

in onty one of the commodity groups. Although chicken is used In this example, other commsities. such as

bou of pork. mnghl show similar changes if substitutions were made betwesn high and fow fat aiternatives.
ith on the on the model imposed i asch of the thres scenarios is described

mose detad below.

The three SCenanos esumstes impacts using current market prices for foods available and in use by .~rols. To
the extant that products are reformulsted to provide additionsl lower-fat products of lower-fat products
b more widaly availabie and affordabie. the market -mpacu would change. The scensrios do not

any product i . Similsdy, food pr i will play an important role in how the
propossl would be implemented. Using lower fat preparation techrques would enable schools 1o continus 10
use 100ds at current levals because fat sdded during ion would be reduced

No single set of assumpti can ad ly o ibe i under the propused regulati Schools have
tremendous flexitality under nutrient sund«d menu planning 10 meet the distary guedelines using the methods
most spproprste 0 their Crcumstances. Schools can slter the mix of foods servad within and smong
commodity groups. Changes in food preparation techniques coukd produce significant improvemaents » the
nutntional profile of meals without any changes in the typu of foods serverd. The mod-l and the thres
scenarios examined thow that changes in food prep hoin for one ity Qroup Can aiter the
results for other commadity Houps. ‘This occura because the nutrient and cost tergets are fixed, Nutritional

P it for one Y rOUp, such as a reduction in fat, both leavas more flexitiity for other
commodity groups 10 provide that tood component within the sstabtlished target, snd, in e cese of reduction
of tet, requered saditional calories from some source 10 meat the calorie target.

Tha first scanario, “Minimum changs in curtem offerings”, established the amourts of foods from sach of 52
@roups requited to meat the diatary, cost, and milk raqus with as litthe d ion a3 ible from the
current sating choices of tha chiidren, [t also required the of lovy-fat. medium-fat and whole milk
10 stay a1 the 38ma levels a8 currant consumption. The 52 groups include sepalate groups for high snd low fat
versions of food it.me snd dishes. This scanaric sows for substitutions ¢ nong these and other groups.

The second 1Canarc, using poultry 88 the example, sShows how the results change if lowaer fat pupounon
techniquea were ueed in one food cnogory while holding food prapareti : n other )
conatent, High-fat poultry p¢ 2 {such as ché T 1 wers entirely redlaced with lower
fat techruoues {such as baked or broiled chicken partsi. As noted previousty, other commaodities might show
simia changes if substit. tons wers made between high and low Yat siternatives.

For the thetd scensno, t. - .Mysis model was modifisd Lo present & “No change in commodity makets®
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scenaro where food commodity Qroups were restricted to their cucrent lovel of use in the NSLP (with the
exception of butter). The consumption of the various foods served ware allowad o fluctuste within the

dity groups. For ts, bea! could be consurned alone or in 8 mixture such es lesagne, but the total
Iavel of bul served was raquited to be the same 88 is currently being served, In general, this adspietion
raquired that fow-fet foods be chosen within food groups, Notable sxceptions included serving high-{at
chickan and potetoes. probatly dus to the need to obtain sufficient calores. Also. the cost becams more of o

constrainng tactor in this scenario. Many of the highes fat or costly foods wers eliminated from the solution.
Some of the changes included:

o Serving milk contsining lesa then 17 percent of kilocalories from fet (skim snd one-percentl:

° Searving beef i mixtures such as chik rethes than ae roasts, stesks, or hamburgar patties;

° Serving low-fat pork products such se ham instead of ribs of bacon:

° Setving more meal mixtures such ae chill and fewer grain mixturss such 88 pizze; end

° Serving more fruits and less fruit juices.

Thus analysis shows that the impact of thv achool lunch proposed rule on the majoc commodity markets snd
related farm programs would ba mink C Jity pnces, prod and snd fam

program outieys under any of the scenaios would not very significantly from !h- fevels preiected in the USDA
1:0-yesr Baseiine Projections.

The proposed rule’s fimited impact reflects several fectors including:

] The share of commodities used in the school kunch progeam s typicalty quite smafl comparsd to total
U.S. di Hence ch in school lunch offsrings heve t0 ba very large bafors they effect
the commercial market.

Fot thu first scenanio, chmou n school lunch rnenul ware designed both 10 meet the nutritional

i and to 7. n chikiken's food choi Whils this wes dom to ullect
chaldun s taste/praference, it has 8 modersting mm on changes in the Y of
school lunches se well 88 & minimum changs in food service offarings.

The second and third scenarios demonstrete that there is iderabl ial for sub

within {00d groups {e.g.. shift hnm ional 10 heatthi ch nt.h-;mloodwowlw

for changing food prepersth L itional vaiue {8.9.. hitting from fried to
roasted chicken), Thmdﬁdmmut nd'umm of these options. Q\anounnlood p(.pulnon
technsques and use of healthisr products in the same food group would mi

Individusl dity rnarket kme: of rios one and two are deecribed in grester detell below. Thise
should be interpreted with the und ding that rio thrae shows that it is possible t) schieve the
dnwy.toodcut“MmﬁmMthm"lmoMMMu m

d reflectc of market lon of tha prop

reguletion, -
Deiry impacte

The impacts of the propossd e differ actoss the fuid mik, butter, and chesss componants of the deiry
sector. The modfied menus hold milk offerings conatent but reduce cheess snd shminate butter. Hence, the
mejor impacts would be in the processed product markete rether then the Huid macket.

School Iunch uss of butter is elminated in the tivee scenarios; the modified menus would sanusity displace 50-
S5 miion pounds of buster in @ 1.0 billkon pound U.S. market. Thudurypvoown sctivity expected unde the
basekne [rojections wouid keep the impact of this deciine en prod pricas, and Qo farm




programs minimal. Virtually all of the displaced butter is donated by the Commodity Credit Corporation ICCC)
from stocks acquired as part of its price support Operetions; purchases occur 8t the lavels nesded to support
manutacturing milk prices at tegislatad [evels and minimize stock holding. The school lunch volums is smefl
enough compared to totat CCC purchases and other disposal proquml that the butter in question wou!d
continue 1o be acquired under the proposed rule but ba d to other inatituti of sold ily or
donated abeoad. Hence, butter imp. would ulti ly be {

Tha impact of the proposed ruls on the cheese market could be mors pronounced but still limited. This is
bacause ths volume diftarencas in the use of chesss bestween the bassline and the scenarios one and two is
larger and most of the cheete ussed in the schoof lunch progrem is bought on the open market rather than
donated trom CCC stocks. But the snnual 80-90 million pound decline in chessa disappssrance sssocisted
with these scenarios would account for lase than a 1 percent drop in U.S. cheese disspnésrance. This would
lower tarm rulk prices 7 to 8 cents per hundradweight causing e decline in production and lower farm revenues
fron milk by $150-4200million annuvlly {from a 1990-93 base of $19.5 billion). CCC dairy progfam costs
would incranse by an estimeted $20 to $25 milkion annually, Henca, sven for chesse, the impacts on the dary
aector and the budgst would bs relatively smali. As 0 two di for chicken, a more
pronounced stuft towarde use of lower fat cheess of other lower fat items in schools could further moderate
these impacts. Under scenario 3 thers would be no reduction 1n chesse.

Mast Sector Impacts: Brolers and Turkeys

The impact of the pcopozed school [unch nie on ths broilar market is expacted to bs modest under tha first
and second scenarios. Broiles offerings in the school lunch program would decling 120 miilion pounds unde:
the first s22:1an0 and increase 38 milkon pounds under the second. The current school [unch use of 245
milion pouncs is a small share of the total U.S. macket of 19.9 biltion pounds, Hence, a 120 miklion pound
reduction would lower troiler prices 1.8 psrcont and reduce ‘erm revenues by 1.2 percent. The sscond
SCONMIO uses chicken es an exampis of how a (srge shift towards low-tat peeperation {e.g., from tried to
teeied) could modk shifte in ity usage. If purch e i d by 38 milion pounds ss
provided for under the second scenario, broiler prices would | 0.4 pe and tiss by 0.2
pwicert, There 8re no direct government programs for the industry.

Tha impact of tha proposed r.e on the tirkey market is expected to bs modest under scensrios | snd 2, Total
use of turkey meat would decling 52 milfion pounds under one scenario and increesa 18 milion pounds under
the nther. The current schoot lunch use of 103 mittion pounds is a small share of tha total U.S, market of 4.6
billion pounds. Hence, turkey prices would decrease 2 percent under the first scenario snd increses 0.5
petcont under the second. Producer reverxses decraass by $36 million under tha tiest scenario and increase $4
million under the sacand scenario—~lass than 0.01 percent in sithar case. Thera ere no direct gaverniment
programs for the turkey industry. Again, under scensda 3 vwo wouid be no change In sither brodlers or
turkey.

Meat Sector impacts: Beef end Pork

The impact of the propoted rube on the best market is expected to be minitnal under the first and second
scenanos. School funch offerings of besf would decline 100-126 miflion pounds from 485 miton pounds
currantly, in a total U.S. market of 24 biiion pounds. This school lnch decling would reduce the fam isvel
market price for beef by less than 1 percent end result in 8 0.5 percant reduction in beaf producers’ revenues.
A ll-omly Iuw duction {120 milion da} in beef offerings under the second scenario would result n

y the samae reduction in wholessie bee! prices and ferm revenues. Thefe sre no Gwect governmant

ed to the beef industry; hance, the changes likely under the proposed rule have no dicect federst

{ As 0 two o for K 2 More pror d shift towarda the uss of
lowar-tat beef, lowsr-fat beef preparetion, or othet lower-fat items in schools could further moderete impacts,
Under scanano 3 thers would be no impect et all,

The impact of the proposed school lunch rule on the pock market is also sxpected to be mimal under the first
and sacond scenancs, This is becauss much of the park alisady in use in the school lunch program is lean
pork such as ham. Totst use of pork in the schoul kunch program would increase 16 milion pundl of reman
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the same in the first and second scenaios. The school funch program’s currant use of 280 rrillion pounds
represents e smalt fraction of the total U.S. market of 17.3 billion pounds. Hence, the 16 méllion pound
increass would boort peizes & minunal 0.2 p Foemn would 411 wllion or 0.1 peccent
of their existing reveswas. Thers sre no g SUPPOrt progr directly ¥ ‘with the park
MWMWMWW

Fruit, Vegetsble, and Potate Warket Impacts

The impacts of the proposed nis on the frict, vegetsble, and potato markats would be small under the first and

second ncenarios. Wmm»:munovmoﬂm,nduimtmh frozen, canned, snd s
of i Total ucage of fruits in the school kinch progeam would

increass 718 million pounds urder the first scenwrio and over 1.1 billior pounds under the second. Both

represent lazs than 2 percent of the 81.1 Lilon gound U.S, fruit market. Under scenacio one, pricss would

incr3ase 0.1 percent and farm i 1.2 or $124 midion in a $10.2 billion market.

impacts under the sacond scenarie ave righily lurger, with prices up 0.2 percent and revenuse up $200 million.

Uss ot veg: in the program wousd & 2 wilion pounds under the first scensrio and 35 million
poundn under the second in ¢ 71 billion pound U.S. market. Under the fust and second acensrios, price

would be ngikgible and farm st would be $5-12 million or less than 0.1 percent of
industry Unco' n the prog woud decling 298 milion pounds undser tha firet and
tecond scenarios in rowonu to tuwer french fry otferings. These reductions e sxpected to have a littie or
NG impact on the 34 biflion pound U.S. potato market. Roduced potato ussge woud resuit in 0.1 percent
dackine in potato prices and a comparable $20 mition reduction in farm revenuss. The School Nutrition Dietary
Asseasrnant Study found that potatoss are aften friad or prepareC with a significant amount of addod fat. The
sample renus developed for the 150d cost analysis show that lowsi-fet potazo dishes can be readily used
urdes nutrient dard menu plancing. As with chicken in i0 two, @ more d shift use
of lower-fat potetc preperetion er cther & fat itoms by ach Gould further moderate ths impacts on the
poteto merket.

Fleid Crop impacts

Tha major impact of the proposed rule on the field crop markats woukd be in the wheat merket. Aeryu changes
would intieass the wheat used in vasious forms i the schocl lunch progrsm from 16.5 million bushais
cureontiy to 2830 mullion bushele, under the firat two scenanos, in a total U.S. market of 2.5 billion bushels.
Whik the difference batwesn scenarios Is insigrificant, 20 incrsase In whut demand of 10 to 15 mifon
busheis coulc apark & small adustvent in the market. After offsetts in producti foed use and

exports wre teken into account, the net ncreses in titsl es vroukd b- rougft/ 8 million bushais and generate a
2 cont per bushel highet fwrm prica. This would reduce daficiency payments by sbout $33 mikion (from a

1950-93 base of 1.8 hilion) and would incrase farmers’ market receipts by sbout 94§ million (from a 1980-93
base of 47.3 billkion!, more than efisatting the lost defics

Y pe

Pice usa would icresss roughly 1 milnn hundred vaaight undar tha first and sacond scenacios in e nationsl
riarket of 120 mudlion hundrad weight. This would genecate lass than & 1 percent changs in the ferm price of
rice, @ 7.9 mikon & in markat , and an offsetting $6-8 milion reduction in governmant
paythents. *

The proposed rule coud slso reducy tea of cilseecs and related products. Chiages in menu items oe well s
praparation tevhniques would decreses use of vegetable oils for frying and aalad dresaings. But the decradsas
would be too small to measurably atfact prices; moreover, with govemmaent support for oisaeds limited to a
foan program with rates set well below forecast market prices, there would be no budgat imphcations.

Pesnut impacts

In the agricuitursl impact models developed for this analysit, poanuts are pert of a group including legumes and
ruta. This group shows soma increases under the first and second scenacios, although the dicect impact on
peamats is hess cloar. Even if the firmiings for the group se a wihrole are d to similarly impact p-
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the impacts of the proposed rule on the peanut Market would be small undar the first and second scenanos.
Under the first and sacond scenanos, total usage of peanuts in the school lunch program would increess shout
6 million pourds from its current school lunch base of sbout 44 million pounds. This increase reprasents lass
then 0.3 parcant of the total U.S, psanut market of 2 billion pounds, Farmm prices of psanute are expacted to
nse about 0.1 percant snd farm revenues incrazse about $1.0 million. There would bs no impact on the
govarnmant cost of the peanut program.

Taeble 1. Annuel O ity 1 for Major Agricultural

Commodity group 1993 market size

U.5.Toted Ona: Mersmum

Fum-ievel Scneot changs wthen

Disscpew- unches axrent offennge
)

—— miskions of pounde ——
1,007 55 [»]
6,633 53
19,855 245
4,581
24,040
17.268
Fruits and juices 01,055
Vegetatles 71,018
Fotatoes 34,079 a74 376 372 674
Paanuts 2,050 44 50 50 44
Rice (milkon cwi) 180 1.3 2.3 2.2 1.3
Whest imillion bu) 2,500 16 30 28 16

The tives ioe i that i ",mmhcmm\onmummnotmumnwm
not occur if lowar-fat substitutions are otfersd or the raix of commodities within category is aflowed to change.
They also emphasize that schosl menus would have to change in order to avoid sny impacts in the commedity
market,
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Table 2. Farm Puce, Revenue, and Program impacts for Major Agncultursl Markets

— Scenario
_ Total
: Commodity Farm | One: Mirsmum change in | Two: Lower fat chicken | Thres: No chinge in commodty
K current inge i markets
l"_ Roceis Prices | Raverw | Farm | Prices | Revenu| Farm Prices | Revenues Farm
- ”» L) program
- progra progre costs v
- m m
= coats costs
T-. j ] percen ] ] peccent + $ percont  § millions  $ milhone
= ik p ~ - illions _ rosit
. Chesse (mik 1941/| 0.8 168 23 06 178 2% 0.0 o [\]
squivaient}
Butter (mitk 1941/| 00 o ] 0.0 [\] o 0.0 [\] [\]
oquivalent}
Broiers 1.0 1.8 134 [\] X} 19 [\] 0.0 o [\]
Turkey 2.9 «2.1 -38 [\] 0.5 4 [\] c.0 o [\]
Beef 283 0.9 -143 [\] 09 103 [\] Q.0 [\] [\]
Pork 10.7 0.2 n o 0.0 o o 0.0 Q [\]
Fruits 10.2 01 124 [\] 02 200 o 0.0 ] [\]
Vegetabies 2.4 0.0 12 [\] 2.0 ] o 0.0 [\] 0
Potstoes 2.0 Q0.1 -20 o 0.1 -20 o 0.0 [\] [\]
Paanuts 1.0 0.t 1 [\] 0.1 1 [\] 0.0 [\] ]
Rice 13 oe 9 -4 0.5 7 -8 0.0 [\] L] ]
Whast 73 j 07 45 35 07 45 36 0.0 0 0 J
1/ Total fain receiis from mik, .
USDA Commedties
USDA for & nurnber of years has made adi t0 Imgr the nutritonal content of dits o
however. the basic types and quntities of foods offered to schoole have not chenged significantly. m
analysie conducted indicacs that schedls can previde meais thet meet the dietary graidelindd without
.mvmmhmmuwmwmwm k te make impr to
vided Murel market support to fermers. in total, USDA
cmﬁnmiummmunmwwm the oversll svorage is 18.4 percent.
Although thers is some variation amang schools in the amcunt of USOA commedities they raceive, USDA
Jities Make up 10 and 25 porcent of the fesd uned fer the vest majority (38 percent) of the
scheol food sutherities.
mmmhw.‘“nwu‘omnWhhmlmMMﬁnﬂu(
an d ohift ewerd i ¢ wos of fruita and greies. Such & shit is consintent with the
MM&W”&MMNM This ehift con 6cow witheut cavsing
signifivant impacts in eeersl foad sk o inthe and types of foed USDA prevides o
]
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schoois, with the axception of butter.

USOA o6 10 make imp that raduce the proportion of calories from fat in donated
commoditias: reducing fat levals in ground best; acquiring lower-fat cheesos and salad dressings: and providing
foods in lower-fat torms {chicken vs. chicken nuggets). Because USDA provides a significant proportion of o
small number of foods schools use (ch 45 p : beaf-30 p: : turkey—70 percent: chickan-29
percent) efforts to lower the percentage of calories from fat for twze commodities can have s substantisl
impact on the ovarall nutrient profile of foods used in the program.  Even if there are some shifts in the types
of foods that schools serve, thers is kikely to be littie chengs in the overall amount of USDA acquisitions of
chesse, beef and pouitry because the Depariment’s purchasing power would proviue the best leverage for
sacwring lowsr-fat versions of thess products at the jowest price.

c. Benefits:

No near-term cost savings due to health imp from the nutritionsl update ars projected. Howaver,
longer tarm savings in hesith care coste and years of kife may rasuit. The Continuing Survey of Food Intake by
incividuals, 1989-91 found thet school age children have average daily muku ol 33.7 to 34.7 petcent of
celorigs from fat. and 12.6 to 13.3 p of calorist from s d fat. g upon the age-sex group.
The Dietary Guidelings for Amaricans recommands limiting total fat intake to not mou than 30 parcent of total
calories, and limiting saturated fat inteke to less than 10 percent of total calories. The School Nutrition Diatary
Assessment Study ISNDA) found the svarage daily consumption by NSLP participanta on schooi days to be 35
percent of calories from fat and 13 percent of calorias from d fat, pared to 33 p of calori
from fat and 12 percent of calories from d fet for non-partics . SNDA slso found that students
consume fat end setursted fet from school meals 2t about the sama levals as thoss offersd to them. SNDA
found schools offering NSLI* inesls which sveraged 38 petcent of calories from fat snd 16 purcent of caiories
from fat. and partici d NSLP mesis with 37 percent of calories from fat snd 14 perceit
of calories from d fet. ion of the proposed rule would reduce the fat levels at school mesis
to the Dietary Guidelines leveis. Using thase figures stong with tha average percent of school-agy children
raceiving a USDA mul {51%) and the average number of achool deye per year (182}, wa astimate that on

, the proposed rule will schi about 12 pa of the change needed 10 reach the Distary Guidelines
lavels lo: parcant of calories from fat and unn(od fat for a3t U.S. childcen sges § to 18 years, Since school
meal pacticipation rates are higher for low income childeen than for highes income children, the health denafits
will be d in the dation at gr riak of iti feted chronic Gi th with low-
income. ithy H i i i i reporta thet
low income is a lpocnnl rigk factor for both hesrt dissses and cencer”.

The long term savings in health care coets and increses in yaars of lfe could retult to the extent that lower

intekas of fat, satursted fat, choiestercl, and sodium, snd increased intakes of graine, fruits sid low-fat
vmubmdmuwwmodndmum-mutmwumcmmnmtﬁ
diet-related chronic disasses tuch ss hawt diseasa, stroke, cancer, and These ¢

sccounted for simost 85 percent of ol deaths in the U.S. in 19917, McGinnis end Foege, in an snelysis of
actuel causes of Gaath in the U.S., reported sbowt 300,000 deathe per year, 14 percent of the total deatha, 3¢
Wkwnb«nﬂnwo'otduﬂlnhlodmdﬁ“ncﬁnwm' These fectors cannet be readily
separated Jus to their g in obesity.

Tmumnyﬂndﬂvwhv“ 3 wmu P son of fat, d fat end

i has baen eath d for the U.S. siuit papul These ésti were d into the
reguiatory impact analysin for the food fing reg Yy proposal p "“m‘ 27.\001&:!‘9«
and Drug Administration (FDA)®. While no b i e ilabie for dhetary changes by
achool-sgs children, it is usetul t¢ ider the vtude of sffects ‘mmuwwn
the school meal progreme with that prejected fer feod labsiling.

Tho nudy by the Research Triangla Inetitute (RT)) developed for the food labeling proposs! utlmnod !hl
hanges in {at. sat d fot and ch for male and dus e the |




Table 3. Avaraga Daily Essimated Changes in Fet, Saturated Fat and Chesteroi for the U.S. Aduit Population
Due to FDA Food Labeling Changes

Men Women Average

Changes in fat intake:
Grams -1.49 0.87 <1.08
Parcant -1.4% 1% <1.26%

Changes in saturated {et intake:
Grama 048 .16 0.3
Percent -1.3% 0.7% -1.0%

Changses in cholesterol intake:
Milligrams 0.42 -0.26 0.34

Parcent 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%

rerogs anones st s o an oo v

RT! snd FDA then used the changes for men and ne model developed by Dt. Warren
Browner 10 sstimate the effects on yeare of Ste over ¢ period of 20 yesrs. Thy incressed yescs of kite
estimates wete than used o estimats e vaiue for the added years of ife. Yhues changes were found to reauit
in an estimeted 20-yesr reduction of 35,179 cases of cancer, an3 e reduction of 4,028 cases af coronery heart
disasse. A3 @ resuit they estimated svoiding 12,902 deaths and increasing Site-years by 80,930,

FDA used two diffsrent approaches to sstimating the total vaiue of the food labeling changes, e ining
yeers of life spproach and e masn vaiue spproech (see Kovember 27, 1991 Federsl Ragister, pages 80871
80872, for 8 more setaiied descrotiond. They siso estimated totals using two different doar values for
consumer Willirgness to pay for risk reduction—a conservetive sstimgte of $1.5 milion snd s higher estimete of
$3.0 million. The vs.ue of the benefits from & d Rfe-y was esti d t2 ba $3.6 billion (discounted
ot § percant over & 20 year pariod). Vhen benefits were valued based upon the number of sacty desths
prevented and the higher willingness to pay figure of $3.0 milion, the i imiaity di d} i
to $21 billicn. In January 6, 1993, when publishing the finasi food befing nie with s lysis, FDA
vpdated thew 20-year value estimates 10 batween $4.4 bilion and $26.5 billion'*,

USDA agrees with FDA thet for ¢ policy Juation, society’s wilingnesa to pay for risk reduction is
an appropriate concept to use in svaluating the impact of governvent sctions which will reduce fisks, The FDA
estimates of $1.5 million and $3.0 million used in their snalysis me quite conservative, Economists have three
decsdes of i in estimating the valus of reducing the ritk of fetaiities using lsbor market date, Fisher,
Chestut and Victette (1889) svsiuated the maerits of these studies of the extrs wagss that would have to be
prid for accepting 8 higher risk of fatality cn the joh; conchuded that the resufts from the studies without
ohvicus design flaws ware bie - and rep 1 that the studies imphed e value-pec-statistical-
Kfe of $1.8 million to $8.5 million fin 1988 dollers)™. Thia range of velkue-par inticet-ife b $2
million to $10.4 million in 1883 dollars (pdatad wsing the change in Bureau of Labor Statistics’ aveisge
woeskly ungs paid to ) vieory rkers)

Viscusi (1993) als surveysd risks of death snd concluded that “the moat rsasonable sstimates of the velus of
lifs st clusterad in the $3 milion-47 m¥fian range” (p. 1942), H . he i that these esti mey
ba low, b the populath ol d wirkers in thess studses genscally have lower incomes than

individusis being g d by 9 riek reguistions'?. (The positive income elssticity for risk reduction
mcmlhalhgh-«vﬂm!oritouvh.“hudwhm ing many risk reduction progr such o8
aithine safety programs). Fisher, Chestut, and Violetts slso caution that to tw individual’s veluation of the
riskrodocnonlhoddhova“mﬁmmm&oMWwwh‘wmuuytu

reducing the fatality risk for those expesed to K* ».97).

vamtuﬂ-kmﬁwmhmwhnﬂhmwusundihmwhmmrhuuo
voluntarily chosen, m.thuNWMMwM..dewMMHQ offered in
the lunch program. m.um“mumthumuww
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progiams’ healthuar diet and 1ts contribution 1o reducing risk pec-statistical-hfa.

In comparison to the dietery changes predicted by FDA ror tood labeling, the impcovements in fat and
saturated fat estimated for the school meal prog:am proposed regulation are substantiel. The School Nutrtion
Dietary Assessment Study found that dietary intake from NSLP lunches provides 37 percent of calonas from
fat and 14 percant of calones from soturated {at. Reducing thess lunchtime ntakes 10 the Distary Guidelines
levels proposed in the reguistion would reduce sn NSLP participsnt’s intake by 5.9 grams of fat and 3.4 grams
of saturated fat on each dey school lunch is saten. Allowing for 182 school days per yaer and the percent of
totst U.S children age 5 through 18 years who raceive & meal on sny schoo! day (51%), it is estimated that
the avarage daily reduction acrosa all school-aged youth woidd be 1.5 orams fat snd 0.88 grams saturated fat.

These estimates are significantly ebove those astimated for the FDA food labeling changes for fst and
satucated fat. For cholestarol, school meals alraady provide 8 moderate intaks and no further reduction will be
quired by the d dAati To furthsr Pare the sggregate affect to that sstimated for the food
ing reg ., ider the isn where the aduit population reduces fat by 1.5 grams, reduces
saturated fat by 0.86 grams. and does not reduce dietary cholesterol inteke. This is neceSsary because there

ara no 1y pted i 1o relats changes in childran's intakes of fat, saturated fat, and
cholestacol to chroric di duction. The 8B model that the relative risk of cancer 1s a
function of totel fat. The reduction of 1.5 grams of fatis about 39 percent graster then the reduction of 1.08
crams average for mates and femakes estimated for FDA'S food [abeting, so & fatger reduction in cancer
incidence end deaths would be expected. For coronary heart disease, the Browner model assumes that all
change is madiated through changes in serum chotesterod, which is sffected by total fat, the type of fat, and
dietary cholesterol. FDA used the following aGuation from Hegsted {1 988)to estinats the changs in serum
cholesterol:

Change in secum cholesteral in milligrams per deciliter {mg/dl) « 2.18S - 1.65P + 0.097C

Where
S = changs in percentage of total calories repeesanted by saturated fet,
P = changs in percentage of total calories d by potyur d fat, end
C = changa in distary cholesterol measured in milligrams per 1000 kilocalories.

The Hegsted equaticn shows thet the greatest sffact on serum cholesterol is due to saturated fat, and that
changas in distary cholestarol only play a small Lert.'* The NSLP changes result in an avarage ceduction
saturated fat of 0.86 grams, which is 2.77 timas the reduction of 0.31 grams estimated for FDA's food
labeling. Since the asti d change in polyunaaturated lat leveis Is only alightly grester for food labeling than
for the proposed reguiation, the overalt esti d change i serum cholesterol for the sdult axempis based
upon changes st the levels which are proposed for school lunch would be considerably greater than that
projected for labeling, driven by the large deckne in saturated (a1,

n Y. if the reducts In fat and d fat inteke inatituted during thw school years srd continued
1010 aduithood, the incraass in Kfe-yaars and the value in doflars besed upon wilkgness to pay would be of &
magnitude similer to or excesding that estimated for the food lsbafing changes, which wers 94.4 10 926.5
billion over 20 years. Howaver, the lag time to resiize this level of benefits over e 20 yaar pesiod might be
greater since FDA’s satimates spply to the U.S. sdult populstion and the propossd rule on school meais will
begin to heva affect with thosa chikdren in school st the tiine of impiementation.

The fat and saturated fat reductions estimated to the proposed dati that 1} stud

do not replace school maast fat end d fat reducti by ing fat intake at other times of the day or
on norschool days, 2) that the distary improvements st USDA school mesis do not result in simdar
improvamants at othsr meals of on non-schoal days and 3) that the imp by prog particip. da
not tasult in changes by PO partici 1 stud &d replace fat and saturated fat at other sating
occasiona, @ smaller health benefit would result. If impeovements on school days sacve as & positive models
which, when bined with ithon e-jucatk result in imge ita 10 non-USDA school maeal, e larger
improvement would fesuit. Tha findings from the Menu Modification D i that the dally fet

"
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intakes of HSLP pamcncan\s would dacline if thow h( intakes at lmch viare lowsr, but the efisct on non-tchoot
maals 15 less clear'. Four uites at geographi d % (Ch 98, TN; Danver, CO;

Princeton City, OH: and San chadmo CA} vmmd grants to test reduction 1n the fat content of NSLP maalt.
Distary intakes of fifth grade NSLP participants et nch and over 24 hours waece collscted both at baseline and
atter the reduction of fatin the NSLP mesis. The demonstration found that the percent of calories from fat
over 24 hows declined either significantly or meeginaily at sl sites for both hoys and giris. ln addition, the
reduction of intake in grame of totsl fat over 24 hours was greater than o equal to the reduction at the NSLP
meal at three of the four sites. At the fourth site (Princeton City), despite an NSLP esduction in fat, 24-hour
calorius and grams of fat increased. At the San Bemadino sita, which achiaved the largest reduction in fat at
the NSLP meais, the reduction of grams of fat over 24 hours waes sigaificantly greater than the NSLP reduction.
On balance, the results of this demonstration indicate that when fa: at the NSLP masl is reduced, students
ustally do not replace these calonu by incraasing fat intake 3t other eating occasions. While there is some
indicetion that sn duction in fat at other eating occasions may be more common than an
incoess in fat n Olh.l uuno tccaﬂom, findings aie mixed sni therr’-re not rotumt enough to inffuence
benaefit prof gly, the anelysis in this 2 thet chenges in NSLP fet leveis do not
affect tat intake et othar oCCasions.

The fatend s J fat reducti i d in the impact analysis above ralate only to the lunch mesl. The
propesed regulation will also reducs fat and saturated fat in school breskfasts, from 28 to 25 percent of totsl
caloriss from fat, and from 11 to 10 percsnt of total calories from satureted fat. This will increese the averall
reduction in aversge fat and ssturetad fat for the student popxiation. but to a lesser extent than NSLP due to
the smaller reduct; and b fowar studs participate in the School Braskiset Program.

Tta food ling reguieti are NOL exp d to reduce U.S. fat and seturated fat levels by the full smount
neoded to schieve the Distary Guidelines. This indicates that thers will be room for the fat and satureted fet
reductions which would reauit from the propossd nie to o heasith §

d. Effecta on Participation

It is anticipated thet the rule will have minimal etfect on NSLP participation b Wnp ion of the rule
18 not expected to increase meal prices or decrosea meal accaptabiity. On e typical day. 25 million children
participate in the Nations! Schoot Lunch Program. About 14 miltion of thece meals sre served to children
receiving free of reduced price lmchu USDA hes anciyzed both the mpoct o' ing the dietary Guideli
on masl price and masl y and the impk for program par

1.nch price is an impoctant factor in determining the level of participation among thess students. with studants
pamclpmng ot higher rates in achools with lower prices. Resgarch indicates that price incrsases can cauie

in ICipath A key factor in meintaining participstion among paid students
while itnplementing the deetary th s minimizing the meal eon Food coat Mlh demonatrated that
nutritional targets can be resched within current food cost izing coet i
upward presewre on student fees which would result in d d 2tudent pertich

USDA’s afforts to teat the effect of reducing fatmd sotﬂm nnd inunllnu the nutritional quelity of meals has
shown that improvements can be made with W pavr Although the SNDA study found that
schools that served mub wm a o pfnpomon of cdonn from fet Oeas than 32 percent) had fowar than
ge program parts i this & jon nesde 10 be viewed in the larger context of efforts specifically
o to o in school meals.

The Depactment sp d h ; in five achool 100d authorities from school yast 1989-30to
1991:92 10 svaluste the externt to which mems planned 1o maest the NSLP meal pattern could be modified to
bettar reflect the distary guideiines.' Tihrough the Menu Modification Demonstration Project, USDA

exammined the process involved in moditying whool m«h -ncludino thn impact on program panu:mmon The
demonstration found that fet could be d pa The
percentage dacrease in grama of fet renged from tz to 31 wcmt n thl four utu In ol schoola, eveiage
daily participation remained stable o increased slighty. In addition, the improvements were made with
relativeiy minor changes in the types of fouds effersd. ARhough the districts wers not able to make
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compareble improvements in the parcentage of calories from fat, because overail celories decressed, the
results demonstrate that fat can be cut without losing pacticipation.

Cslifornia is operaung a State-wide damonstration of nutrient standard menu plancung. The State reported that
the nutrient-besad system they implemaented did not resuit in any decreases in gross mes! perticipation
between 1990 and 1992.

SNDA did tind lower studeat perticipation in very low-fat schools, hawever, the stuxly also indicated that it is
possitie to reducs the averege fat content of lunchea offered 1o weil below the national everage of 38 percent
of food snergy without advsrsely affecting participation in the NSLF. Participation rates were similat in ychools
whase lunches provide a mode percentage of food energy from fat (32 patcent to 35 percent) and in those
whose maeals provide a high or very high percentage of food energy from fat. Rt is important to note that the
SNDA finding of low participation among low-fat schools is not based on sxperence with achools altenng the
nutriant content of food but rather on a point-in-time cross-sectional observation of schools with low-(at meals.
The stuay did not collect information on how the schools implemented low-fat meals and what ccneequences
these would have had on participation.

USDA recograzes that significent atforts muss be undertaken t- ensuie that pacticipstion is mainteined as meals
are improved. If a mesl does not taste good or ook good then children will not eat 1t. The proposed reguiation

that food chang clonc will not bring schools mesls in line with the dintary guidelings. The resuits
of SNDA and the two & ggast that reducti in calories from fat must ba .ccomumd by
nutrition educetion snd p i activ Ues to maintain student partici dust ion of the
Dletary Guidelinas in school mesls will allow for incremental changes in food offerings., mmmlzmg the Impact
on current participation in the schoo! meal programs. School food service s a noqxom business that must

mast student preferences 10 stay v.able. This requi of partick by ing food
prefersnces, and accomplishing rutritional improvements through changes to ;ecipes, food pregacetion
techniques and purchssing specificetions that are istent with these pref.

4. Implementation costs:

Irutial implemaentation costs faced by schools will vary depending on ing tulities and r within
distncts and will take msny forma. Local, State and Federsl rosourcss e evaiabls for impiementation, USDA
has siready :nitieted a numbec of impr 1ts: updated and imp d recipes for schools, 8 computenzed

dste bank of standard nutsitionsl velues of mesle served snd a demonstration projct on NSMP. The
demonstretion will incur much of the developmental cost of the basic system framawork and identify cost
offective uungm for »mphmcnuuon The Depsitment has sanounced the evailsbikty of nutrition ed

to devel ive community-based spproaches to mutriti dt ion and 13
wo:lunq ona muond publication d‘oroc(.d &t grade schoo! childien. The Department is aezisting echool food
service professionals in working with chefe, farmera a3nd others to meke echool meals appesling and hesithiul.

The President’s FY 1395 budget containg 3 request of over $20 miilion 10 suppert extensive treining for schoot
maal providars on how to plan and prepare nutritious and appealing meals as wel 88 lsunching a national
media campayn directed et building childean's skilla at making wiss food choices for kife.

States receive over $30 mitiion annuatly from the Federal level in Stste Administrative Expensy (SAE} funda for
program oversight. A pertion of these rescurces are avalable 1o assist in implementation. In addition, the
proposed reguistion would reduce tha leval of State rasources devoted to local school food suthority reviews.
whech is described in mors detall below,

At the local level, impl nting g dard manu planning will uquu computesr capabilities. Many
schools cuirently meke use of putars for msr ies and havs the facilities snd

capabilities 1o undertake muttient standard manu planning. One of (ho goals of the initiative is to use the

tachnology move affsctively.

A study of school feod suthorities in the mid- Alhnhc region found that 60 percent of SFAo omploy compluters
for soma functione.” Over ona-fourth of these diatricts had comprah d them to do
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menu and ional h The menu ifi d ions found that the iack of
wopncu -:ompuur sohwau imited the feesibility of monitoring the nutritional quality of menus. More

has graetly enh ‘hnb-ktvlopcdormthncuﬂvm which will ncw Le
«W.dwuusmwmm Schecle with should be sbie to use this
software.

Schools without sufficient capabiiity of necstsary 3ccase to technical assistance may opt for
Assisted Nutrient Standard Menu Planning, which will allow development and analytis of menus by cther
entities, such ss Stets sgencies, consortiums of school districts, consuitants or the Federal government, while
stil spplying the essentisls of NSMP,

The per meal reimbursement provided to schoois was designed to cover both the food and sdministretive costs
(Iabot and opouzml of providing mesis to students and can be used to acquirs compister hardwere and
.blidu offer ugnlﬁum improvemants in other usn of food service

9 beyond L d many Tha p ial for additi in food
service operstions beyond ments pi for le, y control, should hch o“u( the coat of
scquining this cepsbility for NSMP,

The cost analysis found that the nutrient requisements of NSMP can be met st about the currant cos? of food n
the Nationsl School Lunch Program, Bacouse the foods used in the umm menus were drewn from what i is
currently being served, USDA does not anticipate the need for ok G in meal prep.

that would effect the cost to prep mesis. The ini ive cost of i g NSMP should be about the
Same 83 current ocvnbon- onu ths system is fully implemented i @ school. An evdumon of casts in the
Califomia i nponod thn most schools experienced shght cost changes that
ranged from 4 parcent savings to 1.5 p d costs and fuded that most districts can Axpcct to
experience very kttie change in oversll food servica costs when impk ing ¢ ient-based

{. Other Significent Effects:

Tha Food and N:utriti Sof\dcn btk v.hll npl ion of isnt-based menus will require extansive

g sd h ] pecialty at the school food hvd I additi the ecquisi of
compums {for schools that do not okudv have them; or i h:r or with the
revised menu planning systam mJy lavoive same local level lxpondituvn during the implemantetion pariod.
While implementation will requice & dodnon.d wifort on tha part of our oooncy the e agenciee and local
school food horities, tha L and of L d menu planning will be
indistinguishable {rom the cuum mod patuxn bazed system in terms of efforts.

To provide for the needed for impl jan, the detion prog Alwcntyp.rc-mroducuonm
state i . Thia reduction will ent: the teval of resources available to focus on training
snd technicel uulnm sticcts, Mary school food suthovities will no longer have the requicement for specific
edit checke to nvhw claime submitted for rembursable meals. Rather, theze school food authorities will have

flaxibility to d op their own i { de for such revisw. This provision ia l«ooiy intended to etreamiine
program munmhnﬂdn-w some relie! from progs

QOther Reguiatory Chanass

Tha reguiation prog to e SOMe exk e dh of Stete o8 30 school
districts. This will permit States and school auscu to implemant NSMP and focus on the nutritionsl necds of
children. At the State lavel the school food sutharity review cycle will be extended from towr to five years,

ducing by 20 p the d to this effort. Whila this will axtend the time period between
fotmal raviews, most districts are currently visited more frequently than the current four year cycie. The
States will continue 10 have @ significant munct at the local level. Although the focus of sttention will be on
implementing NSMP there should be ne perceh duction in Stete igh
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nutntious anc heaithful meals to school childran while maintaining access to the meal programs for i:eady
dren and er Q the tlexibiity of local sch to sdminster the prog

The nutrient targels selected 3ra derived from the Digtary Guidelingy for Amernicang and the Recommendsd
Distary Allowances (RDAs}'. Tha Dietary Guirislines for Amsricans sncompass the Federal oovlrnmont policy
on autntion. Thnv are developed in consideralion of scientific sourcea such as

Nutrition Ith™ and the Nationsl Acadk of Sci reports Diet and Health: lmnlvmnomlo!
m&mm"mw Thw-nb--oduw\th-
recommandations of an expert i the Dietery Gui i i specifically appointed to
assist in developing Distary Guidelines for use acroes Federal govommsm Thao ae o alternative policy
documents with official sanction by the governmant departments ible for &k i iion which
could provide eltemative distaiy targets for the genersi popuieti Othet g 1t publicati n this aree,
such &s “Building for the Futwe: Nutrition Guidsnce for the Child Nutrition Programs*® sre based upon: the
Oietary Guidslines.

6. Public Comments: Tha Depattment siso i d orsl : d at four public
heerings ard meetings as well 88 wntten comments submitted in usponu to o notice published in the _m_g
m on September 13, 1993. A y of the is ded n the pr ble to the

Op
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