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The Department also wishes to
reiterate that the nutrition standards for
school meals include standards for
calories as well as for key nutrients.
Moreover, the nutrient analysis
alternatives continues to require that a
minimum of three food items, one of
which must be an entree, be available as
part of every reimbursable meal. Finally,
the Department notes that engineered
foods generally cost more than foods
that are not artificially fortified. All
these factors are disincentives to the use
of heavily fortified foods and should
serve to minimize their use. The
Department will be monitoring the
implementation of the nutrient analysis
menu planning alternatives and will
continue to consider this issue should a
feasible method of monitoring
fortification levels become available in
the future.

Alternate Foods for Meals

The regulations governing Alternate
Foods for Meals for the school lunch
program are found in Appendix A of 7
CFR Part 210. This Appendix sets forth
the requirements for enriched macaroni
products with fortified protein, cheese
alternate products and vegetable protein
products. These regulations were
developed to define and clarify the use
of new products in the Child Nutrition
Programs. Advances in food processing
have allowed food producers to
engineer ingredients into fabricated or
formulated foods, usually in answer to
a specific need or problem. Cheese
alternate products, for example, were
developed to supplement the natural
cheese supply at a time when the
availability of natural cheese had
decreased and the price had increased.
The alternate foods regulations were
designed to maintain nutritional quality
in school meals while providing schools
with flexibility in menu planning,
convenience in food preparation and an
economic advantage. Because the
Department proposed no changes to
these regulations, the current
requirements for alternative foods in
Appendix A will remain in effect.
However, the Department recognizes
that more recent developments in food
processing may necessitate revisions
and that some products not currently
allowable may provide schools with
additional low-fat options. Therefore,
the Department is considering
proposing changes to these regulations
in the near future. Prior to making any
decisions, however, the Department will
be consulting with an expert panel, as
appropriate, to develop options.

Lunch Periods

In the June 10, 1994, proposal, the
Department indicated its concern that
schools have an adequate number of
lunch periods to accommodate all of
their students and that the lunch
periods provide sufficient time for
children to eat the entire meal.
Therefore, the Department proposed a
recommendation at § 210.10(i) that
school food authorities make every
effort to provide adequate meal service
times and periods to ensure that
children can effectively participate in
the school lunch program.

Nine hundred and forty-five
commenters addressed this provision;
over 850 were from school food service
personnel, teachers, other school
officials, parents and teachers.
Overwhelmingly, they asserted that
lunch periods need to be longer,
especially if additional foods are served,
and nearly 600 maintained that the
Department should regulate this aspect
of the food service. The Department
appreciates these concerns. However, as
noted in the preamble to the proposed
rule, the Department has no authority to
regulate meal times. Nevertheless, we
intend to continue working with our
partners in the Department of Education
to solicit support in the education
community to ensure that educators and
school administrators understand the
importance of giving students adequate
time to eat. The Department also
emphasizes that this is an issue that can
be dealt with effectively at the local
level, and the Department strongly
encourages school food service directors
to work with other school officials.
Therefore, this final rule adopts the
recommendation included in the
proposed rule at § 210.10(f).

Nutrition Disclosure

The June 10, 1994, proposal included
a provision at § 210.10(n) encouraging
school authorities to make a public
disclosure of the nutrients contained in
their meals. The Department intended
that such a provision would promote an
increased awareness on the part of
students and their families of the
nutrients in their meals, enhance the
ability of children and their parents to
make healthful food choices and
increase support for school meals
through public recognition of improved
meal quality. However, in recognition of
the differing needs of school food
authorities, the Department did not
mandate disclosure, nor was a particular
method of making the disclosure
prescribed, although the proposal did
indicate that the information should be

readily available to children and their
families.

The Department received over 260
comments on this issue, over 200 of
them from school food service
personnel. Approximately 190
commenters agreed that nutrition
disclosure should be optional, and only
15 believed the Department should
require disclosure. The remaining
comments addressed narrower issues,
such as suggesting that information be
sent home with elementary students.
Because the Department did not propose
mandatory disclosure, the Department is
adopting the provision as it was
proposed at § 210.10(h) and § 220.8(l).
The Department appreciates the overall
support for voluntary disclosure.
However, section 9(f)(1)(A) of the NSLA,
as amended by section 106(b) of Pub. L.
103–448, 42 U.S.C. 1758(f)(1), includes
a provision requiring schools to make a
public disclosure of the nutrient content
of their meals. The Department is
assessing various methods of disclosure
and intends to issue a proposed rule on
this subject at a later time.

Compliance Over a School Week
The June 10, 1994, proposal would

have required nutrient analysis of the
reimbursable meals served over the
course of a school week, as defined in
proposed § 210.2 as a period of three to
seven days. The normal school week
would, of course, be five consecutive
days. To accommodate situations when
school is not in session for a complete
week, the Department intended that
weeks in which school lunches are
offered fewer than three times would be
combined with either the previous or
the following week. The Department’s
proposal for weekly compliance and the
proposed definition of ‘‘school week’’
were repeated in the January 27, 1995,
rule, in keeping with a provision of Pub.
L. 103–448 (section 106(a), 42 U.S.C.
1758(a)(1)(A)(ii)) requiring that, at a
minimum, compliance with the
nutrition standards be based on the
weekly average of the nutrient content
of school lunches. This proposal was
intended to provide schools with a
manageable time period in which to
vary menus and make meaningful
calculations and adjustments. The range
of three to seven days was intended to
provide school food authorities with
flexibility in planning menus when the
school is not in session for an entire
week.

The Department received over 600
comments on this provision in the June
10, 1994, proposal. Nearly 400 of the
comments were from school food
service personnel, and approximately
130 were from parents and students.


