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Over half of the comments agreed with
weekly analyses. Those who disagreed
generally suggested a different length of
time, although some believed there
should be no specific time period at all,
since the Dietary Guidelines have none.
Generally commenters recommended
that planning and analysis be done on
a daily, bi-weekly or monthly basis,
although some commenters
recommended averaging over the length
of the menu cycle or even the entire
school year. Approximately 50
commenters were also concerned that
requiring weekly compliance could
result in less variety in meals overall,
since schools might tend simply to
repeat a qualifying menu every week.

The Department received 25
comments on this provision as applied
to the proposed food-based menu
planning system in the January 27,
1995, rulemaking. The largest number of
these came from persons in school food
service. Generally, these commenters
recommended that the school week be
defined strictly as five days or raised
technical concerns about shorter
periods.

The Department appreciates
commenters’ suggestions for changing
the length of the planning cycle. The
Department continues to believe,
however, that a school week represents
the optimum length of time for
determining nutrient content, as long as
flexibility is built in to accommodate
days when schools are not in session. A
school week allows enough time for
schools to vary menus but still ensures
that nutrients are reasonably
concentrated. Moreover, since the law
now mandates compliance with the
nutrition standards over the school
week, the Department is adopting this
provision as proposed at § 210.2 and
§ 220.2(w–1).

Operational Obstacles
Over 9,000 commenters addressed

perceived operational obstacles to
implementation of the June 10, 1994,
proposal. Nearly 7,000 commenters
were from those in school food service,
and more than 100 others were teachers
or school officials. Commenters were
chiefly concerned about the potential
for increased administrative and
paperwork burdens, the possibility that
schools would drop out of the program
because of the complexity of the
requirements, the need for additional
staff to conduct nutrient analysis and
the difficulty in balancing good
nutrition with student acceptance.

The Department has given due
consideration to these concerns. The
Department believes, however, that the
complexities of NuMenus and Assisted

NuMenus are not as great as
commenters have represented them to
be. While it is true that nutrition
analysis will measure nutrients and
calories more precisely than in the past,
this analysis will be done entirely by
computer. Once the information has
been entered, there is little additional
burden on the school. Much the same is
true of menu adjustments. Creating the
initial menu may require more time
than is currently the case with the meal
pattern. However, once the recipe and
product data has been entered and the
menu cycle has been adjusted to comply
with the nutrition standards, wholesale
changes with resulting new analysis
should not generally be needed. The
Department also notes that the computer
software approved for NuMenus will
have the capability of searching for food
sources of high nutrient density when a
particular nutrient must be provided.

The Department also believes that the
amount of paperwork resulting from
NuMenus will not be as great as
commenters have stated. The nutrient
analysis, itself, will remain in the
computer unless a report is generated by
the school or at the request of the State
agency. The Department also wishes to
emphasize that the analysis need not be
performed individually by every school.
If the school food authority wishes, the
analysis can be performed centrally. For
these reasons, it will not be necessary
for schools’ food authorities to add
additional personnel to conduct
NuMenus.

Also, the Department does not
consider appealing meals as
incompatible with good nutrition. The
Department has undertaken Team
Nutrition—a comprehensive initiative to
help meal planners produce meals that
are appealing as well as nutritious and
to foster an awareness on the part of
children that good meals do taste good.
The Department is promoting an array
of technical assistance programs among
State and local school food agencies.
One prominent example is our
partnership with the American Culinary
Federation and others to develop
recipes and provide information on how
to make the meal presentation more
appealing. In addition, the Department
believes that the Children’s Nutrition
Campaign, which concentrates on
bringing the message of good nutrition
to children and their parents, will make
nutritious foods more popular. Thus,
the Department anticipates that these
efforts to assist and educate will lead to
increased participation.

Cost Implications
Over 5,500 commenters, many from

school food service personnel, were

concerned that the changes set forth in
the June 10, 1994, proposal would
significantly increase the cost of their
food operations. These concerns were
based on the perception that they would
need to purchase more expensive lower-
fat foods and employ costlier
preparation techniques along with the
expense of acquiring computer
equipment and software for NuMenus.
Approximately 145 commenters raised
cost concerns about the January 27,
1995, proposal because of the increased
quantity requirements for fruits/
vegetables and grains/breads.

The Department extensively studied
the cost implications of both proposals
as part of the Regulatory Assessments
published with the proposals. The
analysis published on June 10, 1994,
found that the nutrient requirements of
NuMenus can be met at about the
current cost of food in the National
School Lunch Program. Moreover, the
Department does not anticipate the need
for significant changes in meal
preparation practices that would affect
the cost of meals. While schools without
computer resources might experience
one-time acquisition costs, these costs
must be considered in light of the length
of time the schools will be using that
equipment. Moreover, software to
conduct NuMenus can have other food
service applications as well, thereby
providing some administrative
efficiencies. For a complete discussion
of the cost analysis, readers should refer
to the June 10, 1994, issue of the
Federal Register (59 FR 30250).

In the cost/benefit analysis for the
January 27, 1995, proposed rule, the
Department noted that its school lunch
model did experience slight increases in
costs for leaner meat and for fruits/
vegetables. These increases, however,
can be effectively offset by selecting less
expensive items from the grains/breads
component. In fact, the analysis found
that the nutrient requirements of the
food-based menu planning system can
be met at about the current cost of food
in the program. Again, readers wishing
a complete discussion of costs should
refer to the January 27, 1995, issue of
the Federal Register (60 FR 5525–26).

General Comments on Meal Content
The Department received over 4,200

comments on various issues related to
the content of school meals. More than
2,500 were from persons in school food
service, while nearly 800 were from
students or their families and over 250
were from the medical, public health
and food advocacy communities. Some
of these comments were general
observations on the quality of existing
meal services or reflected concerns


