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ABSTRACT
Background In 2016, the US Department of Agriculture (USDA)’s Supplemental
Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) Retailer Rule proposed several changes for SNAP-
authorized retailers, including: requiring retailers to have at least 85% of their food sales
come from items that are not cooked or heated on site before or after purchase;
requiring stores to stock seven varieties of qualifying foods from four staple food
groups; requiring stores to carry perishable foods in three of the four staple groups;
requiring stores to carry six units of qualifying foods at all times (depth of stock); dis-
qualifying multiple ingredient foods and accessory foods from counting toward depth of
stock requirements.
Objectives To better understand arguments used to support or oppose the USDA’s
proposed rule that all SNAP-authorized retailers carry more nutritious foods.
Design We conducted a qualitative content analysis of a random sample of public
comments posted to the US Federal Register (a publicly available database) in response
to the USDA’s proposed rule.
Participants/setting A random sample of 20% of all public comments submitted by in-
dividuals andorganizations to theUSFederal Registerwere analyzed (n¼303) for this study.
Results Three main themes were discussed: 1) arguments used in opposition to the
rule; 2) arguments used in support of the rule; and 3) facilitators to assist stores in
implementing the rule. Some of the subthemes included focusing on definitions used in
the rule, reduced food access caused by stores leaving the SNAP program, lack of space
and equipment for healthy foods, and the potential for increasing healthy food access.
Conclusions Nutrition and dietetics practitioners may be tasked with working with
stores to implement healthy changes. Nutrition and dietetics practitioners must un-
derstand the role that the USDA has in food policy. In addition, understanding how
federal food policy influences the environments in which dietetics professionals’ clients
are making food choices is important.
J Acad Nutr Diet. 2018;118(9):1664-1672.
T
HE SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION ASSISTANCE PRO-
gram (SNAP) provides nutrition assistance to 47
million low-income individuals annually. SNAP offers
benefits usable as cash for the purchase of certain

foods, with the goal of alleviating food insecurity.1 Currently, 
SNAP recipients are able to redeem benefits from more than 
260,000 participating retailers nationwide.1 Research shows 
that SNAP recipients perceive that the program successfully 
serves its primary purpose of assisting households to buy 
enough food to make ends meet and reduce food insecurity.2 

However, nutritional challenges have persisted for SNAP re-
cipients over the past century. First piloted in 1939, SNAP 
focused on supplementing protein-calorie insufficiency and
reducing agricultural surpluses.3 However, currently SNAP
recipients are confronted with the concurrent issues of
obesity, chronic diseases, and food insecurity.4 Studies report
that most SNAP recipients are relieved of caloric deficiency,
but many have compromised dietary quality and do not meet
the Dietary Guidelines for Americans.5,6 Greater access to
calories derived from inexpensive, energy-dense foods and
less access to more expensive, nutrient-rich foods7,8 may be
one reason that low-income individuals are more vulnerable
to diet-related chronic disease.9

In February 2016, the US Department of Agriculture (USDA)
published draft rules that required all SNAP-authorized re-
tailers to carry more nutritious foods, called “Enhancing
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RESEARCH SNAPSHOT

Research Question: What arguments were used by
stakeholders to support or oppose the USDA’s proposed rule
that all SNAP-authorized retailers carry more nutritious
foods?

Key Findings:We conducted a qualitative content analysis of
a random sample of public comments posted to the US
Federal Register. Among 303 public comments, three main
themes were discussed: 1) arguments used in opposition to
the SNAP retailer rule; 2) arguments used in support of the
SNAP retailer rule; and 3) facilitators to assist stores in
implementing the SNAP retailer rule.
Retailer Standards in the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 
Program” (Table 1). The goal of the proposed rule was to 
increase access to healthier foods for SNAP recipients. The 
USDA’s proposed SNAP retailer rule presented several po-
tential changes to the stocking requirements, including 
requiring retailers to 1) have at least 85% of their food sales 
from items that were not cooked or heated on site before or 
after purchases; 2) stock seven varieties of qualifying foods in 
four staple food categories (meat, poultry, fish; bread or ce-
reals; fruits or vegetables; dairy); 3) carry perishable foods in 
three of four staple food groups; 4) carry 6 units of qualifying 
foods at all times, and 5) prohibit multiple-ingredient foods 
(eg, sandwiches and TV dinners) and accessory foods (eg, 
pastries, soda, and condiments) from being counted toward 
the variety, perishables, or depth of stock requirements. In 
total, the proposed SNAP retailer rule would have required 
stores to carry a minimum of 168 required food items at all 
times. Previously, the USDA required stores to only carry a 
minimum of 12 items.
Federal agencies are required to publish notices of pro-

posed rulemaking in the Federal Register, which notifies the 
public of a pending regulation.10 Any person or organization 
may submit a comment. When agencies publish final regu-
lations in the Federal Register, they must address the signif-
icant issues presented in comments and discuss any changes 
made in response to them. The USDA’s proposed rule was 
posted in the Federal Register, and public comments were 
accepted until May 18, 2016.10

Although the purpose of the proposed rule was to increase 
healthy food options available to SNAP recipients, stores can 
face barriers to stocking healthy food options, particularly 
fresh produce among small stores, including structural con-
straints,8,11 perceived low customer demand,11,12 perish-
ability,11 and limited vendor supply13 and quality14 in rural 
areas. One concern regarding the proposed rule is that 
implementation barriers would discourage retailers from 
participating in SNAP. The purpose of this study was to better 
understand the arguments used in the public comments to 
support or oppose the USDA’s proposed rule for stocking 
requirements, which would increase availability of more 
nutritious foods by SNAP-authorized retailers. Understanding 
stakeholders’ perspectives on the proposed rule is critical to 
use in current and future SNAP policy formation and imple-
mentation. Therefore, this study was conducted as a part of a 
joint project among members of the national Nutrition and 
Obesity Policy Research and Evaluation Network (NOPREN 
2016) Rural Food Access Working Group.15 This group shares 
an interest in how policy can impact rural communities and 
has a high level of expertise in this area. Therefore, members 
volunteered to analyze public comments.
MATERIALS AND METHODS
A total of 1,283 comments were submitted to the US Federal 
Register in response to the rule. As in many research studies, 
the study team was restricted by time and financial resources 
to analyzing all the comments; therefore, we downloaded a 
list of all of the comments and used a random number 
generator to select 20% of the comments to be analyzed 
(n¼303). After selecting the public comments to be analyzed, 
we downloaded each individual comment electronically and
created a database that included the following information
regarding each public comment submitted: submitter name,
title, organization, and submitter type (ie, business, nonprofit,
individual, government). A total of 303 nonduplicated public
comments were downloaded separately, and the entire
comment’s content was analyzed. Institutional Review Board
(IRB) approval was not required for this study because the US
Federal Register is a publicly available database, and sub-
mitters are notified before their comments are uploaded that
it will be placed on a publicly accessible website.
To help with anonymity, the research team created two

separate data files: 1) an Excel sheet with a document iden-
tification number, commenter name, state, organization, and
stakeholder type and then the Atlas.ti file that included only
the text of the public comment. However, the public com-
menters’ information was not uploaded into Atlas.ti (only the
text of their public comment with the document identifica-
tion number). Therefore, our coders did not see the in-
dividual’s information (unless it was written as part of the
public comment). After public comments were analyzed, we
used the document identification number to help identify
which organizations/individuals wrote which comments.
A codebook for this study was developed through an iter-

ative process. In the initial coding phase, three researchers
(L.H.M., B.B., and L.A.) independently applied open coding to
20 of the 303 comments identified. Researchers compared
open codes, reconciled coding discrepancies, and then
created a codebook that was applied to all 303 comments.
Five coding pairs (R.S. and E.M.; E.P. and B.H.; L.H.M. and C.F.;
C.B.S. and E.P.; B.L. and L.B.D.) were trained by the principal
investigator regarding the codebook and coding procedures.
Each pair independently coded approximately 45 comments.
Code discrepancies were discussed, and consensus was
reached within each coding pair. Code frequencies were then
determined and summary reports for each code compiled.
A qualitative approach was used to analyze the public

comments. Researchers chose to conduct a thematic content
analysis. Because this approach is a data-driven research
strategy, theory is not always needed to conduct this analysis.
Thematic content analysis is a common qualitative approach
because it allows researchers to examine and record patterns
(known as themes) based on the data.16 Thematic content
analysis is considered an inductive approach to analyzing
qualitative data because researchers create themes as they
emerge from the data.17 This is considered an appropriate
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approach to analyzing public comments because it allows for
the capturing of themes that might have been overlooked if
using a preestablished codebook with themes already
created. In addition, it goes beyond code counting and fo-
cuses more on the interpretation and meaning of themes.18

Public comments were analyzed using Atlas.ti version 7.0.19

Frequency of arguments was calculated based on the num-
ber of times a theme or subtheme was mentioned in a
comment; this resulted in the same argument potentially
being coded multiple times in one comment.

RESULTS
Six types of submitters wrote public comments to the Federal
Register in response to the proposed rule: 1) retail food
businesses, 2) government, 3) education, 4) hospitals and
health care, 5) nonprofit organizations, and 6) private citizens
(Figure). These categories are similar to the USDA’s final
analysis of all comments submitted to the in response to the
rule.20 Among those main categories, nine subcategories
were created. These were nested under three of the submitter
groups, namely businesses, government, and nonprofit
organizations. The subcategories were as follows: businesses—
agriculture and retail food industry; government—local
government, state government, the legislative branch, and
federal agency; nonprofit organizations—food and nutrition
(eg, food banks and hunger organizations), labor unions, and
policy. Nearly half of all comments were submitted by retail
food businesses (49.5%). Private citizens submitted 21.6% of
the public comments, followed by hospitals and health care
(13.0%); nonprofit organizations (7.6%); government (5.6%),
and the education sector (2.7%).
Among the 303 public comments submitted by stake-

holders, three main themes were discussed (listed from most
frequently cited to least): 1) arguments used in opposition to
the SNAP retailer rule; 2) arguments used in support of the
SNAP retailer rule; and 3) facilitators to assist stores in
implementing the SNAP retailer rule (Table 2).

Arguments against the Rule
“Arguments against the rule”were mentioned a total of 1,302
times, and the 10 most commonly cited subthemes (listed
from most frequently cited to least) were: 1) concerns over
specific rule requirements such as depth of stock and staple
food definition; 2) reduced food access because of stores
withdrawing from SNAP; 3) reduced profit margins because
of proposed requirements; 4) doubting the effectiveness of
the rule in improving diets because of lack of healthy food
demand by SNAP recipients; 5) space concerns for where to
put all of the required food items; (6) perishability of staple
food items; (7) ambiguity of language in the rule; (8) gov-
ernment interference with the free market principles of
supply and demand; (9) supply chain distribution concerns
and ordering infrastructure needed to purchase and store
staple food items; and 10) lack of equipment and supplies to
store staple food items. Table 2 shows code definitions and
frequencies.
Most arguments (30.0%) used to oppose the rule were

submitted by businesses and focused on the specific rule
requirements, including depth of stock, multiple food in-
gredients, and definition of a retail food store. Several com-
ments indicated concern about the proposed definition of



Retail/Business, 
50%

Private Citizens, 
22%

Medical Field, 
13%

Non-Profit, 8%

Government, 6%
Education, 3%

Retail/Business Private Citizens Medical Field Non-Profit Government Education
Figure. Percent of public comments analyzed by type of commenter, n¼303.
variety. In addition, businesses were concerned with the
continued ability of SNAP recipients to use their SNAP ben-
efits to purchase accessory foods. Some businesses provided
suggestions for adjusting the definition of variety and
including specific language related to the continued eligibility
of nonstaple items. Other comments opposed the proposed
approach to classifying multiple-ingredient foods and argued
that these foods should count as staple foods. One retail
business owner wrote:

To me it doesn’t make sense the proposed regulations
would make our pizza not eligible for SNAP purchases.
The USDA law states that SNAP benefits are allowed for
the purchase of bread, fruits, vegetable and dairy, isn’t the
pizza a combination of all of the above?

One opposition argument highlighted the sentiment that 
the proposed rule unfairly targeted small retail food outlets. 
One comment from a retail business owner said that he un-
derstood the intent of the proposed rule, but he would be 
forced to choose between his business and accepting SNAP: “I 
support implementing the Congressional requirement to in-
crease staple and perishable food minimums, but I oppose 
the other parts of the proposed rule. If you do not revise the 
rule to fix these problems, my company will no longer be able 
to participate in SNAP.” With the proposed rule requiring 168 
staple food items to be continually stocked, many small stores 
were concerned that they would not have the space required 
to comply (n¼101). Another retail business owner noted:

Our average store size is 2000 sq. feet or less. Most often 
there is no backroom storage and we rely on store sales
floor to keep enough stock for each items. We mostly get
our deliveries to replenish stock once a week. Stocking
168þ items across 4 staple food categories would put too
much burden on retailers like us with small footprint
stores.

Retailers were also concerned that the proposed depth of
stock requirement would lead to increased food waste
because of having to discard perishable items by their “sell-
by” date if customers did not purchase them (n¼33). On a
related note, some comments indicated that perishable items
often arrive at stores in poor condition or near to their labeled
sell-by date. Some store owners expressed that geography
and transportation issues inhibited their ability to source
staple food items. Another sentiment shared by retail busi-
ness owners was that additional cold storage would be
required and that the cost of installing and running the
necessary equipment may preclude some stores’ involvement
in the program:

I think it would be a mistake to require small, neighbor-
hood convenience stores that accept SNAP to carry fresh
produce, dairy and meat. While access to those foods is
absolutely desirable, the burden of installing the cooling
required and the cost of dealing with spoilage might
prevent some stores from complying, which means they
lose SNAP.

Arguments Supporting the Rule
Arguments in support of the USDA’s rule were mentioned
556 times (28.5% of all themes). Most stakeholders



Table 2. Themes and sub-themes discussed in public commentsa and their frequencies, United States 2016

Theme Sub-theme Definition
Sub-theme
total,b n (%)

Theme total,
n (%)

Arguments against
the rule

SNAPc retailer rule
definitions

Stores’ concerns about specific SNAP retailer rule definitions, including
retail food stores, multiple food ingredients, and staple foods

391 (30.0) 1,302 (66.8)

Reduced food access Reduced food access as a result of stores withdrawing from SNAP or
closing

302 (23.2)

Costebenefit
argument

Mentions how the new SNAP retailer rule hurts businesses by increasing
store costs, decreasing profits, and possibly reducing workforces as a
consequence of the rule

259 (19.9)

Doubting
effectiveness of the
rule

Doubting effectiveness of rule in promoting nutrition; (ie, there is a lack of
demand from store customers for healthy food, so they will not buy
healthy food)

109 (6.4)

Space concerns Lack of space in store to adhere to depth-of-stock requirements 101 (7.8)
Perishability Consideration of how long the item will keep fresh, ie, produce spoiling

too quickly
33 (0.025)

Rule ambiguity SNAP retailer rule needs to be more clearly defined 31 (0.024)
Free market Government is interfering with free market principles of supply and

demand
30 (0.023)

Distribution and
purchasing
and infrastructure

Lack of food distributers and purchasing infrastructure to order and stock
staple food items

28 (0.022)

Equipment and
supplies

Concerns about lack of adequate equipment and supplies, including
coolers, refrigeration, and shelving

18 (0.014)

Arguments for the rule Food access Mentions availability (presence of healthy food), accessibility (geographic
proximity and ability to travel to store), affordability (food prices),
accommodation (store hours or types of payment accepted), and
acceptability (individual attitudes or schedules) related to healthy food

196 (35.3) 556 (28.5)

Access to the healthy
food

Increased access to healthy food because of SNAP retailer rule 138 (24.8)

Relationship between
nutrition and health

Mentions the health benefits of healthy diet, consequences of unhealthy
eating (chronic diseases), and the obesity epidemic in the United States

63 (11.3)

Nutrition Improved nutrition attributable to SNAP retailer rule 54 (0.97)
Health Improved health outcomes attributable to SNAP retailer rule 47 (0.085)
Time The time it takes to shop, prepare, and cook healthy foods 23 (0.041)
Access associated
with intake

Healthy food access is/is not associated with healthy food intake 20 (0.036)

(continued on next page)
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submitting these arguments were from hospitals and health
care, nonprofit organizations, private citizens, and the edu-
cation sector. Seven subthemes supported the rule (listed
from most frequently cited to least): 1) general discussion of
food access, 2) improving access to healthy food, 3) rela-
tionship between nutrition and health; 4) improved nutri-
tion; 5) improved health; 6) the time required to prepare
healthy foods, and 7) healthy food access is associated with
intake.
A dietetics intern working in the health care and hospital

sector discussing the importance of having improved access
to healthy SNAP-authorized foods wrote:

Many parents have complained about the difficulty in
obtaining nutritionally dense SNAP-approved foods such as
fresh vegetables, fruits, and low-fat milk at local stores.
Since many of these participants have limited access to
transportation, they are forced to purchase undesired foods
such as sugar-added beverages and prepacked meals.

Several comments (n¼23) argued that SNAP recipients
have limited time for food preparation and rely on these
multiple-ingredient items to feed their families. One comment
submitted by a public health nonprofit organization stated:
“The proportion of foods consumed away from home has
increased, and many working families struggle to find the
time and energy to prepare healthy meals from scratch.”
Most comments were in support of the provisions of the

proposed rule that would provide more variety of healthy
foods to SNAP participants (n¼138). One comment from a
template letter written by private citizens appeared five
times:

I feel very strongly that we ensure that healthy foods, in
particular, fresh fruits and vegetables are easily available
to everyone. I strongly support this proposed rule
requiring stores that accept SNAP to stock a wider range
of food choices with a focus on fresh foods generally.
Access to fresh fruits and vegetables is particularly chal-
lenging in what are known as “food deserts,” and
everyone should have access to fresh fruits and vegeta-
bles. Everyone deserves to have access to the foods that
will keep them healthy.

Facilitators to Implementation
Facilitators to rule implementation were only used 91 times
across the public comments (nearly 5% of all arguments).
They focused on 1) clearly communicating changes and of-
fering clear guidance about the rules to stores, 2) giving
stores adequate time to implement, and 3) providing tech-
nical and financial assistance for some stores. Most com-
ments offered suggestions to improve the proposed rule by
providing various tools for store owners to understand the
rule better and how to make changes to their stores accord-
ingly (n¼32). One comment from a city’s department of
health stated: “To increase retailer compliance, we urge the
USDA to initiate a comprehensive outreach strategy to
communicate these significant changes to SNAP well in
advance of the compliance date for these requirements, and
to do so in a way that is accessible to all retailers.”
Many comments supported a longer implementation

timeline for smaller stores (n¼30). They suggested allowing
store owners several years to phase in and complete



adjustments to the proposed rule, including this comment 
from a nonprofit organization: “USDA should allow adequate 
time, beyond the 120 days in the proposed rule, for retailers 
to transition their operations to meet the new standards. This 
will require changes in the retailer’s administrative and 
operations processes.”
In terms of assistance for retailers, most comments (n¼29) 

suggested providing store owners with some kind of financial 
assistance to implement the proposed rule. Many store 
owners stated they would need to purchase or install new 
infrastructure to display and store the new food requirements 
outlined in the proposed rule. Other comments suggested 
providing store owners with additional training in various 
areas, such as how to handle and store foods to improve shelf 
life; effective marketing strategies to improve sales; and 
technical support to determine appropriate food products to 
stock.
None of the funds made available by this Act may be used
to implement, administer, or enforce the “variety” re-
quirements of the final rule entitled, ‘Enhancing Retailer
Standards in the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Pro-
gram’.until the Secretary of Agriculture amends the
definition of the term “variety”.Until the Secretary
promulgates such regulatory amendments, the Secretary
shall apply the requirements regarding acceptable vari-
eties and breadth of stock to Supplemental Nutrition
Assistance Program retailers that were in effect on the day
before the date of the enactment of the Agricultural
of 2014.22

DISCUSSION
In December 2016, the USDA promulgated the final SNAP 
retailer rule. It required stores to stock seven varieties in each 
of the four staple food groups, with three units of each variety 
(instead of the proposed six).21 It also eased restrictions on 
retailers from having 85% of food sales coming from items 
that are not cooked or heated on site to 50%. The rule went 
into effect on January 17, 2017 and allowed retailers 12 
months to comply. Newly authorized SNAP retailers would be 
required to implement the rule on May 17, 2017. If stores 
were located in high-need areas, such as reduced food access 
communities, and could demonstrate that they would have 
difficulty implementing the rule, they could apply for a “Need 
for Access” waiver. This waiver addressed the concern 
expressed in the public comments regarding stores with-
drawing from SNAP because of the difficulty of implementing 
the new rule.21

Even though the final SNAP Retailer Rule went into effect 
January 2017, in May 2017, the federal government approved 
a federal budget that reopened a new SNAP Retailer Rule 
public comment period to discuss the definition of the term 
variety (see excerpt below from the budget legislation):

This legislative language delays implementation of the 
SNAP Retailer Rule until the Secretary of Agriculture reopens 
the public comment period and redefines the term variety. 
Ultimately, this makes the current SNAP Retailer Rule null 
and void and reverts it back to the pre-2016 standards (as 
shown in Table 1).
Regardless of the delayed implementation of the 2016 
“Enhancing Retailer Standards in the Supplemental Nutrition
Assistance Program,” this study showed that the business
sector reported challenges within store settings to increasing
the availability of healthy food options. Limited space,
equipment, proper storage, time, technical assistance, and
distribution channels were among the largest concerns for
SNAP retailers. Results of this study showed that the final rule
did consider businesses’ concerns about the proposed depth
of stock requirements and multiple-ingredient foods not
counting toward the depth of stock. To help address some
store owners’ concerns about implementation barriers, the
USDA created the “Need for Access” waiver. Similar to the
SNAP retailer rule, when the revised Special Supplemental
Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC)
Food package was released in 2009, concerns were expressed
that stores would leave the program because of imple-
mentation barriers.23 However, researchers found that few
stores dropped out of the WIC program because of difficulty
meeting the minimum inventory requirements.23

The themes extracted from the public comments highlight
the need for clear and effective communication from the
USDA regarding exactly how to interpret definitions
regarding staple food items, variety, and acceptable multiple-
ingredient foods. Clear definitions of which foods satisfy the
rule requirements, such as those provided in the Robert
Wood Johnson Foundation Expert Panel Report “Minimum
Stocking Levels and Marketing Strategies of Healthful Foods
for Small Retailer Food Stores,”24 along with examples of
commonly qualifying foods, would be beneficial and would
facilitate policy implementation. The Robert Wood Johnson
Foundation report was just released in 2016, so formal
analysis of how this report has assisted store owners is not
yet available.
As in prior studies, skepticism about the effectiveness of

the proposed rule to improve low-income SNAP partici-
pants’ diets was expressed,11 along with optimism about
the new rule promoting a healthier food environment in
rural areas. However, when the WIC minimum inventory
requirements changed in 2009, studies demonstrated that
WIC participants’ diets also improved.25-27 This could be
because the redeemable products changed, along with the
minimum stocking requirements. For the new SNAP
retailer rule to be effective, perhaps it must be accompa-
nied by new rules related to what SNAP participants may
purchase using SNAP benefits. Future studies could test
whether increasing product demand using behavioral
economic strategies results in increased consumer pur-
chasing of newly stocked food products required by the
final ruling.28

This study had several strengths. First, multiple coders
were trained by the same lead investigator. In addition, this
study allowed for the multiple coding of issues, and it
examined a representative sample of public comments.
Although researchers only selected a random sample of
public comments to analyze, the origin of the comments
submitted (ie, stakeholder type) were similar to the 1,260
public comments submitted to the USDA. In the USDA’s full
analysis, 72% of 1,260 public comments were from busi-
nesses, and the remaining 28% were from private citizens,
trade associations, hospitals and health care, nonprofit
organizations, and government.20 The main study limitation
was that researchers could only analyze comments that were
submitted to the US Federal Register—the beliefs voiced by



these individuals or organizations may differ from those of
individuals who did not submit a comment.

CONCLUSIONS
Federal policies regarding healthy food and food assistance
programs will be proposed in the future, including the
reopening of a new public comment period to define “vari-
ety” in the SNAP Retailer Rule. This study’s findings could
help guide rule implementation by understanding the likely
stakeholder groups’ viewpoints, need for technical assistance
among stores, and need for in-store promotions and
customer nutrition education to encourage choosing healthier
items. Healthy food policies must consider store-level
resource needs in tandem with system-level policy changes.
Nutrition and dietetics practitioners may be tasked with
working with stores to implement healthy changes. As
similarly stated in Zizza’s 2014 research editorial in the
Journal of the Academy of Nutrition and Dietetics,29 nutrition
and dietetics practitioners must understand the role of the
Federal Register in refining and establishing food policy and
how federal food policy influences the environments in
which nutrition and dietetics practitioners’ clients are
making food choices.
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