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Abstract

Just Say Yes to Fruits and Vegetables (JS¥ppemental Nutrition Assistance Program
Nutrition Education (SNABd) projectworks to ensure lowncome families in New York eat nutritious
foods, make the most of their food budgets and prepare foods in a safe marmeprogram
nutritionists provide free nutrition workshops throughout New Y &thte,using structured USDA
approved lesson plans on dietary quality, food safety and food resource management. This report
describes the reach and influence the program hadifmal yea0082009 Using program
administrative data, the extent to which theggram has reached its target audiencéood stamp
eligibles in New Yorkwas examinedNearly13,000 lowincome New Yorkensere provided
information on how to select, prepare and serve fruits and vegetables thrd8ymutrition education
workshopsand hundreds more were exposed to JSY throughitbile fruit and vegetable van and
website.Additionally, during the 2002009 fiscal year, JSY expanded its reach in two ways: delivering
nutrition education to parents at Summer Food Service Programs stdeand by delivering nutrition
educationat eightNew York CitydfmerL) aiketsthrough a partnership with the New York City
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene called Stellar Farfivaiskets.Also eported are the results
of a program outcome evadtion based on participant survey dat@ihe effectiveness of each lesson was
determined byhow wellit meets corresponding outcome objective®verall, the evaluation supports
GKS dzaS 2F SIOK fSaazy igendvigaSnbrksidp gt incINBs? NEipeQa 2062 S
demonstration is associated with increased knowledge of preparing fruits and vegetables. Similarly
attending a lesson on dietary quality, food safety or food resource management was positively
associated with increased knowledge in $keareas. Regardless of the lesson topic, the majority of
participants of JSY lessons have indicated they intend to eat more fruits and vegefddediscussed
are the influence and relevance of participant and workshop characteristics associatetievjirogram
objectives.



Introduction

Just Say Yes to Fruits and Vegetables (JSSBupéemental Nutrition Assistance Program
Nutrition Educatior(SNAFEd)project, with local cost sharérom the New York State Department of
Health(NYS DOHIn collaboration with the Regional Food Bank of Northeastern New futkhe New
York City Department of Health and Mental Hygiel&Y works to improwhe health and nutritional
status of lowincome families in New York Statésing nutrition education wéshops and food
demonstrations, JS¥orks to ensure lowncome families in Nework eat nutritious foods, makee
most of their food budgets and prepare foods in a safe manner.

For more than Qyears, JSY has worked in partnépshith organizatiosthat servethe food
insecure in New Yorkood insecurity is associated with less nutritious diets, particularly with regard to
consumption of fruits and vegetables. For example, udatg fromasample of women with children in
upstate New York, Kendall, ©tsand Frongilld1996)found thatfamilieswith greater food insecurity
were significantly less likely to consume fruits and vegetablasasuk, Mcintyre and Li (2007)
investigatedthe association between food insecurity and dietary intake further byréximg dietary
changes in the context of monthly declines in financial resources. The researchers found that as monthly
Ffft20YSyida 2F FAYLFYOALf NBaz2da2NOSa RSOt AYySRI a2 RA
that were experiencing moderatar severe food insecurity were especially sensitivdeclining
resources, such that significant declines in energy, carbohydrate, vitagiiaml fruit and vegetable
intake wereassociated with depletions in household resources.

Nutrition education delivered to lovincome New Yorkers hatown to reduce food insecurity,
consequently, improving the health status of many individuals receiving benefits through supplemental
food programs (Dollahite, Olson & Sc®ferce, 2003). Moreay, at least one randomized control study
has found a similar association(inK S ! Supplefiental Nutrition Assistance ProgréBNAP)
participants, whereSNAFEdg | & F2dzy R (2 f 26 SN BRARRpulatpra(SdbezNA & Ay
Miller, Mason, Abbti, McCabe & Boushey, 2009)

TheSupplemental Nutrition Assistance Progralsoaims to improve the nutritional status of
those who experience food insecurlby providing supplemental financial resourcBatrticipants can
redeembenefitsby using an electmic cardto purchase foodand beveragedn an average month
nearly 2million lowrincome New Yorkers participatetime program Participationn New Yorkas
increased every year for the past fiyearsand participation rates for 2008 are more thar?22yreater
than they were in 2004 (USDA, 2008till much must be done to make positive changes in the diets of
low-income familiesRecent data on the quality &NARLJF NIIA OA LI yGaQ RASGZ a 02Y
income nonpatrticipants, found th&NARarticipants are less likely to choose healthful foods. Using
data from the National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES¢ 2899), it was found
that SNARarticipants were less likely to consume raw vegetables and wholeafnditvere morelikely
to choose less healthf snacks, such as potato ch{fsSDA2008). JSY works timprove dietary choice
made by participants in New Mo providinginformation and educationon howto plan, buy and
preparehealthy meals thainclude fruits and vgetables.This report will discuss an evaluation of JSY
SNAFEdefforts for the 2008; 2009fiscal year.



While New York has the third higheé34APparticipation rate in the natiorgnly 61% of those
eligible for the program are currently participatifigSDA2009 Cunnyngham, Castner & Schjra®08)
In New York, more than 600,000 lemcome families meet the basg@NARncome eligibilitycriteria
(<130%Federal Poverty Levelhile another 370,931 more families with incomes below 185% the
Federal Peerty Level meet the income criteria fomslar food assistance programs (US Census, 2007).
To ensure all food insecure familieparticipating inSNAPRor eligible forSNAR; are provided much
needed nutrition education, JSY conducts nutrition educaitigmartnership with Emergency Food Relief
Organizations (EFROSs), suclioasl pantries and soup kitchengach year approximately 2.1 million
low-income New Yorkers access food throlgffROs anf4% of clients using EFROs in New York have
incomes at or belw 130% of the Federal Poverty Lefflely SNA OF Q& { SORJISRhaba&lsNIISa G > |
delivered nutrition education at New York Women, Infant and Children Supplemental Food Program
(WIC)sitesstarting in 2006Additionally, on October 1, 200JSDA approved waiver to allow JS¥
provide nutrition education to lowincome womerwith childrenparticipating in theSummer Food
Service Program (SFSRIll reportson the piloting of the JSY expansiamto WIC andSFSRre available
on the JSY website (jsyfruitveggies.org)

Program Background

The foundation for the JSY program was formed in 1994. Focusgandpnarket research
were conducted with food pantry clients to t@mine what type of program would helgients
consumehealthier foods. It was determined that raising awareness on the need to oonwits and
vegetables through food demonstrations would be most helpful and meaningful to the clients. Funding
for the program was obtained in 1996, allowing the JSY program to provide nutrition education to
thousands of lonincome New Yorkers throughout the state annually.

Figure 1: JSY and Food Bank Regions in New

JSY nutritionistare based in
each of the food bank regions in New S
York, as defined by FeediAgnerica*
Figure 1 displays the counties that are
covered by each food banWith the
exception ofthe New York City area
and the Northeastern regiqrone
nutritionist covers each food bank
region. Due to the large area covered
by the Regional Food Baak
Northeastern NY, two nutritionists Food Bank Regions

of New York State

cover this are& one in the southern
counties and another in the northern
counties. Alsodue to the disproportionately large number of clients seen in New York City, three JSY
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nutritionists cover thefive New York @ boroughsForthe
20082009fiscal year, lhe nutritionist who coveredhe Food
Bank for Westchestaegion in Westhester County also
deliverednutrition education inthe Bronx One nutritionist
delivered nutrition education in Manhattan and Queersl
another nutritionist coveredrooklyn and Staten Island.

To further meet the overwlming need for SNAEd in
NYCin collaboration with the NYS DOH, the NYC Department
I SFfGK FYR aSydlf 1 &3igghSQa
ProgramimplementedSNA>-Ed at eight FarmetMarkets in
low-income areas throughout NYC, using JSY curriculum. The
initiative, known as Stellar FarméMarkets, begardelivering
SNAPFEdin July 2009Throughout the growing season, Stellar
Farmers§Markets nutritionists deliverednutrition education on a
weekly basis, at two markets in the Bronx, two markets in
Brooklyn, three markets in Manhattan and one market in
Queens. An evaluation of Stellearmer§Markets will be
summarized in a separate report. Datallected from Stellar
FarmersMarkets SNAFEd participants are not included in this
evaluation report.

JSY nutritionists provideee nutrition workshopsusing
structured USDApproved lesson plans. The majority of
nutrition workshops also include food demonstration with
taste sampling, lovcost recipe ideas, handouts and free
incentives. JSY lesson plakiresghree coreSNAFEdnutrition
topicsincluding:

e Dietary Quality:Improvedietary quality by increasing
consumption of fruits and vegetables

Just Say Yes 20@8009 Lessons

of
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JSY Lessons on

Dietary Quality

Eating healthy with fruits and
vegetables

Cooking with dried beans

Making healthy food choices with
MyPyramid

Nutrition Fact Labels

Meal Planning

Portion Size

JSY Lesson on Food Safety
Keeping food safe |

JSY Lesson on

Food Resource Management

Stretching food dollars

o Food SafetySafely handle, prepai@nd store fruits and vegetables

e Food Resource ManagemertEnhance efforts to manage resources ahdp for fruits and

vegetables in a cogfficient manner

In the 2M8-2009fiscal yearthere werenine USDAapproved lessons the JSY nutritionist could use
for their nutrition education workshops. To improve dietary quality, nutritionistsvidedlessms on
how to include fruits and vegetables in meals, how to cook dried beans, what to inclodlsto

improve fiber inake, how to use MyPyramid to plan healthy meals, how to use nutrition fact labels

when shopping, how to plan a leeost healthy meahnd a lessoithat addresseportion sizes.Another

lessonaddres#ng food safetyprovidesinformation on ways to prepare foods in a safe mankanally,

the JSYood resource managemenésson providesips on how to save money while shopping for faod



In addition to the narition education workshops, JSY promadtests and vegetables in loimcome

communities using its mobile fruit and vegetable demonstration van. Dtimgvarmer months, the
7 JSY vaattendshealthfairs and other community events low-income
communities throughout thetate, demonstrating how to prepare fruits and
vegetables and providing recipes, food samples and informational handouts to
attendees.JSY also uses its website, jsyfruitveggies.org, to promote the
programand to digribute recipes and information on eating healthy, saving
money on healthy foods and preparing food safely

Evaluation Plan

To evaluate the JSY program, process and outcome data collected by theastagied to
describe the reach of the program andsass how effective the program was at meeting its objectives.
The data evaluatediascollected and recorded by JSY nutritiogigbllowing the guidelines of the
I { 5! docatio®and AdministrativReporting System ARS)The BARS reporting system useg bl
JSY nutritionistwasadaptedby NYS Department of Health staff after a USDA pilot projecbmpiles
information reported by JSY nutritioniste the characteristics of the workshogndthe behavioral
change outcomes of the lessofeinformation collected on the workshop characteristics inclsite
type of workshop (dietary quality, food safegnd/or food resource managementyhether a recipe
was demonstrated, how many individuals attended theslten, the length of the lesson atite location
of the lessor(e.g., EFRO, WIC clinic, ef@¥hile JS¥peratesin a variety of settings, most workshops
were held in EFROs (53%) or WIC clinics (13%thsoworkshop location (e.g., shelters, adult rehabs,
etc.) accounted for more than 6% the total data;therefore, any workshaopnot held in an EFRQ
2L/ aSidAy3a ¢ deiRoabiNBdappfoRiate @nalysds.

The demographic and outcome data was collected using alpssbn surveyAppendix A). The
survey capturedhe particpant€age category, gender, racethnicity and household size. The outcome
guestions assessewb key behavioral determinants: knowledge and intentiddsowledge changeas
assessed by asking the participants at the end of the lesson if they leargddrgnnew about
preparing fruits and vegetables, choosing healthy foods, saving money while shopping for food or
keeping food safe. Intentionsere assessed by asking participants at the end of a lesson if they intend
to prepare the recipe demonstrated Aabme and if they intend to eat more fruits and vegetables.
Additionally, program nutritionists provide monthly highlights of successful nutrition education
workshops. These highlightsovide operended accounts ofvorkshop impact

The JSYNiR 3 Nlbgi€ thadel (Figure)2vasused to guide the evaluation. Before assessing the
outcomes, process data and general information on how the program was implemismpessented.
Information discussed in this piece of the evaluation focuses on the ougeatson of the logic model,
beginning with a description of JSY community event outreach and website activity. The final part of the
process evaluation section discusses the extent of the progmsummation of workshops held and a
description of those Wwo were reachedhrough the workshops



Inputs/Resources

FSNEunding __,

NYS DOH
funding

Personnel:

Regional
Food Banlof
Northeastern
New York

NYS DOH

Activities

Develop lesson plan for:

e Selecting healthy foods
o Food guide pyramid
o Fiber
o Beans
e Managing food resources
e Food safety

Develop recipes for demos

|

JSY nutritionists trained dasson
plans

Develop training material for
operation of fruit and vegetable
mobile demonstration

{

JSY nutritionists trained arsing
mobile demonstration van

—

—

Outputs

# eligibles
receive edc. on
dietary quality

# eligibles
receive edc. on
resource
management

# eligibles
receive edc. on
food safetv

# of van events
held

# eligibles
receive
nutrition info

Shortterm outcomes Longterm outcomes

IncreaseFSS £ A A A 0
knowledge of:

e Preparing fruits and
vegetables
e Choosing healthy

foods Lowincome New

* Saving money while Yorkers make food
shopping for food

e Keeping food safe ;
optimal health

IncreaseFSSf A I A 0
intentions to:

e Prepare fruits and
vegetablesaat home
e Eat more fruits and

vegetables
—

Impact

Improved health
and nutrition of

_, choices that promote_, the FSeligible

population of
NYS



EachJSYesson targets a specific behavioral determinant. Figure 3 demonstrates the underlying
strategies linking each lesson to a behavideterminant. Nutritioniss may choose to use more than
one lesson at each workshop. For example, a workshop may include a lesson on dietary quality and a
lesson on food safety. The objectives of such a workshop would, therefore, be to increase knowledge
regarding choosing healthy foods, increase intentions to eat more fruits and vegetables and increase
knowledge regarding keeping food safe.

Figure 3: Lesson plans and corresponding behavioral determinants

Increase knowledge Increase knowledge. I_ Increase knowledge I_ Increase knowledge

== regarding preparing == regarding choosing regarding saving regarding Keeping

A money while
fruits & vegetables healthy foods shoppping for food food safe

Increase intentions tQ Increase intentions tQ
== prepare fruits and == eat more fruits and
vegetables at home vegetables

Increase intentions tQ
== eat more frruits and
vegetables

The objectives of the workshops are viwver, shortterm objectives. Observing intermediate
and longterm objectives, such as stable dietary changes and improvements in overall health, would
require extensive involvement from the participants and repeated measures of the objectives over a
longperiod of time. Given the transient nature of the target audience, such observations are nearly
impossible tamake There is a reasonablmount of research investigal dietary behaviors that
supports the linkage between shetiérm outcomes, such as havioral intentions, to longerm
outcomes, such as behavioral change (e.g., De Bourdeaudhuij & Van Oo3t, DO@€) the strategy for
evaluating the outcomes of the JSY program is to measure changes ifteshorbjectives, including
changes in knowldge and intentions. The way in which these objectives relate to intermediate
202S0O0ADSa |y R-teimkntpact BNRiHratdd igha JEBNRYTEIND Y Q& f 23R O Y2 RSt

A crosssectional evaluation design was used in the outcome evaluat@nthe same questionnaire
was given to all participants regardless of the lesson being wesppnses to behavioral objective
guestions that are appropriate for the lesson (e.g., dietary quality knowledge questions for a dietary
guality lessonyvere compaed to responses that are not appropriate for the lesson (e.g., food safety
knowledge questions for a dietary quality lessof)K dza = G SELR aSRé 'y R ddzy SELI2 & ¢
defined by the lesson topic, which allowed for a control group to be formed to roakgarisons.
Seven specific evaluation questionsrel 8 8 S3aSR (2 RSUGSN¥YAYS (GKS LINEINI



Core JSY outcome evaluation questions:
1. Are there greater percentages of people that indicate they have learned something new about
preparing fruits and @getables in workshops that included a food demonstration as compared
to workshops that did not?

2. Are participants exposed to a dietary quality lesson more likely to indicate they have learned
something new about choosing healthy foods than participantsemposed to a dietary quality
lesson?

3. Are participants exposed to a food safety lesson more likely to indicate they have learned
something new about keeping foods safe than participants not exposed to a food safety lesson?

4. Are participants exposed tofaod resource management lesson more likely to indicate they
have learned something new about saving money while shopping than participants not exposed
to a food resource management lesson?

5. Of those that attended a workshop that included a food demonsgirgtwhat percentages of
participants indicated they intend to make the recipe at home?

6. Are there greater percentages of people that indicated they will eat more fruits and vegetables
in workshops that included a food demonstration than in workshops dichthot?

7. Are there greater percentages of people that indicated they will eat more fruits and vegetables
in workshops that included a lesson on dietary quality than workshops that did not?

Data Analysis Plan

The number of participants in each JSY wasksraried, with the average workshop having 18
participants. @e workshop with 64 attendeesas apotential outlier influencingthe mean number of
attendees. Including it in the dataset resulted in a relatively high skewness vaRjeafid an
unacceptab} high kurtosis score (2.1). This workshop was removed from the datalfeseconducting
the outcome analysjsas it was unusually large for a typical JSY workshop.

Theprocess evaluation analysis inclediescriptive statistics gfrogram activityoutputs for the
20082009fiscal year Outcome analysewnere conducted using responses from thestworkshopJSY
surveys. For the analysdsvariate comparisons of participant and workshop characteristics were made
for each outcome of interest (e.g., gendefferences in intentions to eat more fruits and vegetables)
using Parson Chi Square testany differences may confound the analysis of knowledge and intention
changesas these differences may provide explanations toaksociation®bserved not related to the
intervention. Therefore, any statistically significant differences were included as covaridtes in
multivariate analysesf the outcomes of interest. As the outcomes of interest were dichotomously
recorded (e.g., learned tprepare fruits and vegetables vs. didirearn, etc.), logistic regression was
used to predict the likelihood of a participant indicating knowledge change or behavioral intenfioa



variable used as exposure to an intervention was based ohypetheszedlinkage between the

lessons and outcomes outlined in Figure 3. For example, to test whether an individual learned anything

new about preparing fruits and vegetables, a logistic regression model was used with learning to

prepare fruits and vegetablegds vs. no) as the dependent variable, whether a recipe was
RSY2yaA(GN}IGSR 0&8Sa @ad y20 Fa (GKS YFAY AYRSLISYRSyi
to have statistically significant differences in the bivariate analysis as covaatdgss was performed

usingPASW 18.0 (SPSS Inc., Chicago, IISAB®.2 (SAS Institute Inc., Cary, NC).

Process Evaluation Results

Community events

In the 20@-2009fiscal year, JSftended68 health
fairs and other community events in lelWwcome communities
TheJSY mobile fruit and vegetaldemonstrationvanwas
usedat several eventbetween April and October, providing
information on fruits and vegetablemd recipe samples. In
total, 3,574peopk were reached through these events

Website activity

During the 2008009fiscal year, JSY receiv@8,440visitsto its website,
www.jsyfruitsveggies.orfl,407,087 hits)Through this website, visitors
received information on fruits and vegetabJekSY recipes and additional
resources, such as links to USDA educational materials.

JSY nutrition education workshops

In the 2008-2009fiscal ear, 13,461individuals were
provided direct nutrition education from JSY. In tofa061
workshops were heldviost workshops (98%) included a recipe
demonstration.The majority of thdessong67%) used in
workshops weren dietary quality (DQ), whil&0%were on
food resource management (F&)d 9% were ofood safety
(FS) The remainingvorkshops ued a combination of the
lessons:1% were orDQ and FS,1 %were on DQ and FR, and
12%were on DQ, FS and Mfne of the workshops condted
included lessons on both FS and FR and no other topic.

10



Outcome Evaluation Results

To evaluate the workshop outcomes, each evaluation question was examsiregithe
hypothesizedinkage between the lessons and outcomes outlined in Figure 3 as a guide. For each

evaluation question, participant and workshop characteristics were exammeaation to the relevant

outcomevariable under examinatiorAny characteristics found to have a significant association with an

outcome variable wereontrolledfor in the statistical models used to tlemine whether the lesson

was dfective.

Evaluation question 1:Are there greater percentages of people that indicate they have learned

something new about preparing fruits and vegetables in workshops that included a food

demonstration as compared to workshops that did not?

Assessmentf the participant and workshop

Table 1 Participant and worksop characteristics associated with

characteristics revealed that participants that knowledge regarding preparing fruits and vegetables

had attended a workshop in the past month

Number (%)earned

. Number something newabout

and were in workshops that were smaller in group preparing FV P

(fewer than 12 participants) and longer (45 — -
minutes or more) were more likely to indicate  Male 3363 2050 (61%)
. Femal 9734 6039 (62%

that they learned something new about pr— (62) 03
preparing fruits and vegetables compared to 5617 191 116 (61%)
. _ 18-59 9489 5856 (62%)
those that did not attend a workshop in the 60 or older 3417 2117 (62%)

last month or were in large or short Race : 06
o . . BlackAfrican American 3839 2424 (63%)
workshops. Adjusting for these differences, it  white 8020 4888 (61%)

P 0,

was found thatarticipants that attended a Etﬁﬁtﬁ; 1238 777 (63%) a8
workslop with a recipe demonstration were Hispanic 2416 1511 (63%)
. . Non-Hispanic 10681 6578 (62%

74% more likely to indicate they learned Attended p";stmomh E20 04
something new about preparing fruits and Yes 3334 2108 (63%)
. _ No 9763 5981 (61%)

vegetables than participants in workshops ' size of session .005
- - - Small (112) 4676 2970 (64%)

<

Wlth(?u'[ a recipe de.monstratlon (p <.001). Medium (1320) 4203 2531 (60%)
Holding all of the differences constant, Large (21 or more) 4218 2588(61%)

: Session length .001
previous atendance was not found to be & e than 45 mn 5145 3079 (60%)
significant predicator of knowledge change. 45 minutes- 60 mirs. 3619 2268 (63%)

.. . More than 60 mis. 4190 2664 (64%)
However, participants in smaller and longer | gcation 06
workshops were more likely to learn EFRO 6999 4328 (62%)
. . WIC Program 1863 1107 (59%)
something new than those in larger and Other 4235 2654 (63%)
shorter workshops (p <.001).
Chart 1: % Learned something new abptegparingfruits and vegetables
Recipe Demo
No Recipe Demc
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
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Evaluation question ZAre paticipants exposed to a dietary quality lesson more likely to indicate they
have learned something new about choosing healthy foods than participants not exposed to a dietary

quality lesson?

Table 2 Participant and workshop characteristics associated with
knowledge regarding choosing healthy foods.

Number (%) learned

Number something newabout
in group choosing healthy foods

Gender

Male 3363 2162 (64%)

Female 9734 6304 (65%)
Age

5¢17 191 122 (64%)

18-59 9489 6271 (66%)

60 or older 3417 2073 (60%)
Race

Black /African American 3839 2592 (68%)

White 8020 5092 (64%)

Other 1238 782 (63%)
Ethnicity

Hispanic 2416 1555 (64%)

Non-Hispanic 10681 6911 (65%)
Attended pastmonth

Yes 3334 2054 (62%)

No 9763 6412 (66%)
Size of session

Small (112) 4676 3122 (67%)

Medium (1320) 4203 2706 (64%)

Large (21 or more) 4218 2638 (63%)
Session length

Less than 45 mins. 5145 3091 (60%)

45 minutes- 60 mins. 3619 2355 (65%)

More than 60 mins. 4190 2947 (70%)
Location

EFRO 6999 4267 (61%)

WIC Program 1863 1281 (69%)

Other 4235 2918 (69%)

=]
.62

<.001

<.001

.75

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

LI NOIAOALI yGaQ 3S 41 a

Assessmentf the participant
characteristics suggest that naiderly,
African Americans and those that did not
attended a workshop in the past month
were more likely to have learned
somethingnew about choosing healthy
foods.Participants in workshops that had
fewer attendees and were more than 45
minutes in length were more likely to
indicate that they learned something
new. Additionally, workshops held in
EFRO settings had a lower percentafe
participants that indicated they had
learned something new about choosing
healthy foods than other workshop
settings. Holding all of the participant
and workshop differences constant, it
was found thatparticipants that

attended a workshop on dietary ality
(DQ)were 81%more likely to indicate
they learned something new about
choosing healthy foods than participants
in workshops not on dietary quality

(p <.001).After adjusting for differences,

y @medg® éhaageRHowexer, d\fBcart Anargad A | G SR

participants, participargthat did not attend a workshop in the past month, participants in smaller and
longer workshops and participants who attended workshops that were not at EFROs were more likely to

learn sonething new (p <.001).

Chart2: % Learned something new abaftoosing healthy foods

% Learned about choosing healthy fooc

100%
0,
7504 | 68% ot 68% 64% 63% 6296 66% 67% 4% 63% sov 65% 0% o105 9% 69%
50%
25%
0%
SN Y & & NS S o O x o L &
L P QP &S ISR o SR & QY
& & AR\ & & & & & SN < ©
O N SN NS Y
Q7 9 ® A > L& & L
N ¢ < L > &
o SRS o\
< SIS N4
S
Y W°
O
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Evaluation question 3:Are participants exposed to a food safety lesson more likely to indicate they
have learned something new about keeping foods safe than participants not exposed to a food safety
lesson?

Age, race, ethnicity, previous Table 3 Participant and workshop characteristics associated with knowledg
attendance, session size and regarding keeping food safe
location were all found to be _ Number (%)
] . . . Number in group learnedsomething new P
associated with learning something about food safety
new about food safety. Adjusting for cender 098
; Male 3363 1114 (33%)
dlﬁgrgnces across groups, Fomale 9734 3074 (39%)
participantswho attended a Age <.001
5¢17 191 63 (33%)
workshop on food safetfFS)ere 18-59 9489 2023 (31%)
more than threetimes (OR = 3.23) 60 or older 3417 1202 (35%)
. . Race <.001
as likely to indicate they had learnea gjackafrican American 3839 1304 (34%)
something new about keeping food ~ White 8020 2492 (31%)
o _ Other 1238 392 (32%)
safe than participants that did not | Ethnicity .028
Hispanic 2416 727 (30%)
attend a food safety _W_orkSho@) Non-Hispanic 10681 3461 (32%)
<.001) Age and ethnicity were not  Attended past month <.001
— . . Yes 3334 1170 (35%)
significantly associated with No 9763 3018 (31%)
knowledge change afteadjusting Size of session 008
. . Small (112) 4676 1461 (31%)
for group differences. African Medium (1320) 4203 1301 (31%)
American participants and Large (21 or more) 4218 1426(34%)
. Session length .67
participants that had attended a Less than 45 ma 5145 1620 (32%)
- 45 minutes- 60 mirs. 3619 1169 (32%)
lesson in the past month were more | " 0 mis. P 1645 (329%)
likely to indicate that they had Location <.001
. EFRO 6999 2332 (33%)
learned something new. Also, WIC Program 1863 432 (23%)
participants that attended a Other 4235 1424 (34%)

workshop at a WIC clinic westess likely to indicate they had learned something new about food safety
than participants in workshops in other settings.

Chart 3 % Learned something new abdweping food safe

Non FS lessor

FS lesson

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

% Learned about food safety
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Evaluation question 4:Are participants exposed to a food resource management lesson more likely to
indicate they havdearned something new about saving money while shopping than participants not
exposed to a food resource management lesson?

Table 4 Participant and workshop characteristics associated with knowledge . .
regarding saving money while shopping for food With the exception of

LI NHAOALI yiaQ 3ISYRSH

Number (%) learnedomething

Numberin group new about saving money P statistically significant
Gender 67  differences were found across
Male 3363 1055 (31%) Il of the ch teristi
Female 9734 3015 (31%) all or the characteristics
Agg . 101 44 23%) <001  considered. After adjusting for
C ) . o
18-59 9489 2785 (29%) these differencesparticipants
60 or older 3417 1241 (36%) that attended workshops on
Race .014
BlackAfrican American 3839 1253 (37%) food resources management
White 8020 2417 (30%) 0 :
Other 1238 400 (32%) were 89%more likely to
Ethnicity 001 indicate they had learned
Hispanic 2416 682 (28%) hi b .
Non-Hispanic 10681 3388 (32%) something new about saving
A“sg‘s’ed PEEREIT s554 1136 (34%) <001 money while shopping for food
0 - - -
No 9763 2934 (30%) than participants that did not
Size of session <.001
Small (112) 2676 1369 (20%) attend a food resources
Medium (1320) 4203 1227 (29%) management worksbp (p
Large (21 or more) 4218 1474 (35%) . .
Session length <001 <-001)Holding differences
Less .than 45 min‘ 5145 1706 (33%) constant, race and ethn|c|ty
45 minutes- 60 mirs. 3619 1029 (28%)
More than60 mirs. 4190 1269 (31%) were not found to be
Location <.001 ; ;
EFRO 6999 2407 (34%) assodated with knoyvngge
WIC Program 1863 398 (21%) change. Also, no significant
Other 4235 1265 (30%) differences were found across

participants that attended workshops of different lengths of time. Session size was found to be
positivelyrelated with knowledge change (p=.003), such that participants getawvorkshops were

more likelyto indicate they had learned something new about saving money while shopping than those
in smaller workshops. Participants that had attended a workshop in the past month were more likely to
have learned something new (p=.0G)d younger participants (p=.02) and participants attending
workshops at WIC clinics (p <.001) were less likely to indicate they had learned something new.

Chart 4 % Learned something new ab@a#ving money while shopping for food
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