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PENNSYLVANIA NUTRITION EDUCATION TRACKS is funded by the USDA Supplemental 
Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP).  SNAP provides nutrition assistance to people 
with low income. It can help you buy nutritious foods for a better diet. To find out more, 
contact the PA Department of Public Welfare’s toll-free Helpline at 800-692-7462.  In 
accordance with Federal law and U.S. Department of Agriculture policy, this institution 
is prohibited from discriminating on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, age, 
religion, political beliefs or disability. To file a complaint of discrimination, write USDA, 
Director, Office of Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 
20250-9410 or call (800) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TTY).  USDA is an equal 
opportunity provider and employer. 
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AI   Adequate Intake  
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CADCOM  Community Action Development Commission of Montgomery   
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CAO   County Assistance Office 
CAPLANC  Community Action Program of Lancaster County  
CEO   Commission on Economic Opportunity  
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EARS   Education and Administrative Reporting System  
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FNS   Food and Nutrition Service 
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HPC   Health Promotion Council of Southeastern PA, Inc 
Marywood/   
Scranton  Marywood University and University of Scranton 
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PA   Pennsylvania 
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PSU Nutrition   
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SNAP   Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program  
SNAP-Ed  Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program Education  
STAR   Statewide Technical and Administrative Reporting  
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INTRODUCTION 
             
 
PENNSYLVANIA NUTRITION EDUCATION TRACKS (TRACKS), funded by the United States 
Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) Food and Nutrition Service (FNS), delivers Food Stamp 
Nutrition Education (FSNE) to food stamp eligible audiences across the Commonwealth.  In 
October 2008 the name of the Food Stamp Program officially changed to the Supplemental 
Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) and FSNE was renamed as Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program Education (SNAP-Ed).  This report covers a time period prior to the name 
change.  The report cover denotes the former name; however, the body of the report uses SNAP-
Ed instead of FSNE. 
 
In 2008 the average monthly number of Pennsylvania (PA) SNAP participants was 1,171,858.  
Through FY 2008 PA SNAP-Ed programming, approximately $29 million dollars of combined 
federal (USDA) and state/local (cost-share) funds were spent to provide over 5.5 million direct 
nutrition education contacts to approximately 249,093 unduplicated individuals; this represents a 
cost to the federal government of less than $2.60 per contact. This report is structured to provide 
a detailed description of programming conducted, followed by evaluation results, and concludes 
with a synopsis of TRACKS activities.   
 
TRACKS programming is locally driven, but common statewide goals and objectives consistent 
with FNS directives structure the content, process, and evaluation aspects. TRACKS consists of 
three age specific programming tracks: Preschool (<5 yrs), School-age (5-17 yrs), and 
Adult/Senior (18+ years). Each track encompasses specific goals and objectives, educational 
strategies, curricula, and evaluation tools appropriate for each target audience.  As shown in 
Figure 1, FY 2008 TRACKS programming was delivered by 16 contracted local partners in 41 
Pennsylvania (PA) counties.  
 
 
DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAMMING 
             
 
A.  EDUCATIONAL STRATEGIES 
 
TRACKS programming contacts are made through direct and indirect education methods.  Direct 
education is defined by interventions where a participant is actively engaged in the learning 
process with an educator and/or interactive media.  In FY 2008, direct TRACKS programming 
strategies included single and series classes (which often included taste testing or cooking 
demonstrations), individual education, and interactive assemblies and health fairs.  Education 
strategies will be discussed specific to each target audience programming track. 
 
1.  PRESCHOOL 
 
54,561 nutrition education contacts were provided to preschoolers and/or preschool caregivers by 
four TRACKS local partners.  Mean number of contacts per individual participant was 9.1, and 
varied from 2.5 to 42.2 among local partners. Series classes were the predominant approach used 
for preschool programming (see Figure 2); this reflects the capability of preschool settings to 
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EVALUATION 
             
 
A.  PROCESS EVALUATION 
 
1. PROCESS EVALUATION DATA COLLECTION 
 
Process evaluation data are collected via the web-based Statewide Technical and Administrative 
Reporting (STAR) system.  TRACKS local partners enter information on education interventions 
delivered and demographic data about audiences served.  STAR collects data elements required 
for the national SNAP-Ed Education and Administrative Reporting System (EARS) and provides 
ongoing process evaluation data to guide local and statewide program development and 
evaluation activities.  A poster describing how STAR enables TRACKS to apply principles of 
nutrition informatics—the systematic collection and use of information for nutrition-related 
decision making—to program management was presented at the 2008 Society for Nutrition 
Education Annual Conference in Atlanta, Georgia. (See Figure 14) 
 
2. PARTICIPANT DEMOGRAPHICS  
 
249,093 unduplicated individuals received direct education during FY 2008.  The majority of 
TRACKS participants were school-age children (see Table 1), illustrating the relative ease of 
reaching this audience and obtaining associated cost share funds.   
 

Table 1.  Age Categories of Direct Education Participants 
Total participants = 249,093 

Preschool (<5 yrs) School-Age (5-17 yrs) Adult (18-59 yrs) Senior (60+ yrs) 
N % N % N % N % 

2,360 1% 221,900 89% 19,855 8% 4,978 2% 
 
 
Table 2 illustrates the SNAP status of TRACKS participants in each of four age categories. 
Eligibility for free meals provided through either National School Lunch Program or Child and 
Adult Care Food Program was considered a proxy criterion for SNAP eligibility by the families 
of school-age and preschool children.  Adults and seniors provided self-reported SNAP 
participation status.  SNAP recipients comprised a relatively small percentage of total TRACKS 
participants in the adult category.  Possible explanations for low SNAP percentage include the 
following:       

• The difficulty of finding community-based pre-formed groups of adults comprised of 
individuals who are SNAP participants. 
 

• Many TRACKS participants meet other federal assistance program income guidelines, but 
may not meet the stricter SNAP income guidelines; adult TRACKS programming sites are 
qualified based on >50% of audience meeting 185% of poverty guidelines. 
 

• With the exception of one local partner, 43.9% of adults served were reported as SNAP 
participants.  The majority (10,190) of the adults reported as non-SNAP participants 
reflects education delivered by one partner in settings where medical care is provided to 
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the low-income audience.  Underreporting of SNAP status may have occurred since 
collection of this information in their medical care setting was perceived to conflict with       
their overall mission and philosophical approach.  This partner subsequently decided to 
discontinue delivery of SNAP-Ed to adult contacts as of June 30, 2008.  
 

• Reporting barriers.  Collection of SNAP participation information tends to be a sensitive 
issue for both clients and local partner staff.  Training and technical assistance will be 
provided to local partners in FY09 to improve accuracy of demographic information 
collected and reported.  Monitoring and quality assurance measures will also be 
implemented. 

 
Table 2.  SNAP Status of Direct Education Participants by Age 

Total participants = 249,093 
 SNAP  Non-SNAP 
 N %  N % 

Preschool (<5 yrs) 2,325 99%  35 1% 
School-Age (5-17 yrs) 171,011 77%  50,889 23% 
Adult (18-59 yrs) 6,540 33%  13,315 67% 
Senior (60+ yrs) 2,922 59%  2,056 41% 

 
 
Figure 12 shows the majority (50.5%) of TRACKS participants were black, but as Figure 13 
illustrates, race distribution varied significantly by Track.  Preschool participants, residing 
largely in urban areas, were predominantly black (87.3%), while the majority of adult and senior 
participants were white (76.6%).  School-age participants represent a racially diverse audience.  
More than half (52.9%) of TRACKS participants were female. Only 13.5% reported Hispanic 
ethnicity.  

 
PROCESS EVALUATION SUMMARY 

 
KEY FINDINGS 

 TRACKS is successfully reaching school age students, a large majority from SNAP 
eligible households (based on free lunch eligibility proxy). 

 Adult and senior SNAP recipients are an underserved audience, reflecting the difficulty 
in finding groups comprised specifically of SNAP participants. 

 Preschoolers are an underserved audience. 
 
FUTURE PLANS 

 Consider programming strategies that have the capacity to reach a larger percentage of 
SNAP eligible adults. 

 Expand programming to preschoolers. 
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B.  OUTCOME EVALUATION 
 
Local partner participation in statewide evaluation projects is shown in Table 3.  The following 
five statewide evaluation projects were conducted during FY 2008:  
  

• Post/retrospective-pre surveys for adults and seniors 
• Self-efficacy surveys for adults and seniors 
• Newsletter survey for adults and seniors 
• Fruit and vegetable surveys for school age students  
• A modified Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS) for school age students   

 
Table 3.  Local Partner Participation in Statewide Evaluation 

 

Local Partner Post/Retrospective-
Pre Surveys 

Self Efficacy 
Surveys 

Newsletter 
Survey 

Fruit & 
Vegetable 
Surveys 

Modified 
YRBS 

Adagio  √  √  
CEO √   √  
FCCAA √  √   
The Food Trust    √  
Fulton County Food Basket √ √ √   
HPC √  √   
CAPLANC     √
Marywood / Scranton     √
CADCOM √  √ √  
PSU Nutrition Links √ √  √  
PSU Westmoreland County  √  √ √  
SDP    √ √
MFHS  √    
     
1.  ADULT/SENIOR TRACK 
 
Post/Retrospective-Pre Evaluation Surveys    
Program outcomes assessed for adults included intended behavior changes related to fruit and 
vegetable intake, consumption of calcium-rich foods, use of food resource management 
techniques, and food safety practices.  Evaluation was conducted using four topic-specific 
surveys administered using a post/retrospective-pre protocol.  Post/retrospective-pre evaluation 
has been found to be a feasible approach to measure impact of SNAP-Ed in Pennsylvania.1 
Respondents completed surveys at one time point following an intervention on the designated 
topic.  Post/retrospective-pre survey response items were presented in a two part format, asking 
participants to indicate actual behavior “Before today” and intended behavior “After today.”  An 
example survey item is, “After today, how often will you eat more than one kind of fruit each 
day?” with response options of “Almost always, Usually, Sometimes, or Hardly ever.”  To assess 
behavior change, “After today” responses were used as a proxy for post intervention behavior.   
 
  
                                                 
1 Gromis J, Lohse B, Stotts J.  Post, Retrospective-Pre Assessment is Feasible to Examine Behavioral Impact of 
  Food Stamp Nutrition Education in Pennsylvania.   J Nutr Educ Behav. 2006;38(4):S59.  Presented at Society for 
  Nutrition Education annual conference, July 2006. 
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Participants from 7 Local Partner projects completed 2,684 surveys.  “Before today” and “After 
today” data were analyzed using the Wilcoxon signed rank test.  All but one survey item on the 
four post/retrospective-pre surveys indicated significantly improved behavioral outcomes 
(P<0.001).  Current behavior (Before SNAP-Ed) and future behavioral intent (After SNAP-Ed) 
for specific TRACKS behavioral goals and objectives is presented in Table 4.   
 

 
Table 4. Goal and Objective Specific Post/Pre Survey Results 

Before SNAP-
Ed 

After 
SNAP-Ed 

Survey Item % (n) % (n) 
Objectives: 

 Consume recommended amounts of vegetables daily 
 Consume recommended amounts of fruit daily 
 Choose a variety of vegetables each day 
 Choose a variety of fruit each day 

Eat recommended amount (≥2 cups) of vegetables each day 31.3 (662) 58.4 (646) 

Eat recommended amount (≥1.5 cups) of fruit each day 34.7 (657) 59.1 (645) 

Eat more than one kind of vegetable each day 
Almost Always, Usually 52.6 (657) 83.4 (648) 

Eat more than one kind of fruit each day 
Almost Always, Usually 42.4 (663) 74.4 (651) 

Objective: Consume recommended amounts of calcium-rich foods daily 
Eat ≥3 cups of dairy products each day 12.0 (664) 29.9 (652) 

Drink milk in place of another beverage 
Almost Always, Usually 24.9 (672) 45.5 (655) 

Eat one or more of the following foods on a routine basis: dark leafy green vegetables, fish with edible bones, 
beans or tofu 

Almost Always, Usually 56.0 (669) 77.5 (658) 
Eat foods with added calcium 

Almost Always, Usually 47.5 (670) 68.8 (652) 
Goal: Utilize shopping strategies to stretch food dollars 
 Compare prices before buying food 

Almost Always, Usually 66.8 (528) 88.0 (532) 
 Plan meals before shopping for groceries 

Almost Always, Usually 47.4 (532) 78.8 (529) 
 Use a shopping list when grocery shopping 

Almost Always, Usually 58.6 (527) 82.8 (530) 
 Check foods on hand before making a shopping list 

Almost Always, Usually 60.8 (531) 84.5 (533) 
 Use grocery store flyers to plan meals 

Almost Always, Usually 41.5 (530) 66.4 (529) 
 
  



 
 
 

15 
 

PENNSYLVANIA NUTRITION EDUCATION TRACKS 
FY 2008 FINAL REPORT

Table 4. Goal and Objective Specific Post/Pre Survey Results (cont’d) 

Before 
SNAP-Ed 

After 
SNAP-Ed 

Survey Item % (n) % (n) 
Goal: Keep foods safe to eat. 
 Wash hands with soap and running water for 20 seconds before handling food 

Almost Always, Usually 81.0 (769) 95.4 (756) 
 Thaw frozen meats in the refrigerator, rather than at room temperature 

Almost Always, Usually 67.1 (762) 89.1 (753) 
 Wash cutting boards and knives with hot soapy water after using, and before cutting another type of food 

Almost Always, Usually 82.9 (765) 94.8 (756) 
 Use a food thermometer to be sure raw meats are cooked to a safe temperature 

Almost Always, Usually 28.0 (756) 58.5 (744) 
 Wash fruits and vegetables under cool running water before eating them 

Almost Always, Usually 85.1 (762) 96.0 (752) 
Keep foods containing meat, eggs, or milk products at room temperature for more than two hours*  

Almost Always, Usually 19.6 (764)  24.7 (754) 
*Analysis indicates that After SNAP-Ed desired intended behavior decreased significantly (P=.014).  The authors 
question if the results were influenced by this being the only survey item worded such that the opposite responses 
were favorable.   
 

Table 5. Whole Grain Self-Efficacy Survey Results 
Objective: Consume recommended amounts of whole grain foods daily. 

How sure are you that you can: % 
Eat 1 serving of whole grain food each day? (n=373) 

Sure 71.6 
Somewhat Sure 16.9 

Unsure 11.5 
Eat 2-3 servings of a whole grain food each day? (n=370) 

Sure 39.5 
Somewhat Sure 38.6 

Unsure 21.9 
Eat whole grain bread instead of white bread? (n=373) 

Sure 68.9 
Somewhat Sure 16.9 

Unsure 14.2 
Choose a whole grain cereal when you eat cereal? (n=369) 

Sure 68.8 
Somewhat Sure 21.7 

Unsure 9.5 
Try a whole grain food you never ate before? (n=371) 

Sure 46.4 
Somewhat Sure 31.0 

Unsure 22.6 
Prepare a whole grain food that is new to you? (n=369) 

Sure 40.1 
Somewhat Sure 31.7 

Unsure  28.2 
* Sample sizes vary due to missing responses.

Self-Efficacy Surveys 
With permission from 
researchers at the University 
of Maryland, an existing self 
efficacy evaluation tool was 
used to assess programming 
on whole grains.  Surveys 
were administered post-
intervention. Three hundred 
eighty-five TRACKS 
participants were surveyed; 
results are shown in Table 5.  
While 71.6% of respondents 
felt sure that they could eat 1 
serving of whole grain food 
each day, the number of 
respondents who felt sure 
dropped to 39.5% when 
asked if they could consume 
2-3 servings of whole grain 
each day. 
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One-question self efficacy surveys were used to evaluate short duration individual one-on-one 
nutrition education.  The question was tailored to correspond to objective-specific nutrition 
education and was administered post-intervention.  Table 6 shows results from four one-question 
self efficacy surveys used in FY 2008.   
 

Table 6. Individual Education Self Efficacy Evaluation 
Objectives:  

 Use the food label or package to make healthy food choices. 
 Choose and prepare foods with less salt and sodium. 
 Be physically active each day as a part of a healthy lifestyle. 
 Consume recommended amounts and variety of fruits daily. 

After today's discussion, how sure are you that you can: % 
Make healthy food choices using the food label or package? (n=501) 

Very Sure 80% 
Somewhat Sure 19% 
Not Sure At All 1% 

Choose lower sodium foods and cooking methods? (n=42) 
Very Sure 62% 

Somewhat Sure 33% 
Not Sure At All 5% 

Be physically active every day? (n=723) 
Very Sure 70% 

Somewhat Sure 28% 
Not Sure At All 2% 

Eat at least 1.5 cups of fruit each day?  (n=1601) 
Very Sure 69% 

Somewhat Sure 13% 
Not Sure At All 18% 

 
Newsletter Survey 
Local partners who distribute newsletters as part of their programming with adults participated in 
a statewide survey of 369 TRACKS participants during FY 2008 to assess newsletter reach and 
impact.  Most respondents (n=264) had received a newsletter prior to survey administration; 
survey responses for these individuals revealed the following: 

 80.1% reported using recipes from the newsletter, n=261 
 75.6% reported sharing information from newsletters with someone else, n=258 
 50.8% gave a newsletter to someone else to read, n=262 
 42.0% reported reading newsletter 4 or more times; an additional 31.8% had read a 

newsletter 2-3 times, n=264 
 
 
When asked “How have you changed the way you eat as a result of reading the newsletter?” and 
presented with a list of potential behavior changes, respondents (n=264) indicated the following: 

 71.6% reported they “eat more fruits and vegetables”  
 61.4% “eat lower fat foods more often” 
 49.6% “eat more whole grains and high fiber foods” 
 48.9% “choose healthier snacks” 
 38.6% indicated they “cut back on soft drinks and other high sugar drinks” 
 72.8% indicated they made two or more dietary behavior changes; 47.8% selected 

three or more changes; only 6.8% indicated they had made no dietary changes yet. 
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Other actions taken as a result of reading the newsletter include: 

 61.7% use ideas from the newsletter to save money when shopping for food 
 59.5% read food labels more often 
 51.1% indicated they wash their hands more often before eating or handling food 
 45.1% keep foods safer to eat by following food safety advice from the newsletter 

 
 

OUTCOME EVALUATION SUMMARY: ADULT/SENIOR TRACK 
 

KEY FINDINGS 
• Post/retrospective-pre evaluation results indicate positive TRACKS impact on behavioral 

intention. 
 Consumption of MyPyramid recommended amounts of calcium-rich foods and whole 

grains may be particularly challenging for the PA SNAP-Ed audience. 
 
FUTURE PLANS 

 Introduce curriculum-specific evaluation tools to discern best practices for delivery of 
effective SNAP-Ed. 

 Consider enhanced interventions for SNAP-Ed participants to improve their intake of 
calcium-rich foods and whole grains.  Examples include promotion of DPR program on 
whole grains and inclusion of a caregiver component in the calcium TRAILS for middle 
school students. 
 

 
2.  SCHOOL AGE TRACK 
 
Program outcomes assessed for school age children included knowledge and behavior regarding 
fruits, vegetables, dairy, and physical activity.  Statewide surveys were administered post-
intervention to a sample of students receiving TRACKS programming.  Outcomes related to 
specific TRACKS goals and objectives are presented in this section.   
 
Fruit and Vegetable Surveys 
The “Fruit and Your Health” and “Vegetables and Your Health” surveys were modified based on 
FY 2007 results2.  Survey items that did not discriminate impact of FY 2007 programming were 
removed and a shorter version of the survey was used to monitor FY 2008 programming.   
 
A sample of 3rd and 5th grade students completed the fruit (N=1,017) and vegetable (N=1,017) 
surveys.  The surveys were administered by six local partners to 52 groups of students 
(classrooms, after-school programs, etc.)  Results from fruit and vegetable surveys are listed in 
Tables 7 and 8, respectively.  Based on survey results, fiber items continue to indicate fiber as an 
important topic to include in programming for elementary students.  
  

                                                 
2 PA NUTRITION EDUCATION TRACKS, FY 2007 Final Report:  Food Stamp Nutrition Education Across the 
   Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.  Submitted to Food and Nutrition Services, Mid-Atlantic Region, November 
   2007. 
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Table 7. School-Age Fruit Survey Results 

Objective: Consume recommended amounts and variety of fruits and vegetables daily. 
 

Fruit Survey Item & Response Choices 3rd Grade* 5th Grade* 
% % 

Do you know how much fruit you should eat each day 
to stay healthy?  (n=641) (n=364) 

     Yes 89.9% 76.1% 
     No 10.1% 23.9% 

Fruits have fiber.  (n=624) (n=359) 
     True 67.0% 55.7% 
     False 33.0% 44.3% 

Fruits have vitamins.  (n=633) (n=363) 
     True 91.3% 95% 
     False 8.7% 5% 

Fruits help keep me from getting sick.  (n=624) (n=362) 
     True 82.1% 80.9% 
     False 17.9% 19.1% 

* Sample sizes vary due to missing responses. 
 

Table 8. School-Age Vegetable Survey Results 
Objective: Consume recommended amounts and variety of fruits and vegetables daily. 
 

Vegetable Survey Item & Response Choices 3rd Grade* 5th Grade* 
% % 

Do you know the amount of vegetables you should eat 
each day to stay healthy? (n=645) (n=362) 

     Yes 85.7 67.4 
     No 14.3 32.6 

Vegetables have fiber. (n=632) (n=360) 
     True 65.7 63.9 
     False 34.3 36.1 

Vegetables have vitamins. (n=632) (n=360) 
     True 80.2 80.6 
     False 19.8 19.4 

Some vegetables help my eyes see. (n=629) (n=363) 
     True 89.2 88.2 
     False 10.8 11.8 

* Sample sizes vary due to missing responses. 
 
Modified Youth Risk Behavior Survey 
A total of 458 students in grades 8-12 comprised a convenience sample of TRACKS participants 
who completed a modified version of the Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS). The survey 
included the nutrition and physical activity items from the YRBS 
(www.cdc.gov/HealthyYouth/yrbs/index.htm), and was used to evaluate the following FY 2008 
TRACKS school age objectives: 

 Consume recommended amounts and variety of fruits and vegetables daily. 
 Consume recommended amounts of calcium-rich foods daily. 
 Be physically active each day.   
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Three local partners administered the modified YRBS to 374 eighth grade students participating 
in TRACKS.   

 22.9% of respondents reported eating fruits and vegetables (combined) 5 or more 
times/day in the past 7 days. 

 11.8% of respondents reported consuming 3 or more glasses of milk per day in the past 7 
days. 

 79.4% of respondents reported 60 minutes of physical activity on three or more days in 
the past 7 days. 

 
The modified YRBS was administered to a small sample (N=84) of high school students in 
Philadelphia.   

 24.7% of respondents reported eating fruits and vegetables (combined) 5 or more 
times/day in the past 7 days. 

 2.5% of respondents reported consuming 3 or more glasses of milk per day in the past 7 
days. 

 77.4% of respondents reported 60 minutes of physical activity on three or more days in 
the past 7 days. 

 
Cook Like A Chef! Camp 
An existing program, Cook Like A Chef! Camp, was piloted as a TRACKS project in FY 2008.  
Partnership with TRACKS allowed the camp to extend recruitment to children from SNAP eligible 
families in central PA.  The camp took place on July 14-18 under the direction of Anne Quinn 
Corr, chef and faculty member of the Department of Nutritional Sciences at The Pennsylvania 
State University.  TRACKS objectives addressed by campers were as follows:   

• Consume recommended amounts and variety of fruits and vegetables daily. 
• Know the key messages from MyPyramid/MyPyramid for Kids.  
• Be physically active each day.   

 
Each day of camp consisted of morning and afternoon sessions that included interactive 
presentations, experiential cooking laboratories, tasting sessions, and group discussions.  
Sessions focused on MyPyramid food groups or culinary topics intended to enhance campers’ 
nutrition knowledge and cooking skills.   
 
Twenty-two children (27% males) ages 11 to 13 years participated.   Based on results of a pre-
post self-reported survey evaluation, participants had statistically significant increases in 1) 
knowledge of MyPyramid food group-related information, e.g., food-nutrient sources, food 
safety practices, fruit and vegetable intake recommendations, and methods for increasing fruit 
and vegetable consumption, (pre-knowledge = 6.85, post-knowledge = 7.40; p=.004; possible 
score range 0 to 8 points) and 2) confidence in preparing and consuming fruits and vegetables for 
meals and snacks (pre-confidence = 40.79, post-confidence = 44.68; p<.001; possible score 
range 8 to 48 points).  Qualitative findings from daily interviews with campers revealed that 
participants were concerned about eating too much junk food, desired to improve their eating 
habits (e.g. increase fruit, vegetable, whole grain consumption and eat healthier snacks), and 
were willing and interested in trying new foods.  Campers also reported that they enjoyed trying 
new recipes and learning new cooking skills as part of their camp experience.  These findings 
suggest that Cook Like A Chef! Cooking Camp improved adolescent knowledge of MyPyramid 
concepts and increased campers’ confidence and interest in improving their dietary habits.   
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Upon completion, Chef Anne Quinn Corr, commented that the pilot camp comprised a unique 
group of children who exhibited high interest and demonstrated evident benefit from 
participation. 
 

OUTCOME EVALUATION SUMMARY: SCHOOL AGE TRACK 
 

KEY FINDINGS 
 Fruit and Vegetable fiber related survey items indicate that fiber is an important topic to 

include in future programming with grades 3-5. 
 PA SNAP-Ed evaluation indicates very low daily fruit, vegetable, and milk intake in 

middle and high school students. 
 Experiential interventions hold promise for increased self-efficacy and self-reliance 

related to healthy eating behaviors of adolescents. 
 
FUTURE PLANS 

 Implementation of the 4th Grade Vegetable Core Intervention in FY 2009 with 
intervention-specific evaluation. 

 Expand opportunities for participation in experiential Cook Like A Chef! camp. 
 

 
 
C.  FORMATIVE EVALUATION 
 
Several formative evaluation projects were conducted or continued during FY 2008 to improve 
evaluation methodology, to explore barriers to implementation of healthy nutrition related 
behaviors by the target audience, and to examine innovative mechanisms of nutrition education.    
 
1. ADULT/SENIOR EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 
 
Statewide evaluation of TRACKS programming targeted to adults and seniors is primarily 
conducted using the post, retrospective-pre surveys described in the previous section.  These 
surveys measure self-reported current behavior and future behavior intention.  Intention is 
considered a proxy for future behavior.  To assess the association of dietary behavior with 
prospective cognitive behavior of dietary intent,  a study consisting of a two-stage, post-
education design was undertaken that included administration of the fruit and vegetable 
post/retrospective-pre survey immediately following a nutrition education session, with three 
subsequent telephone diet recalls for two seasonally-sensitive cohorts.     
 
Findings indicate that intended behavior reported on the fruit and vegetable post/retrospective-
pre survey may not equate with actual future behavior reported in diet recalls (Figure 15)3. One 
possible explanation for these results is that behaviors described by current survey items are not 
specific enough to serve as a proxy for future behavior.  However, another possibility is that fruit 
and vegetable education provided through TRACKS needs to be strengthened, perhaps by 
including a goal-setting component that helps participants strategize how to achieve intake 
intentions.   

                                                 
3 Wall DE, Gromis J, Lohse B.  Intention to Consume Fruits and Vegetables Does Not Directly Translate to 
  Behavior in a Low Income Sample.   J Nutr Educ Behav. 2008;40(4):S67.  Presented at Society for 
  Nutrition Education annual conference, July 2008. 
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Dietary quality of this low income sample and the relationship of eating competence to dietary 
patterns are currently under assessment.  Healthy Eating Index (HEI) component scores were 
calculated from diet recall data (Table 9); a higher component score indicates higher dietary 
quality.  At the micronutrient level, preliminary results indicate more than three quarters of the 
sample were not meeting Estimated Average Requirement (EAR) or Adequate Intake (AI) 
standards for vitamin E, magnesium, calcium, vitamin D, and potassium. 
 

Table 9. HEI Component Score Means 
   

Component Mean ± Standard 
Deviation 

Maximum 
Score 

Total Fruit 2.14 ± 1.85 5 
Whole Fruit 1.60 ± 1.96 5 
Total Vegetable 3.03 ± 1.54 5 
Green & Orange Vegetables and 
Legumes 1.82 ± 1.82 5 

Total Grains 4.69 ± 0.63 5 
Whole Grains 1.95 ± 1.86 5 
Milk 6.25 ± 4.53 10 
Meats and Beans 9.01 ± 1.81 10 
Oils 6.67 ± 2.89 10 
Saturated Fat 4.56 ± 2.98 10 
Sodium 2.82 ± 2.35 10 
Solid Fats and Added Sugars 17.82 ± 4.31 20 

 
2. EATING COMPETENCE 
 
Previous research suggests that interventions to enhance eating competence of low-income adults 
may be of value.  TRACKS conducted formative evaluation to further explore the utility and 
relevance of eating competence constructs with the PA SNAP–Ed audience.  Semi-structured 
interviews conducted with 70 low-income adult Pennsylvanians in FY 2007 elaborated on the 
limited understanding about cognitive and affective factors related to eating behaviors and 
underscored the need for further research to understand how these factors, such as the roles of 
emotional eating and dietary restraint, influence food choices of this population4.  Findings 
suggested that future research focusing on eating competence constructs unique to the low-
income population would benefit nutrition education efforts for SNAP recipients and other low-
income groups.  Validation of the ecSatter Inventory (ecSI), a self-report measure of eating 
competence, with a low-income population was noted as an important research direction.  These 
research needs were addressed in FY 2008. 
 
Cognitive testing of ecSatter Inventory 
Cognitive interviews were conducted with 25 low-income women (18 to 49 years old) recruited 
from low-income venues in Pennsylvania to examine the content validity of the ecSI with low-
income women.  Findings provided a rationale for modifying several ecSI items.  Testing of 
modified items suggest that they target cognitive and behavioral aspects of eating salient to low- 
income women and resulted in a modified survey, termed the ecSatter Inventory for Low Income 
(ecSI/LI).  A poster describing findings from this formative study is included as Figure 16.   
                                                 
4 Stotts J, Lohse B. Interviews with low-income Pennsylvanians verify a need to enhance eating competence. J Am 
  Diet Assoc. 109(3):2009, in press. 
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Validation of the ecSatter Inventory for Low Income 
A web-based study was conducted to examine the validity of the ecSI/LI with a random sample 
of 507 low-income adult females living in households receiving food stamps and with children 
under the age of 18.  This low-income group was specifically chosen because females of child-
bearing age are key targets of federal food assistance programs due to the central role they play 
in family food purchases and preparation.  The study aim was to determine if the same construct 
dimensionality and behavioral profiles established for the ecSI with a sample of the general 
population would also hold true for the ecSI/LI within a low-income population.   
 
Study results supported construct validity in terms of factor structure and in relation to 
behavioral profiles.  Like the ecSI, the ecSI/LI consisted of four factors reflective of the four 
dimensions of eating competence – eating attitudes, internal regulation, food acceptance, and 
contextual skills.  As anticipated, increases in ecSI/LI scores were related to increases in physical 
activity, stage of change for fruit intake, food likes, and food preparation and decreases in body 
mass index, disinhibition, weight dissatisfaction, body dissatisfaction, and several indicators of 
disordered eating.  In contrast to findings made by Lohse and colleagues5, validity criteria were 
not met for cognitive restraint or food dislikes by females in the present study.  In addition, 
compared to the original validation sample, the present sample reported higher levels of dietary 
restraint, dietary disinhibition, and feelings of hunger when eating and were less likely to meet 
fruit or vegetable recommendations.  These distinctions may be reflective of sample differences; 
Lohse et al’s4 sample included both males and females and was more educated (93% had 
education beyond high school vs. 54% in the present study).   Females in the Lohse sample were 
older (mean age 36.2 vs 31.8 years) and had a lower mean body mass index (25.7 vs 30.4 kg/m2) 
compared to the present sample.  Notably, the Lohse sample was more economically diverse; 
23% of their sample reported being sometimes, often, or always “worried about having enough 
money food” compared to 64% of the present sample.  Divergent outcomes between the present 
low-income sample and the original validation sample may reflect eating attitudes and behaviors 
unique to low-income females.   
 
These findings support the utility of the ecSI/LI to empirically assess eating competence in a 
low-income population of adult females.  Results from this study have implications for practice 
and intervention.   Study findings contribute to a small but growing body of literature which, 
taken together, suggests that eating competence may be a suitable target in interventions 
designed to improve diet quality of low-income groups4,6,7.  Studies to determine whether 
changes in eating competence can be used to predict change in food behavior and diet quality are 
in progress.   
 
About Eating:  Curricular Modification and Pilot Testing 
The About Eating project modified an existing online curriculum for college students that 
employed a non-dieting approach and eating competence focus, to be relevant to the needs and 
limitations of low-income Pennsylvanians seeking education about balancing calorie intake with  
 

                                                 
5 Lohse B, Satter E, Horacek T, Gebreselassie T, Oakland MJ. Measuring eating competence: psychometric 
   properties and validation of the ecSatter Inventory. J Nutr Educ Behav. 2007;39:S154-S166. 
6 Stotts J, Lohse B. Development of a self-report measure of eating competence for low-income adults.  J Nutr Educ 
  Behav.  2008;40:S65 
7 Stotts J.  Development and testing of a measure of eating competence for use with low-income females [Ph.D. 
  Thesis]. University Park, PA: The Pennsylvania State University; 2008. 
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calories expended and healthful eating behaviors.  Lesson modification was needed to enhance 
lesson interest, better instill self-reflection and immediate feedback, yet address the literacy  
limitations and cultural dynamics of the PA SNAP population.  The program resulting from this 
project will be available for use by all TRACKS local partners.    
 
This project consisted of three phases:  1) curriculum modification, 2) pilot testing the revised 
curriculum with a geo-diverse sample of low-income Pennsylvanians, and 3) formally testing the 
curriculum with a similar, but larger sample (n = 400) of low-income women.  The first two 
phases of the project have been completed and the third phase is currently being conducted.   
 

• Phase 1:  Twenty-five low-income adult Pennsylvanians participated in cognitive 
interviews during which they were asked to express their thought and feeling about one 
or two of the original lessons.  Participants also completed the ecSI/LI.  Interview 
findings guided curricular modifications.   

• Phase 2:  Nineteen low-income adults evaluated the modified curriculum, which was 
administered via the internet.  Attitude toward the revised lessons and cognitive 
responses to curricular content was assessed using an online survey.  The curriculum was 
well-received by the participants.  After reviewing the curriculum, participants rated it as 
interesting (87%), useful (84%), well-designed (90%), of an appropriate length (96%), 
easy to read (91%), and easy to navigate (97%).  Comments made by participants specific 
to each lesson were considered for further curricular revisions.  Participants also 
completed the ecSI/LI; of the 19 participants only 35% were considered eating 
competent, supporting the need for eating competence-focused education.   

• Phase 3:  The revised curriculum is currently being tested with 400 low-income SNAP 
eligible women in Pennsylvania.   
 

3. PRESCHOOL CAREGIVER INTERVIEWS 
 
The objective of this needs assessment study was to understand the feeding practices and styles 
low-income caregivers are using with their preschool-age children. This objective was 
accomplished through assessment of: 1) caregiver knowledge of appropriate feeding behaviors 
and dietary requirements, 2) use of appropriate feeding behaviors and attempts to help children 
meet dietary requirements, and 3) interest in developing appropriate feeding behaviors and 
understanding dietary requirements for their preschool children.  Participants included 32 
caregivers of 2- to 6-year old children. Each caregiver participated in a 30 to 60 minute semi-
structured, in-person interview. Interviews consisted of both qualitative interview questions and 
two short quantitative questionnaires (the Feeding Demands Questionnaire and the Caregiver 
Feeding Styles Questionnaire).  
 
Qualitative analyses revealed caregivers had a vague knowledge of what their children should be 
eating and are using a wide array of feeding attitudes and practices to accomplish their child-
feeding goals, but clear racial/ethnic differences in knowledge, attitudes, perceptions and goals 
were noted. Vegetables were both the food that caregivers most commonly cited as important for 
their child to be consuming and the food that they most often had trouble getting their children to 
eat. Caregivers described using various forms of pressure, encouragement, substitution, 
restriction, modeling, food modification, and problem avoidance strategies to get their children 
to eat the amounts and types of foods they felt were appropriate. Most caregivers were content 
with their current interactions with their child during feeding, but were receptive to further  
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education and improvement. Quantitative analyses provided further support for racial ethnic 
differences in caregiver feeding attitudes and practices, as black caregivers reported placing  
higher levels of demand on their child for the amounts and types of foods they consumed, 
compared to all other racial/ethnic groups.   
 
This study illustrated that low-income caregivers are not a homogeneous group. These caregivers 
employ a very diverse array of feeding attitudes and practices for a very diverse array of reasons. 
Caregivers had a vague knowledge of what their children should be eating and seemed content 
with current feeding interactions; however, reported practices reveal a need to address 
appropriate feeding behaviors with this group.  Findings from this study provide support for 
tailored nutrition education programs to effectively help all members of this population with 
their specific child feeding problems and concerns. 
 
4. COMMUNITY NUTRITION ENVIRONMENT ASSESSMENT 
 
In prior years focus groups were held with public housing residents in an urban setting to elicit 
barriers to, and facilitators of, healthy eating and physical activity behaviors that are influenced 
by the environment in which low-income audiences reside.  In FY09 three focus group sessions 
were conducted with 20 public housing residents from a small town in a predominantly rural 
county (Mifflin) to explore rural vs. urban experiences.  Participants were primarily female (15), 
white (15) with an average age of 60.8 years.  Most participants were widowed, never married, 
or divorced; all but one lived alone.  The majority (9) had some high school education, 7 had 
either a high school diploma or GED, 2 some college education, and 1 had a college degree.  
 
A preliminary analysis of participant food shopping behavior revealed the most common 
frequency of shopping at grocery stores to be once every two weeks.  Some shop on a weekly 
basis, and a few shop once a month. The most popular place to shop for food is at the 
neighborhood Giant super market, followed by Wal-Mart, R & S (closeout warehouse) and the 
Dollar Store.  Consistently, price was the most important factor when deciding where to shop, 
followed by distance and then quality/availability of food. 
 
Participants eat out infrequently at restaurants – mostly due to cost.  Those who do eat out more 
often are taken out by family members.  Restaurants frequented are in their neighborhood, or 
places they visit for other chores (hospital cafeteria, restaurant near the doctor’s office, the café 
at Wal-Mart where they do their grocery shopping).  When deciding where to eat out, the factors 
taken into account in order of priority were: 1) price, 2) quality of food and 3) ambience/service; 
nutritional quality of the food served was not a major factor considered.   
 
Most participants either had cars or access to family members with cars who were willing to take 
them grocery shopping.  However, transportation was mentioned as a potential barrier for others.  
Other barriers to healthy eating included:  

• Too many unhealthy area restaurants 
• Unhealthy food is supported by the local Pennsylvania Dutch culture 
• Absence of ethnically appropriate food 
• Lack of education regarding how to eat healthy. 

 
Many focus group participants would like to participate in nutrition education programs.  They 
felt that the public housing community would welcome such an opportunity. 
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Figure 15. Intention to Consume Fruits and Vegetables Does Not Directly Translate to Behavior in a Low Income Sample
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Figure 16. Development of a Self-Report Measure of Eating Competence for Low-Income Adults
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5. DIGITAL PHOTO RECEIVERS  
 
A Digital Photo Receiver (DPR) program focused on Healthy Breakfast was tested with a 
school-age target audience.  Respondents (n=115) were sixth grade students recruited as a 
convenience sample from four schools in Philadelphia.   
 
In three of the schools, a TRACKS educator selected sixth grade classrooms to participate in the 
formative evaluation project.  Students in the classroom viewed the slides twice. After the second 
viewing, the TRACKS educator turned the DPR off and administered a written survey.  Five 
classrooms of sixth graders participated in the testing of the Healthy Breakfast DPR program. In 
one school, the DPR was set-up in the nurse’s office and sixth grade students individually 
viewed the DPR program and completed the survey.   
 
Survey responses are currently under assessment and will be used to inform revision of the 
Healthy Breakfast DPR program.  Preliminary results revealed that 38.4% (n=112) of 
respondents eat breakfast every day; 48.2% eat breakfast most days; and 13.4% never eat 
breakfast.  Students indicated they eat breakfast at home (77.4%, n=115), at school (20.0%), and 
on the way to school (10.4%).  When asked about messages remembered after viewing the DPR 
program, most students recalled one or more of the benefits of breakfast (help with thinking and 
learning, improved performance in school, provides energy, helps you grow and be strong, etc.)  
Some students remembered messages about eating breakfast every day, suggested breakfast 
foods and made reference to the “grab and go” concept.  
  

FORMATIVE EVALUATION SUMMARY 
 

KEY FINDINGS 
 Intended behavior reported on the fruit and vegetable post/pre survey may not equate 

with actual behavior. 
 Diet quality analysis for a low-income sample indicates micronutrient deficiencies and 

poor HEI component scores. 
 Eating competence constructs are salient and valid for the PA SNAP-Ed audience. 
 Preliminary studies find web modules addressing a non-dieting approach to healthy 

eating to be well received by low-income Pennsylvanians. 
 Low-income, preschool caregivers employ a very diverse array of feeding attitudes and 

practices for a diverse array of reasons. 
 
FUTURE PLANS 

 Develop fruit and vegetable evaluation tool specific to a defined intervention, e.g. Loving 
Your Family, Feeding Their Future for FY 2009; suspend use of fruit and vegetable post, 
retrospective-pre survey. 

 Complete assessment of dietary intake and patterns for low-income sample. 
 Incorporate eating competence constructs into PA SNAP-Ed programming. 
 Employ web modules as a means of providing consistent, repeated exposure education to 

adult target audience that is difficult to reach for face-to-face series classes. 
 Use preschool caregiver interview responses to guide program planning. 
 Apply findings from analysis of Digital Photo Receiver education to inform future use 
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SUMMARY OF PA NUTRITION EDUCATION TRACKS ACTIVITIES 
             
 
A. TRACKS STATE SUMMARY OF PROJECTS 
 
Refer to Table 10, TRACKS State Summary of Projects, for an overview of Pennsylvania SNAP-
Ed activities conducted in FY 2008.  Activities described demonstrate the diversity of TRACKS 
educational programming provided through partnership with a variety of local agencies. 
 
B.  SYNOPSIS OF PA NUTRITION EDUCATION NETWORK ACTIVITY 
 
TRACKS funds the Pennsylvania Nutrition Education Network (PA NEN), a state-wide nutrition 
education network which operates to promote the availability of SNAP-Ed to the target audience 
and to facilitate collaboration and coordination among public and private organizations serving 
low income Pennsylvanians.  PA NEN maintains a website (panen.psu.edu) that provides a 
variety of membership communication options and features downloadable target audience 
education resources such as State Nutrition Action Plan materials and DPR shows.   
 
1. MEETINGS AND WORKSHOPS 
 
In February 2008, PA NEN was honored to host the annual Association of State Nutrition 
Network Administrators’ (ASNNA) meeting held in Philadelphia, PA.  During FY 2008, PA 
NEN partnering with the Pennsylvania Hunger Action Center sponsored an annual meeting 
focusing on nutrition education for low income populations and food security issues.  Two 
interactive nutrition workshops were held for PA NEN members in August and September.  
Topics focused on providing effective nutrition education and the use of social marketing to 
promote nutrition education for low income populations.   
 
2. STATE NUTRITION ACTION PLAN  
 
The PA NEN plays an active role in coordinating and funding the work of Pennsylvania’s State 
Nutrition Action Plan team. In July 2008, the team received a certificate of appreciation from 
USDA for their efforts in promoting collaboration among state agencies to achieve our goal of 
increasing vegetable consumption among low-income Pennsylvanians.  
 
In FY 2008, the State Nutrition Action Plan team accomplished objectives related to this goal. 
One primary objective, Spanish translation of newsletters, was completed in FY 2008.   These 
newsletters will be added to the PA NEN website for free download.  An additional objective for 
FY 2008 was to increase distribution of State Nutrition Action Plan materials.  The number of 
website hits on the materials increased steadily throughout the year, which suggests increased 
downloads.  Some of the methods for increasing distribution in FY 2008 included the following: 
 

• 3,800 recipe cards (8 different recipes) were given to food pantries,  
• Teachers in schools participating in the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program used the 

materials during the required education component; students used the materials as a 
resource for vegetable “advertisements” during morning announcements,  

• WIC clinics used the bulletin boards, recipes, and other materials during taste testing to 
promote the Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program.  
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The State Nutrition Action Plan team contracted with an evaluator to conduct an evaluation of 
the existing materials. Six focus groups with a total of 47 participants were conducted to examine 
target audience perception of the usefulness of the materials.  Participants were recruited from 
senior centers, WIC clinics, and food pantries.  Results indicate that participants are extremely 
enthusiastic about the materials and find them useful and informative.  Participants reported 
materials are easy to read and they could easily identify the key information presented.   Recipes 
were identified as the most useful element to help them adopt healthy eating habits, particularly 
incorporation of additional vegetables into their meals. 
 
3. COUNTY ASSISTANCE OFFICES 
 
The PA NEN expanded TRACKS programming to serve 11 county assistance offices (CAOs); this 
included 5 new CAOs in addition to those included in FY 2007.  PA NEN staff coordinated the 
distribution of On the Table booklets and healthy eating DVDs.  The Food Stamp Office 
Resource Kit: Good Food in Action8 continued to be utilized due to their popularity among 
clients, CAO Directors and CAO staff.  Process evaluation was conducted for the On the Table 
booklet and the Good Food in Action resource kit.  Measures were assessed during in-person 
interviews with CAO staff and by logging refill requests for materials.  Results were very 
positive and will form the basis of a social marketing campaign formative assessment. 
 
Process Evaluation: Dissemination of On the Table Booklet 
CAO staff offered the booklets to clients during the food stamp application process.  Staff 
promoted the resource sections typically highlighting the National School Lunch Program and 
the Summer Food Service Program.  Most clients accepted the booklet when offered.  Some 
clients requested the booklet based on recommendation from friends and/or relatives.   Staff have 
commented that booklets “are quite colorful and the perfect size.  It appears Moms like reading it 
to their children.”     
 
Process Evaluation: Dissemination of Good Food in Action 
CAO staff reported that the DVD seems to be a “big help” as it focuses on stretching your food 
dollar and healthy foods.  Staff noted that clients are engaged by the DVD and the snacks it 
discusses.  One CAO Director commented that the DVD is “professional looking”, shows 
“regular people” and that it is “at a client appropriate level but does not talk down to them.”  
Staff reported that clients indicate making foods included on the take-away recipe cards.  One 
director reported that “because of the interest that is generated from the video, more videos on 
varied nutritional topics would be effective.  The video seems to work because it holds the 
interest of our clients while they are waiting for their workers”.   
 
The PA NEN also pilot tested delivery of direct nutrition education in three CAO’s in FY 2008.  
Initial attempts to offer standalone lessons were not successful with clients.  Through roundtable 
discussions with CAO staff, determination was made that the best approach would be to deliver 
SNAP-Ed through taste testings of healthy recipes.  Recipes from the Good Food in Action DVD 
were used, accompanied by distribution of recipe cards.  As clients sampled the recipe, they were 
invited to participate in a 15-20 minute, onsite lesson on healthy eating.  During the onsite 
education they were also recruited to attend series classes held at another location.  
 
                                                 
8 Developed by USDA, California Department of Social Services, California Department of Health Services, the 
California Nutrition Network, and the University of California Food Stamp Nutrition Education 
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4. FOOD PANTRIES 
 
PA NEN implemented a pilot project in FY 2008 to assess the effectiveness of indirect nutrition 
education using DVDs in food pantries. Twenty-two pantries (5 PA counties) in both rural and 
urban locations were included. Each pantry was provided a small DVD player with a display 
screen as well as a copy of the Good Food in Action DVD with associated take-away recipe 
cards and brochure. Pantries were asked to display the DVD and recipe cards at all scheduled 
distributions between January and March 2008. During this time period, the educational DVD 
was viewed over 7,100 times and nearly 4,500 recipe cards were distributed to clients.  
 
Process evaluation was conducted to determine the perceptions of pantry directors and staff. 
Based on two site visits and 14 interviews, responses indicate that pantry staff strongly supports 
PA NEN provision of nutrition education to their clientele. The recipe cards were a very popular 
portion of this project; directors reported that clients often requested new recipes from month to 
month. Response to the DVD varied depending on the set-up of the pantry, but most pantry 
directors felt that their clients benefited from this form of education.  
 
5. SCHOOL BREAKFAST INITIATIVE  
 
During FY 2008, the PA NEN promoted partnerships between TRACKS providers and schools in 
three school districts encompassing 11 schools.  The collaboration of the school breakfast 
program and the provision of nutrition education continue to enhance and expand SNAP-Ed to 
low income Pennsylvanians.   
 

PA NEN ACTIVITIES SUMMARY 
 

KEY FINDINGS 
 Although full-color photos in the SNAP materials are attractive to clients, the cost of 

copying the materials was a significant barrier for local agencies in using the materials. 
 Food pantry clients and providers found recipe cards and DVD based education 

beneficial. 
 Network partners are interested in using social marketing techniques in promoting 

nutrition education. 
 
FUTURE PLANS 

 Organize tri-cities (Pittsburgh, Harrisburg and Philadelphia) interactive workshop focused 
on nutrition education needs of the low income population. 

 Conduct a series of 4 round table discussions promoting evaluation research partnerships 
for nutrition professionals and researchers. 

 Continue expansion of direct nutrition education in County Assistance Offices. 
 Develop a social marketing plan. 
 Continue development of black-and-white versions of State Nutrition Action Plan 

newsletters.  
 Increase promotion and distribution of State Nutrition Action Plan materials to local 

agencies. 
 Assess the effect of DVD-based nutrition education on the nutrition knowledge and food 

behavior of food pantry clients. 
 






