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Program Overview 
 

SNAP-Ed programming in FFY21 was characterized by flexibility, adaptation, and growth. Implementing 

Agencies (IAs) and Local Implementing Agencies (LIAs) adjusted their approaches to meet the SNAP-Ed-

eligible population where they were. 

The COVID-19 pandemic continued to impact programming because of site closures—changing the focus 

and priorities for partners—and SNAP-Ed staff at public health agencies being re-directed to support the 

pandemic response. Despite the ongoing challenges presented by the COVID-19 pandemic, there was 

significant progress meeting— and in some cases exceeding—objectives in the first year of the Federal 

Fiscal Year (FFY) 2021–2023 state plan. Notably, adult participants exceeded the goals for frequency and 

variety of vegetable and sugary drink consumption. Students in grades 6–12 also exceeded the goals for 

variety of vegetable consumption and sugary drink intake. Perhaps unsurprisingly given the increased 

emphasis on hand washing, all age categories exceeded the goal related to hand washing before eating 

a meal. 

Sixty-two percent of adults reported that they never worried about running out of food, higher than the 

goal of at least half. However, research found that over a quarter of households in Washington were 

experiencing low (12%) or very low (15%) food security in the prior 30 days, with disproportionate rates 

among Black, Indigenous, and other people of color (BIPOC). In addition, far more adult participants 

reported using nutrition labels most of the time and preparing meals at home 5–7 days per week.  

For the first time, the SNAP-Ed Leadership Team identified priorities for the FFY 2021–2023 state plan. 

The first is Work Across the Social Ecological Model, which was exemplified in the continued emphasis 

on and implementation of multi-level interventions and projects that reinforce each other. The second 

priority is Support Food Security and Healthy Food Access. In FFY 2021, LIAs helped get healthy food to 

people who needed it, including working with school distribution channels, mobile pantries, and 

increasing awareness of other food programs like fruit and vegetable incentives, WIC, and Pandemic 

EBT. Active Living is the third priority, and in FFY 2021 a new direct education curriculum, Walk with 

Ease, was adopted, and LIAs took steps to create safer spaces for people to be physically active. The 

fourth priority area is Collaboration with Representation, which focuses on including the SNAP-Ed 

eligible audience in decisions and planning about the program. Throughout FFY21, SNAP-Ed LIAs 

established advisory groups and created opportunities for participants to guide programming. This also 

led to the Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS) partnering with the fruit and vegetable 

incentive programs to co-fund a statewide Community Advisory Network in FFY 2022. 

Table 1. Number of FFY 2021 Projects 

Intervention Type  Number of 
Ongoing Projects 

Number of 
New Projects 

Total 

Direct Education 94 0 94 

Indirect Education 751 0 0 

Social Marketing 1 0 1 

Policy, Systems, or Environmental Change 77 209 286 
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Evaluation 

Introduction 
Background 

The Washington State Department of Health Evaluation team 

creates and carries out Washington SNAP-Ed’s statewide 

evaluation plan. Evaluation strategies are driven by the SNAP-

Ed Evaluation Framework,1 as well as the Social Ecological 

Model and Equitable Evaluation Framework (EEF).2 According 

to the EEF, evaluation should center equity, critically 

examine historical and structural contexts of evaluation 

work and its impact on the population served, and be 

participant centered.  

The purpose of SNAP-Ed statewide evaluation in FFY 2021 was 

to continue evaluation efforts to understand the process, 

outcomes, and impact of SNAP-Ed activities in Washington. 

Furthermore, the evaluation team focused on culturally 

responsive evaluation strategies3 whenever possible, to 

provide the most useful information and evaluation for 

participants. 

Information gained through evaluation has been shared with stakeholders via online presentations, in 

quarterly and annual reports, and via SNAPshots shared on the Washington SNAP-Ed website.  

Design 

Evaluation in the first year of the FFY 2021–2023 plan included formative, process, outcome, and impact 

evaluation strategies. Formative evaluation was used to identify long-term evaluation needs, tools, and 

activities. Both process and outcome evaluation strategies were used to assess how SNAP-Ed is 

performing overall and whether SNAP-Ed is making a difference for eligible intervention participants. 

Impact evaluation strategies were used to assess whether SNAP-eligible populations in Washington 

were able to make healthier choices within a limited budget. The evaluation also included process 

measures to assess partnerships and ongoing COVID-19 pandemic impacts. 

Evaluation questions were designed to reflect the purpose of evaluation, intended outcomes, goals and 

stakeholder priorities. Evaluation questions for the overarching evaluation can be found below. 

Intervention specific questions can be found in the FFY 2021–2023 Washington State SNAP-Ed Plan 

Methods 

Table 2 below shows evaluation approaches used to examine the evaluation questions listed above. 

Interventions and their respective primary evaluation methods can be found in the Evaluation Reports 

section on page 11. 

http://wasnap-ed.org/evaluation
https://s3.us-west-2.amazonaws.com/wasnap-ed.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/SNAP-Ed_FFY21-23-State-Plan_FFY22-Approved-1.pdf
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1. How many SNAP-eligible residents participate in SNAP-Ed activities in each region 

and county?  

 

2. Are SNAP-Ed programs effective and equitable?  

a. Do outcomes differ among different SNAP-eligible audiences?  

i. What factors lead to differences in outcomes (e.g., race, ethnicity, 

language, gender, location)?  

ii. What types of activities do different SNAP-Eligible audiences 

participate in?  

b. What role does race, ethnicity, language, etc. play in SNAP-Ed participation, 

and why?  

c. Are there certain audiences that SNAP-Ed could do a better job at reaching?  

 

3. Do policy, systems, and environmental (PSE) approaches strengthen SNAP-Ed 

outcomes?  

a. What type of PSE activities work best?  

b. In what settings are multilevel interventions most effective?  

c. What are the strengths and challenges of various PSE approaches?  

 

4. What are the food-related behaviors among the SNAP-eligible population?  

 

5. To what extent do LIAs form or participate in partnerships, collaborations, or work 

with local champions?  

a. How do IAs and LIAs engage partners?  

b. How strong do partnerships need to be to implement effective PSE 

approaches?  

c. How do partnerships affect SNAP-Ed activities and outcomes?  

d. How does relationship depth impact SNAP-Ed activities and outcomes?  

 

6. How does COVID-19 continue to affect SNAP-Ed in Washington (if applicable)?  

a. How effective are adaptations to programming?  

b. What are promising practices?  

c. How does COVID-19 impact program reach?  

 

7. How are IAs and LIAs engaging the SNAP-eligible community?  

a. How are LIAs working with communities to develop programming? 

EVALUATION QUESTIONS 
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Table 2. Evaluation Approaches 

Topic  Evaluation 
Question  

Evaluation Method/Tool  Data Collection and Analysis 
Timeline  

Program 
Reach & 
Demographics  

1  Reach:  

 PEARSi
 data  

 
Demographics:  

 Demographic Card 

 Office of Superintendent 
of Public Instruction data 

 PEARS data  

 Local providers collected adult 
demographic sheets and youth 
student ID numbers.  

 Quarterly data entry deadlines.  

 Evaluation team pulled data and 
analyzed quarterly and annually.  

 Some information was collected 
electronically.  

Program 
Equity  

2   Comparison of survey 
data and demographic 
information 

 Pulled from PEARS and Survey 
data.  

Multi-Level 
Interventions  

3   SNAP Happy surveys 

 PEARS modules 

 PSE Evaluation Toolkit 

 Partnership assessments4 

 Quarterly reports  

 Information was collected 
quarterly from LIA quarterly 

reports and PEARS, and was 
analyzed quarterly and at the 
end of the fiscal year 

Population-
Level Healthy 
Eating and 
Food 
Resource 
Management  

4   NHANES5 

 BRFSS6 

 WA Healthy Youth Survey7 

 SNAP Market Match 
Survey8 

 WAFOOD Survey9 

 Data were obtained from 
statewide evaluation tools and 
analyzed at the end of the fiscal 
year.  

Partnership 
and Coalition 
Strength  

5   PEARS Partnerships 
module  

 PEARS Coalitions module  
 

LIAs updated PEARS quarterly and 
PEARS data were pulled and analyzed 
quarterly and annually.  

COVID-19  6   PEARS 

 Quarterly reports 

 Success stories 

 WA Food Security Survey 
and Report10  

 Data were collected quarterly 
from LIA quarterly reports and 
PEARS. 

 Analysis was performed at the 
end of the fiscal year.   

Community 
Engagement  

7  Quarterly reports  Quarterly reports were collected 
and analyzed on a quarterly basis 
and at the end of the fiscal year. 

 

                                                           
i DSHS contracts with Canopy, A Public Benefit Company (previously Kansas State Research and Extension) for 
access to the Program Evaluation And Reporting System (PEARS), which is designed for SNAP-Ed programs to 
collect and analyze SNAP-Ed data and streamline federal reporting.   
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Data Collection 

To investigate and collect data for the evaluation questions, the evaluation team collaborated with 

SNAP-Ed IAs, DSHS, statewide initiatives, and within the DOH, when possible. Beyond increased accuracy 

and quality of data, the collaborative approach encouraged trust development between partners, and 

helped foster a culture of mutual respectful program improvement.  

Pre- and post-test data were collected from individuals at each direct education class series. Individual 

participants served as their own controls. For public school students, the Office of Superintendent of 

Public Instruction (OSPI) granted evaluators access to individual student-level demographic data as part 

of direct education class participation. However, due to the small number of youth student ID numbers 

(<20) submitted, the evaluation team chose not to request individual level demographic information 

from OSPI. The sample size would be too small for robust analysis.  

 

LIAs and IAs entered local program data, like site information, project reach, partnership and coalition 

information, into the Program Evaluation and Reporting System (PEARS) quarterly.  

 

Population-level data from the Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS), the Washington 

Healthy Youth Survey (WA HYS), and the Washington State Food (WAFOOD) Security Survey were 

gathered and analyzed at the end of the fiscal year.  

 

Information on COVID-19 impact on SNAP-Ed activities was collected from PEARS and from an 

addendum to LIA quarterly report templates. 

 

COVID-19 Impact 

Over the course of FFY2021, SNAP-Ed worked to reach SNAP-eligible individuals and families through 

policy, systems, and environment (PSE) changes, direct education, and indirect activities (Figure 1). LIAs 

continued to pivot to meet clients’ and partners’ needs in the context of COVID-19. When asked about 

changing activities in response to COVID-19, most LIAs reported that indirect activities were easiest to 

change (59%), and direct education was hardest to change (60%). PSE was more evenly split—about a 

third of LIAs selected PSE as the easiest activity to change (32%) and just over a quarter reported that it 

was the most difficult to change (28%). Strategies to adapt programming varied widely throughout FFY 

2021 and across LIAs, and many strategies could not be categorized (29%) ( 

 

Figure 2). Some LIAs shifted programming to health promotion (26%), noting that it was easier to 

implement while adhering to COVID-19 guidelines and safety protocols. For example, electronic 

materials could easily be shared with partners or posted to websites and social media; hardcopy 

materials could be provided while maintaining social distance. With the development of virtual 

education standards in FFY 2020, 19% of LIAs offered virtual education to partners in FFY 2021. While 

some LIAs were able to recruit participants and keep them engaged, others struggled to gain buy-in 

from partners or encountered technology barriers for participants. Other LIAs were forced to postpone 

programming due to COVID-19 (8%) or shifted their focus to partnerships (8%) and PSE work (6%).  
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Figure 1. Which SNAP-Ed activities were easiest and hardest to change? 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Key Adaptation Strategies 
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Direct education Indirect activities PSE

Which SNAP-Ed activities were 
easiest and hardest to change?
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8% 8%

6%

29%

Shifted to health
promotion

Offer virtual
education

Postponed due to
COVID-19

Focus on
partnerships and

planning

Continue or shift to
PSE

Other

Key Adaptation Strategies 
FFY21 (n= 47 LIAs)
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LIAs were asked to describe any lessons learned as a result of COVID-19 during each quarter of FFY21 

(Figure 3). Learning to adapt was identified as a key theme (20%), and LIAs stressed the importance of 

flexibility and learning how to pivot.  

"The first and foremost learning is that SNAP-Ed can continue but it will look different. Change is 

inevitable and when that concept is accepted, work can continue knowing there will always be change!" 

Some LIAs highlighted the importance of community, especially during difficult times (13%).  

“We have learned that the communities we work with are incredibly motivated to help each other out in 

times of crisis, and that it is possible to make great achievements when you are united by common 

purpose of caring for each other.” 

Other LIAs noted the importance and challenge of virtual education (13%).  

“We learned that virtual education is a resourceful, economic, and creative way to reach our partners’ 

clients. Virtual education has been a goal of our program and the pandemic gave us the need to explore 

new options other than in person education.” 

Finally, many LIAs described communication during changing times (12%).  

“Maintaining active communication with partners is so important.  I feel like as a region, SNAP Ed 

partners could communicate more to have a broader impact.” 

 

Figure 3. Key Themes in Lessons Learned FFY21 (n=47 LIAs) 

 

 

20%
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Evaluation Reports 
Information for each intervention is provided in the body of the evaluation report. Table 3 shows a high-

level summary of evaluation activities that were completed. 

Table 3. Evaluation Reports Completed for this Reporting Year 

Intervention/ 
Project Name 

Key Project 
Objective(s)
ii 

Target Audience Evaluation Type(s)  
(FE, PE, OE, IE) 

Direct 
Education 

1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 
1.4, 1.5      
2.1, 2.2, 2.3      
3.1, 3.2, 3.3      

 Adults 

 Youth/children 

 Families 

 Latinx Spanish-speaking youth and 
adults 

 Tribal youth and adults 

 Staff and volunteers at partner 
organizations 

 PE: PEARS Data  

 OE: Pre- and post-
intervention direct 
education surveys  

Access to 
Healthy Foods 

4.1  Adults 

 Youth/children 

 Families 

 Latinx Spanish-speaking youth and 
adults 

 Tribal youth and adults 

 Native adults (living off 
reservation) 

 Refugees/immigrants 

 Childcare providers 

 Staff and volunteers at partner 
organizations 

 FE: This varied by 
LIA and specific 
projects, and 
included 
environmental 
scans, key 
informant 
interviews, and 
surveys  

 PE: PEARS data 
 

Farm to 
Community 

4.1, 4.3       Adults 

 Youth/children 

 Families 

 Latinx Spanish-speaking youth and 
adults 

 Tribal youth and adults 

 Staff and volunteers at partner 
organizations 

 Farmers and food producers 

 Refugees/immigrants 

 FE: This varied by 
LIA and specific 
projects, and 
included key 
informant 
interviews and 
surveys  

 PE: PEARS data 

                                                           
ii Objectives in their entirety can be found in the SNAP-Ed FFY21-23 State Plan, pages 111-112. 

https://s3.us-west-2.amazonaws.com/wasnap-ed.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Washington-SNAP-Ed-FFY21-23-State-Plan_Final-for-FFY21-Final.pdf
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Intervention/ 
Project Name 

Key Project 
Objective(s)
ii 

Target Audience Evaluation Type(s)  
(FE, PE, OE, IE) 

Physical 
Activity 

3.1, 3.2, 3.3      
4.2      

 Adults 

 Youth/children 

 Families 

 Latinx Spanish-speaking youth and 
adults 

 Tribal youth and adults 

 Childcare providers 

 Staff and volunteers at partner 
organizations 

 FE: This varied by 
LIA and specific 
projects, and 
included 
environmental 
scans, key 
informant 
interviews, and 
surveys  

 PE: PEARS data 

Health 
Promotion 

1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 
1.4      
2.1, 2.2, 2.3      

3.1, 3.2, 3.3      
4.1, 4.2, 4.3 

 Adults 

 Youth/children 

 Families 

 Latinx Spanish-speaking youth and 
adults 

 Tribal youth and adults 

 Staff and volunteers at partner 
organizations 

 PE: PEARS data 
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Progress Achieving State Goals and Objectives 
Direct education intervention data are reported in the below tables (Table 5–Table 6) reflecting on 

progress to Washington state SNAP-Ed's goals for the FFY 2021–2023 plan. Additional in-depth analysis 

of direct education outcomes are reported out by age group in Appendix A. There was progress made 

towards state goals for PSE activities across all PSE interventions (Table 7).  

Table 4. Status of Objectives for State Goal 1 

Goal 1: Increase consumption of healthy foods and beverages and decrease consumption of 
unhealthy foods and beverages. 

Objective Status 

1.1 By September 2023, 65% of 
participants 3rd grade to adult will 
report eating fruit two or more times 
per day and 45% of participants will 
report eating vegetables two or 
more times per day.  

In FFY 2021, 63% of 3rd–5th grade students reported eating 
2 or more fruits yesterday after nutrition education, with 
43% of 6th–12th grade students reported the same, as well 
as 46% of adults. 
 
In FFY 2021, 38% of 3rd–5th grade students reported eating 
2 or more vegetables yesterday after nutrition education, 
with 29% of 6th–12th grade students reported the same, as 
well as 62% of adults. 

1.2 By September 2023, 60% of 
participants 3rd grade to adult will 
report eating more than one kind of 
fruit and 45% of participants will 
report eating more than one kind of 
vegetable.  

In FFY 2021, 57% of 3rd–5th grade students reported eating 
more than 1 kind of fruit yesterday after nutrition 
education, with 36% of 6th–12th grade students and 38% of 
adults reporting the same. 
 

In FFY 2021, 30% of 3rd–5th grade students reported eating 
more than 1 kind of vegetable yesterday after nutrition 
education, with 44% of 6th–12th grade students and 62% of 
adults reporting the same. 

1.3 By September 2023, 75% of 
participants 3rd grade to adult will 
report drinking sugar-sweetened 
beverages two or fewer times per 
day.  

In FFY 2021, 16% of 3rd–5th grader students reported 
drinking 2 or fewer SSBs a day after nutrition education.  
 
87% of 6th–12th grade students also reported drinking 2 or 
fewer SSBs a day after nutrition education, as did 92% of 
adults. 

1.4 By September 2023, 25% of 
participants in 6th–12th grades will 
report eating fast food or takeout 
less often. 

In FFY 2021, 15% of 6th–12th grade students reported 
eating fast food or take out less often after taking 
nutrition classes. 
 

1.5 By September 2023, 70% of 3rd 
grade to adult participants wash 
their hands “most of the time” 
before eating. 

In FFY 2021, 77% of 3rd–5th grade students reported 
washing their hands “most of the time” or “every time” 
before eating on their post-nutrition education surveys.  
 
82% of 6th–12th grade students and 85% of adults reported 
the same after completing nutrition education. 
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Figure 4. Goal 1 Progress 
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1.5 By September 2023, 70% of 3rd grade to adult 
participants wash their hands “most of the time” before 

eating.

1.4 By September 2023, 25% of participants in 6th–12th 
grades will report eating fast food or takeout less often.

1.3 By September 2023, 75% of participants 3rd grade to
adult will report drinking sugar-sweetened beverages <2

times per day.

1.2 By September 2023, 45% of participants will report
eating >1 kind of vegetable.

1.2 By September 2023, 60% of participants 3rd grade to
adult will report eating >1 kind of fruit.

1.1 By September 2023, 45% of participants will report
eating vegetables >2 per day.

1.1 By September 2023, 65% of participants 3rd grade to
adult will report eating fruit >2 times per day.

1.1 By September 2023, 65% of participants 3rd grade to
adult will report eating fruit >2 times per day.

Progress increasing consumption of healthy foods and beverages 
and decreasing consumption of unhealthy foods and beverages 

(Goal 1)

Adults 6-12th Grade 3rd-5th Grade Goal
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Table 5. Status of Objectives for State Goal 2 

Goal 2: Improve food resource management among SNAP-Ed participants. 

Objective Status 

2.1 By September 2023, at least 50% of adult 
participants never worry about running out 
of food.  

In FFY 2021, 62% of adult participants who had 
completed nutrition education reported never 
worrying about running out of food before the 
end of the month. 

2.2 By September 2023, 25% of participants aged 
6th grade to adult use nutrition labels most 
of the time.  

In FFY 2021, 12% of 6th-12th grade students who 
had completed nutrition education reported 
using nutrition labels most of the time or every 
time to pick their food. 75% of adult participants 
reported the same. 

2.3 By September 2023, 70% of adult participants 
will report preparing meals at home five to 
seven days per week. 

In FFY 2021, 92% of adult participants who had 
completed nutrition education reported that they 
prepared their meals at home 5 or more days a 
week. 

 

 

Figure 5. Goal 2 Progress 
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2.3 By September 2023, 70% of adult participants will report
preparing meals at home 5-7 days per week.

2.2 By September 2023, 25% of participants aged 6th grade
to adult use nutrition labels most of the time.

2.1 By September 2023, at least 50% of adult participants
never worry about running out of food.

Progress improving food resource management among SNAP-Ed 
participants (Goal 2)

Adults 6-12th Grade Goal
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Table 6. Status of Objectives for State Goal 3 

Goal 3: Increase physical activity and reduce sedentary behavior. 

Objective Status 

3.1 By September 2023, 80% participants in K–
2nd grades identify physical activities and 
35% of participants in 3rd–5th grades are 
physically active more times per day.  

After nutrition education, 80% of K-2nd grades 
were able to correctly identify physical activities 
in FFY 2021, and 30% of 3rd-5th grade students 
were physically active more times a day than at 
pre-test. 

3.2 By September 2023, 85% participants 6th 
grade through adult are physically active for 
more than 30 minutes.  

In FFY 2021, after nutrition education, 67% of 6th-
12th grade students reported being physically 
active for 30 or more minutes yesterday. 77% of 
adults reported the same. 

3.3 By September 2023, 90% of 6th–12th grade 
participants will reduce screen time to six 
hours or less per day. 

In FFY 2021, after nutrition education, 64% of 6th-
12th grade students reported 6 or fewer hours of 
screen time yesterday. 

 

 

Figure 6. Goal 3 Progress 
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3.3 By September 2023, 90% of 6th–12th grade participants 
will reduce screen time to six hours or less per day.

3.2 By September 2023, 85% participants 6th grade through
adult are physically active for more than 30 minutes.

3.1 By September 2023, 35% of participants in 3rd–5th 
grades are physically active more times per day. 

3.1 By September 2023, 80% participants in K–2nd grades 
identify physical activities. 

Progress increasing physical activity and reducing sedentary 
behavior (Goal 3)

Adults 6-12th Grade 3rd–5th Grades K–2nd Grades Goal
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Table 7. Status of Objectives for State Goal 4 

Goal 4: Improve policy, systems, and environments to support healthy eating and active living. 

Objective Status 

4.1 By September 2023, 50% of sites will implement a 
policy, systems, or environmental change focused 
on increasing healthy food/beverage among the 
eligible population.  

In FFY 2021, of the 563 sites SNAP-Ed 
worked at, 225 (40%) worked on an Access 
to Healthy Foods or Farm to Community 
PSE activity.  

4.2 By September 2023, 20% of sites will implement a 
policy, systems, or environmental change focused 
on increasing physical activity and reduce 
sedentary behavior. 

In FFY 2021, across the 563 sites SNAP-Ed 
worked at, 19 (3%) worked on a Physical 
Activity PSE intervention. 

4.3 By September 2021, the dollar value of incentives 
redeemed by SNAP participants for purchase of 
targeted food items at farmers markets will 
increase by 5% (over September 2020 baseline).  

In FFY 2021, $1,061,676 were redeemed by 
SNAP participants at Washington state 
Farmers markets, an increase of 82% from 
FFY 2020 ($582,899 spent). 

4.4 By September 2021, the number of unique SNAP 
participants using SNAP or SNAP incentives at 
participating farmers markets will increase by 10%. 

In FFY 2021, 14,789 unique SNAP 
participants used their EBT card at a 
Washington state farmers market, an 
increase of 37% from FFY 2020 (10,526 
unique SNAP participants). 

 

Figure 7. Goal 4 Progress 
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4.4 By September 2021, the number of unique SNAP
participants using SNAP or SNAP incentives at participating

farmers markets will increase by 10%.

4.3 By September 2021, the dollar value of incentives
redeemed by SNAP participants for purchase of targeted
food items at farmers markets will increase by 5% (over

September 2020 baseline).

4.2 By September 2023, 20% of sites will implement a
policy, systems, or environmental change focused on

increasing physical activity and reduce sedentary behavior.

4.1 By September 2023, 50% of sites will implement a
policy, systems, or environmental change focused on
increasing healthy food/beverage among the eligible

population.

Progress improving policy, systems, and enviornments to 
support healthy eating and active living (Goal 4)

Status Goal
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Direct Education 
Nutrition education participants 

were largely made up of youth, 

with 81% of participants under 

18-years old (Table 8). 

Demographics were harder to 

collect in online environments; 

in prior years, nutrition 

educators in K–12 schools were 

able to collect class racial and 

ethnic information from school 

offices. This was not possible 

with online-only education. 

Additionally, conducting pre- 

and post-education surveys was 

harder in online environments without being able to oversee participants and collect surveys on site. 

These factors made the collection of demographic information and surveys less robust than in previous 

years. 

Table 8. Direct Education Participant Race and Ethnicity in FFY 2021 

Race/Ethnicity Participants Percent of Participants 

Race American Indian/ 
Alaska Native 

85 5% 

Asian 47 3% 

Black 136 8% 

Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander 

36 2% 

Mixed Race 0 0% 

Prefer not to respond 25 1% 

White 690 40% 

Unknown race 703 41% 

Ethnicity Hispanic 295 17% 

Non-Hispanic 804 47% 

Prefer not to respond 6 1% 

Unknown ethnicity 612 36% 
 

While mostly held online, direct education classes were conducted in association with different sites—

for instance, done with elementary school classes, or offered through a program at a health clinic. Just 

over half of direct education classes were coordinated through K-12 schools, while other sites like 

community organizations, emergency shelters, and hospitals made up a much smaller portion (Figure 8; 

Appendix B, Table 1). 
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Finding New Ways of Teaching 

 During the fall of 2020, The NATIVE Project, a Federally Qualified Health Center and Urban 

Indian Health Clinic that provides comprehensive care to “promote wellness and the balance of 

mind, body, and spirit” for the greater Spokane community, shifted to offering their Wellness Night 

online, collaborating with WSU Spokane to teach a virtual cooking and nutrition class for youth and 

families. WSU Spokane provided the nutrition and physical activity activities, using Around the 

Table: Nourishing Families and Food Smarts curriculum, and The NATIVE Project was responsible for 

leading participants in cooking a healthy recipe for a meal.  

During the first class, the SNAP-Ed provider used a laptop camera to lead the various physical 

activity exercises. She had to stand so far back for the camera to pick up the full demonstration that 

the participants couldn’t hear her lead the exercises. The next week, she hung a cell phone rack 

from a coat rack. Although this worked better than the laptop camera, the cell phone was not 

steady and the music, played from a different device, caused some unpleasant background noise. 

During the third class, she hung the cell phone from a nail in the wall, removed the music, and put 

sticky notes above the cell phone as a reminder of what exercises to cover during that lesson. From 

then on, the exercise piece went well with participants learning how to execute the movements.  

"These exercises are great to do at home. They get your heart rate up but don't take very long and 

you don't need any other equipment."  

Keeping Students Engaged 

WSU Skagit’s usual fun, engaging, and interactive teaching style didn’t initially translate to virtual 

settings. Moving into the second year of teaching virtually, they found ways to incorporate fun hats, 

physical activity 'brain breaks', and fruit and vegetable costumes, which increased the level of 

participation from the students. Students were answering questions about the nutrition messages 

correctly more often and expressed excitement about topics in upcoming lessons.  

"The students can't wait to see what you will be dressed up like next! Plus they are learning, one of 

my students drew a carrot with a big letter A next to it and wrote vitamins under the picture! I 

couldn't ask for more than that!!!" 

Giving Teachers Flexibility 

After participating in the SNAP-Ed Curriculum Training and Website team’s virtual education work 
groups, staff at MultiCare were able to develop online Food Smarts adult nutrition content for an 
Independent Living Studies class at Lincoln High School. The new format included interactive 
presentations, lesson outlines for health educators, and a written script for lessons that would be 
recorded for self-study. The adapted curriculum gave classroom teachers the flexibility needed to 
incorporate nutrition education into the school day and created lessons that were well suited to 
virtual learning.  
 

CREATIVE APPROACHES TO VIRTUAL EDUCATION 
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Figure 8. FFY2021 Annual SNAP-Ed Program Activities Top Sites for Direct Education by Number of Program Activities 

 

Because the continuing COVID-19 pandemic severely impacted opportunities to hold direct education 

classes, there were fewer participants and fewer pre- and post-education surveys to evaluate class 

outcomes. Collected surveys may not be representative of the outcomes for all direct education 

participants in FFY 2021.  

Besides COVID-19 restrictions, LIAs found that partners, especially schools, were not interested in 

offering virtual nutrition education or were unable to balance virtual nutrition education with other 

school demands. Other LIAs noted technology barriers for participants, including lack of internet access 

or computer literacy. As one LIA shared, "Direct education is not an option right now and virtual direct 

education is complex with many technological challenges to work through, making it less feasible for us 

right now. Many families and sites are just trying to make it day to day, and are not interested in 

additional ‘tasks’ or educational opportunities." On the other hand, LIAs who reported that direct 

education was easy to change or continue had strong partnerships that made direct education feasible 

despite COVID-19 protocols or restraints. Some agencies also mentioned that virtual education was 

more accessible for participants.  
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Older adults in Yakima County are walking for better health, improved fitness, and less pain. 
Opportunities Industrialization Center (OIC) saw a need for physical activity programming 
that was inclusive and accessible for older clients. They also wanted a program that 
provided social connection, something important for older adults.  
 
OIC found what they were looking for in Walk with Ease, an indirect and direct education 
physical activity program. The program was designed by the Arthritis Foundation and 
encourages walking as a daily form of activity to improve strength, mobility, and overall 
health.  
 
OIC chose to pilot the program virtually through Zoom. This was partly due to the COVID-19 
pandemic and partly because the virtual course’s shorter length was more accessible to 
clients. OIC used a flyer and word of mouth to recruit the program’s first participants.  
 
OIC encountered a few challenges when they piloted Walk with Ease and had to be flexible 
to meet participants where they were. OIC found that some of their clients lacked computer 
skills needed to access the virtual classes. OIC supported participants by calling them 
individually before class started to guide them through the process of logging-in and getting 
ready for Zoom. Because some participants could not attend all scheduled classes due to 
technology issues and conflicting schedules, OIC chose to offer make-up classes. Reminder 
calls, a few days before the class, helped maintain class participation throughout the length 
of the program. Asking the participants questions and making the programming interactive 
made the programming more relevant and personal. 
 
Ultimately OIC’s Walk with Ease pilot encouraged physical activity and helped participants 
increase their walking time. A total of seven participants successfully completed the pilot. 
OIC plans to use what they learned during their pilot to improve future Walk with Ease 
offerings. 

OLDER ADULTS WALK WITH EASE IN YAKIMA COUNTY 
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Policy, Systems, and Environmental Initiatives 
In FFY 2021, the majority of PSE activities fell into the Farm to Community, Access to Healthy Foods or 

Physical Activity interventions (Table 9). Just over a quarter of PSE activities (27%) were newly started in 

FFY 2021 (Appendix B, Table 2). 

Table 9. PSE Activities by Intervention 

Intervention Number of 
Activities 

Percent of 
Activities 

Estimated 
Reach of 
Activities 

Direct Education 2 1% 2,674 

Farm to Community 108 38% 50 

Access to Healthy Foods 145 51% 215,811 

Physical Activity 19 7% 86,007 

Health Promotion 12 4% 78,432 

 

In total, Washington SNAP-Ed worked on 286 PSE change activities across 245 sites, with 77 activities 

newly started in FFY 2021 (Table 10). This is a slight decrease from previous fiscal years; in FFY 2020, 

SNAP-Ed participated in 337 PSE activities (95 of them new in FFY 2020), and in FFY 2019, SNAP-Ed 

participated in 419 PSE activities (109 new) (Table 11). Reach was also not as extensive as in previous 

years. 

Table 10. Activities and Reach Across Fiscal Years 

PSE Activities and Reach Across Fiscal Years 

 FFY 2019 FFY 2020 FFY 2021 

PSE Activities Participated in 419 337 286 

New PSE Activities for Fiscal Year 109 95 77 

Estimated Reach of PSE Activities 1,534,501 722,022 382,974 

 

Table 11. PSE Reach by Region Across Fiscal Years 

PSE Reach by Region Across Fiscal Years 

 FFY 2019 FFY 2020 FFY 2021 

Washington State Total 1,534,501 722,022  382,974  

Region 1 154,188 145,483  137,727  

Region 2 46,474 104,653  75,007  

Region 3 48,200 50,656  16,516  

Region 4 134,389 102,809  91,867  

Region 5 1,151,250 318,421  61,857  
 

While reach was less extensive than in prior years, less than half of PSE activities in FFY 2021 had 

progressed to the stage of starting to implement changes (Table 12). Many LIAs noted that there was 

more time into planning and preparing for activities while in-person activities and events were on hold. 
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Table 12. Planning Stages of PSE Activities in FFY 2021 

Planning Stage New in FFY 2021 
(n=77) 

Continuing in FFY 
2021 (n=209) 

Total (n=286) 

Sites contacted and agreed to 
participate 

72 (94%) 119 (57%) 191 (67%) 

Planning and preparation for 
implementation 

65 (84%) 126 (60%) 191 (67%) 

Started implementation of changes 36 (47%) 87 (42%) 123 (43%) 

Continued to implement changes 13 (17%) 100 (48%) 113 (40%) 

Worked to maintain changes 5 (6%) 76 (36%) 81 (28%) 

Conducted follow-up assessments 
and evaluation and/or monitoring 

1 (1%) 52 (25%) 53 (19%) 

 

The facilitators and barriers to PSE activities were similar across all interventions (Figure 9). Buy-in from 

the staff, teachers, retailers, etc. at a site was far and away the greatest facilitator to continuing PSE 

work. Convenience to participants and leaders or champions of PSE activities were also key facilitators 

to making sure work was done. Those elements of strong partnerships and convenience were especially 

important in the context of COVID-19.  

LIAs that were able to easily change or continue PSE work had strong partnerships and noted that PSE 

planning could take place virtually. One LIA shared, "Having on-going PSE projects that everyone is 

already committed to and benefiting from helps partners and participants prioritize during times of 

stress and competing needs, especially when PSE projects relate to meeting basic needs in our 

communities.” Some LIAs also noted that they were able to devote more time to developing or 

strengthening partnerships as other activities were postponed. "It was actually really wonderful to have 

a chance to put our direct education programs on hold so that we could work on some of our bigger 

picture work. It can be challenging to do both at the same time and keep up with everything else." 

Looking at the barriers to PSE activities, time on the part of staff, teachers, etc., was by far the most 

cited barrier (Figure 10Figure 10). COVID-19 forced competing priorities for SNAP-Ed staff and partners, 

needing to balance shifting state guidelines, rules set internally by different organizations, and 

additional needs from communities. One LIA said "At the beginning and even mid-year we expected it to 

be very difficult to work with either of these partners as both of them shut down to outside people due to 

the pandemic. We have had trouble even keeping in contact via email, and meetings never seem to 

happen. Both of these partners have their own struggles that they are having to overcome, but it’s 

frustrating on our end." 

Competition from unhealthy options, communications, procurement/vendor issues, and cost of making 

or maintaining changes were also cited as significant barriers to PSE work. Communications in the 

context of COVID-19 was especially noted to be a challenge.  
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Figure 9. FFY 2021 PSE Activities Facilitators to Activities (n=278) 

 

Figure 10. FFY 2021 PSE Activities Barriers to Activities 
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Farm to Community 

In FFY 2021, 108 Farm to Community PSE activities took place across 106 sites. These activities reached 

an estimated 86,007 people throughout the fiscal year.  

Background 

In June 2021, the Fruit and Vegetable Incentive team at the DOH conducted a survey to assess SNAP 

Market Match and SNAP Produce match, programs funded by a grant from the Gus Schumacher 

Nutrition Incentive Program to increase the purchase of fruits and vegetables by low-income consumers. 

An online survey was opened between June 22, 2021 and June 26, 2021, receiving 4,360 unduplicated 

responses from SNAP users, 3,345 who were assessed to be possible SNAP-Ed participants. 

Among those 3,345 possible SNAP-Ed respondents, 56% had been receiving SNAP benefits for less than a 

year (Figure 11).  

In the SNAP Market Match survey, respondents were asked to what amount they agreed with the 

statement “The coronavirus (COVID-19) has made it hard for me and others in my household to get 

fresh fruits and vegetables.” Sixty percent (60%) or respondents agreed or strongly agreed that COVID-

19 had made it hard to get fresh fruit and vegetables (Figure 12). 

Overall, 61% of respondents had used SNAP Market Match at a farmers market in Washington, 40% had 

used SNAP Market Match at a farm stand, and 53% had used SNAP Produce Match a grocery store. Fifty-

six percent (56%) had made use of the SNAP Market/Produce Match program at multiple places, 

increasing the opportunities to procure fresh fruits and vegetables (Figure 13). 

SNAP Market Match also helped people put money to other needs. A majority of respondents (61%) 

agreed or strongly agreed that SNAP Market Match and/or SNAP Produce Match led to more money to 

spend on other foods, and 60% agreed or strongly agreed that they had more money to spend on other 

daily needs (Figure 14). 

 
• 123 farmers markets accepted SNAP  
• 115 farmers markets accepted SNAP Market Match  
• 130 farmers markets accepted FMNP  
• 15 farmers markets accepted City of Seattle’s Fresh Bucks matching program  
• 7 farmers markets applied to accept SNAP  
• 16 farmers markets applied to accept SNAP Market Match  
• More than 37,000 SNAP transactions at market participating in SNAP Market Match*  
• Over $1 million dollars in SNAP and $900,000 in SNAP Market Match was distributed 

at markets participating in SNAP Market Match*  
• More than 1,400 unique shoppers used SNAP benefits at a farmers market*  
• 43% of unique customers that use SNAP shopped at a farmers market more than 

once*  
• Average amount of SNAP spent per transaction was $27*  

 
*Data from Jan-Aug 2021 and data from markets participating in SNAP Market Match. 

FARMERS MARKETS IN 2021 BY THE NUMBERS 
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Figure 11. SNAP Market Match Survey—How long have you been receiving EBT, food stamps or SNAP benefits? (n=3,345) 

 

 

Figure 12. SNAP Market Match—COVID-19 has made it hard for me and others in my household to get fresh fruits and 
vegetables. (n=3,345) 
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Figure 13. SNAP Market Match Survey—Have you used SNAP Market Match and/or SNAP Produce Match to get fruits and 
vegetables at any of the following places? 

 

Figure 14. SNAP Market Match Survey— As a result of SNAP Market Match and/or SNAP Produce Match my household has more 
money to spend on other food.  
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Farmers Markets use different currencies to provide access to various benefit programs 

because there is not a central point-of-sale system. Customers who use SNAP use tokens, 

whereas fruit and vegetable incentives, known as SNAP Market Match, take the form of 

paper currency, both of which are collected at the market’s information booth. In 2020, 

customers also could start using Pandemic EBT (P-EBT) at markets. While use of the benefits 

at the markets is important for shoppers, the different currencies can be quite confusing 

and intimidating. 

The Southwest Washington State Farmers Market Association Regional Lead worked closely 

with WSU Clark County and three local farmers markets to offer SNAP Market Tours to 

customers who qualify for SNAP benefits. Tours were offered June–August, 2021 at the 

Vancouver Farmers Market, East Vancouver Farmers Market and Camas Farmers Market. 

Market Tours were promoted through printed materials distributed to local agencies, 

farmers markets, and included pre-season Zoom presentations to DSHS, Evergreen Schools 

Family & Community Resource Centers, Clark County Food Systems Council, WIC, and the 

Clark County Food Bank. 

Participants received comprehensive guidance and demonstration on how to process SNAP 

benefits at farmers markets; learned about SNAP Market Match and how to use it; learned 

how to select, cook and store fresh, seasonal food; and were introduced to local farmers at 

markets. Each participant was offered an additional $10 token incentive to participate in a 

shopping challenge. At Vancouver Farmer’s Market, they were offered two additional $10 

incentives, for use at future shopping trips to encourage return shoppers. Children who 

attended with family members received a Readers To Eaters Book. Russian and Spanish 

translations of the tour were available to shoppers. 

CLARK COUNTY SNAP-ED FARMERS MARKET TOURS 
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Farm to Community Results 

PSE changes in Farm to Community activities largely focused on systems and 

environmental changes, with gardens, food procurement, food access, and food 

quality being the most common areas of focus (Figure 15; Appendix B, Table 

10.) SNAP-Ed staff used several key strategies in their Farm to Community work. 

Garden projects were the most common (37% of projects), followed by farm to 

low-income housing communities (22%) and farm to food pantries (16%). Many 

sites engaged in multiple strategies, pairing a garden project with other efforts, 

such as local produce procurement, or farm to early childhood education 

centers (Figure 16; Appendix B, Table 11). 

Sixteen percent of all changes focused on initiating or expanding use of fresh or 

local produce (farm to table work), and 9% focused on edible gardens at PSE 

activity sites. Many changes focused on improving access and appeal of healthy 

options, either at food distribution sites or through community gardens (Figure 

17; Appendix B, Table 12). 

While Farm to Community activities took place across a variety of sites, individual homes or public 

housing sites made up a quarter of Farm to Community PSE activity sites (25%). Food assistance sites, 

food banks, and food pantries were the next most common site (21% of sites), followed by farmers 

markets (15%) (Figure 18; Appendix B, Table 13). 

 

 
Immigrant and refugee farmers in South King County are now growing culturally important 
food on five acres of farmland managed by the Food Access and Aggregation Community 
Team (FAACT). Immigrant and refugee populations in South King County often have 
difficulty finding culturally appropriate foods in their communities. At the same time, 
immigrant and refugees with agricultural backgrounds lack a space to grow culturally 
important foods.  
 
The FAACT coalition identified common goals and has been working to provide farming 
space and aggregation infrastructure for small-scale growers. With SNAP-Ed funding, Public 
Health Seattle & King County convenes, actively participates in, and provides technical 
assistance to the expansion of the FAACT coalition since 2017. This consistent engagement 
and foundational collaborative work enabled the FAACT coalition to develop the 
organizational processes to present a strong proposal when farmland became available. 
SNAP-Ed funding also supported the setup of the community farming space with tools and 
startup supplies.  
 
With the care and effort of the FAACT collaborative, the vision for a more equitable, 
connected, local food economy across South King County is taking root.  
 

IMMIGRANT & REFUGEE FARMERS TAKE TO THE LAND 
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Figure 15. Farm to Community—Level and Topic of PSE Changes  

 

 

Figure 16. Farm to Community—Kay Strategies Identified in Quarter Reports 
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Figure 17. Farm to Community — Specific PSE Changes  

 

Figure 18. Farm to Community—Top Sites for PSE Activities 
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Local Food Producers Share the Bounty with Families 

SNAP-Ed staff from United General in Skagit County partnered with Viva Farms and the 

Puget Sound Food Hub to provide distribution to families in the Sedro-Woolley School and 

Concrete School Districts with produce donated from local farms. Nearly 7,500 pounds 

fruits and vegetables from nine local farms was used to make nearly 2,000 bags of healthy 

food to make budget-friendly meals. Each kit included 2–4 types of vegetables, a 

corresponding recipe, and nutrition information.  

 

"It has helped tremendously. The kit provided  

healthy snacks and helped us spend less time at the grocery store." 

"The recipe kits offered a fun family activity that we  

could schedule weekly to get everyone involved and bonding." 

 

Farm to Early Childhood Education 

Catholic Charities works with community partners on Farm to Early Childhood Education 

(ECE) strategies to bring local foods, school gardens, and nutrition education to children in 

ECE settings. With SNAP-Ed funding, Catholic Charities assisted ECE centers procure locally-

grown produce through a partnership with LINC Foods, a farmer-owned food distributer. 

LINC Foods developed an easy, online platform for ECE centers to order local produce and 

Catholic Charities provides technical assistance on how to use the system.  

Farm Stand on the Move 

Community Action Center (CAC) worked with the Palouse Tables Project—a regional food 

security assessment and planning process that organized low-income residents as they 

discussed their values, assets, and ideas—to establish a mobile farm stand to bring fresh 

food to rural communities. SNAP-Ed funding allowed CAC staff to organize and plan the 

intervention while expenses related to the refrigerated van and produce were paid from 

other grants and donations from generous community members. To ensure project 

sustainability, CAC established a steering committee for the Mobile Farm Stand. The 

committee gets together once a month to review, strategize, and implement steps to 

ensure the Mobile Farm Stand’s success. CAC also launched an online customer survey in 

the fall of 2021 as a first step towards evaluating and improving services. 

 

 

LOCAL FOOD IN COMMUNITIES 
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The majority of Farm to Community projects were established projects continuing from prior years 
(74%), while just over a quarter were new projects in FFY 2021. Over 40% were at an implementation 
stage by the end of the fiscal year, and 44% were working to maintain changes (Table 13). 
 
SNAP-Ed took on different roles in Farm to Community PSE activities. SNAP-Ed was a leader in initiating 

efforts on approximately two-thirds of projects, and led on funding or providing evaluation for half of 

projects. SNAP-Ed took a supportive role regarding funding or providing guidance and funding or 

conducting implementation projects. SNAP-Ed Farm to Community projects were least involved in 

fostering community engagement (Figure 19; Appendix B, Table 14).  

Table 13. Farm to Community—Planning Stages of PES Activities in FFY 2021 

Planning Stages of PSE Activities in FFY 2021  

Planning Stage  Number of Activities  Percent of Activities  

Sites contacted and agreed to participate  51 47% 

Planning and preparation for implementation 
(i.e., Assessment, training, etc.)  

56 52% 

Started implementation of changes  44 41% 

Continued to implement changes  44 41% 

Worked to maintain changes  48 44% 

Conducted follow-up assessments and 
evaluation and/or monitoring  

37 34% 

 

Figure 19. Farm to Community—SNAP-Ed's Role in PSE Efforts 
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There were seven Farm to Community PSE activities that conducted a needs, readiness, and 

effectiveness assessment. The types of assessments were split evenly across needs assessments, 

organizational readiness assessments, and staff readiness assessments. Three activities did needs 

assessments through client or community surveys, two activities did organizational or staff readiness 

assessments through in-person interviews or conversations, and two activities completed these 

readiness assessments through surveys of the organization or staff (Table 14). 

Table 14. Farm to Community—Needs, Readiness and Efficacy Assessment Tools 

Needs, Readiness and Efficacy Assessment Tools  

  Number of 
Assessments  

Percent of 
Assessments  

Needs Assessment/Environmental Scans  3 33% 

Client or community surveys  3 33% 

Organizational Readiness  2 22% 

Interviews/conversations  1 11% 

Survey 1 11% 

Staff Readiness  2 22% 

Interviews/conversations  1 11% 

Survey  1 11% 

 

Of the 108 Farm to Community PSE activities, 90 had a sustainability mechanism being planned, in 

process, or in place (Table 15). Of the 60 activities that were working on adopting policies to maintain 

changes, 95% were working on a site-level policy and 93% were working on an agency or organization 

level policy (Appendix B, Table 15). Where there was stakeholder support, the highest amount of 

support came from staff, teachers, employees, or farmers (81%) and administrators, owners, and 

managers (81%) followed by consumers, students, or residents (73%) (Appendix B, Table 16). 

Table 15. Farm to Community PSE Sustainability Mechanisms (n=90) 

Farm to Community PSE Sustainability Mechanisms (n=90) 

Sustainability Mechanism In Place In Process Planned 

A monitoring and reporting system has been 
implemented 

33 (37%) 19 (21%) 26 (29%) 

"Support from stakeholders 26 (29%) 54 (60%) 7 (8%) 

A dependable, on-going source of funding and/or 
support (other than SNAP-Ed) has been identified 

16 (18%) 34 (38%) 25 (28%) 

An organization or group that is not dependent on 
SNAP-Ed funding has assumed responsibility for 
sustaining the efforts 

10 (11%) 30 (33%) 23 (26%) 

One or more policies was adopted, requiring the 
changes to be maintained 

5 (6%) 32 (36%) 23 (26%) 
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Local Advisory Groups Lead Garden Program 

To get community input on programming, supports, resources, and activities, GRuB hosted 

BIPOC and LGBTQ+ advisory groups to get feedback on program relevance and accessibility 

for people holding these identities, and a GRuB Garden Project Alumni group to get 

feedback on program sustainability and long-term engagement. The results of the advisory 

groups shaped GRuB’s FY22 SNAP-Ed program planning to increase long-term garden 

success by centering gardener voices—specifically around goals, support needs, and 

leadership opportunities—in the design and implementation of programming. 

Gardens Where People Live 

In Moses Lake, WSU Extension Grant, Adams, Lincoln assisted the Housing Authority of 

Grant County develop 10 garden beds at an apartment complex for residents and neighbors 

to grow their own food or to donate to local food pantries. Partnerships with Master 

Gardeners, a local faith-based group, and a Boys and Girls Club helped to set up and 

maintain the garden.  

In Whatcom County, residents at Sterling Meadows affordable housing sites wanted space 

to grow healthy food for themselves and their families. Common Threads Farm took the 

lead in a collaboration between Mercy Housing, Miracle Food Network, and the Sterling 

Drive Church of Christ in Bellingham. Through garden visioning sessions, resident and 

community input was gathered and volunteers created a design strategy for the space. 

Common Threads SNAP-Ed staff coordinated work parties and assisted in securing 

donations of the materials needed to complete the project. By the end of FFY21, the garden 

was complete and Common Threads Farm Educators were able to conduct summer 

programming in the six beds set aside for educational use. 

WSU Whatcom County facilitated a cross-agency collaborative with Whatcom Master 

Gardeners program, Lummi Tribal Health Center, and the Lummi Commodity Food Bank. As 

a result, 250 families from the Lummi Tribal Nation were provided an at-home container 

garden kit for their deck or porch, which included a watering can, two pairs of garden 

gloves, 6 packets of vegetable seeds, a trowel, garden-growing resource handouts, and a 

WA SNAP-Ed bookmark directing growers to the Live Well website for more nutrition 

resources. 

"Our clients are overjoyed with the opportunity to have their own gardens, at their own 

homes, and not shared as with our community garden. Thank you so much for providing not 

only the supplies but the opportunity for our clients to learn how to grow their own foods 

and what they can make with it!" - Monica S., RD at Lummi Tribal Health Center 

 

GARDENING SUCCESS 
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Access to Healthy Foods 

In FFY 2021, there were 145 Access to 

Healthy Foods PSE activities that took 

place across 128 sites (Appendix B, 

Table 5). These activities reached an 

estimated 215,811 people throughout 

the fiscal year (Table 10).  

Background 

Food insecurity and food access were 

issues exacerbated by the COVID-19 

pandemic, especially among low-

income households. The second 

WAFOOD survey—a statewide survey on food security conducted by the University of Washington and 

Washington State University, with collaboration from Tacoma Community College—collected 

information from 3,511 respondents between December 4, 2020 and January 31, 2021. This survey 

found that more than a quarter of households were experiencing low (12%) or very low (15%) food 

security in the prior 30 days, and that food insecurity was especially high in low-income and BIPOC 

households (Figure 20 and Figure 21).11  

The second WAFOOD survey found that use of food assistance, especially SNAP and food banks, had 

increased during COVID-19 (Figure 22 and Figure 23). That rise in use of food assistance was noted in 

many Access to Healthy Foods projects, where partners found themselves trying to serve more people 

with limited resources. In the WAFOOD survey, a third of food bank users reported a lack of high-quality 

foods and a lack of foods they needed at food banks and food pantries, while 31% reported trips to food 

banks took too much time (Figure 23). These findings from the WAFOOD survey reinforce the need for 

SNAP-Ed projects to address Access to Healthy Foods and reduce these disparities. 

Figure 20. WAFOOD 2—People Experiencing Low or Very Low Food Security by Income Level 
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Figure 21. WAFOOD 2—People Experiencing Low or Very Low Food Security by Race/Ethnicity 

 

Figure 22. WAFOOD 2—Use of Assistance Before and During COVID-19 

 

Figure 23. WAFOOD 2—Experience Using Food Banks During COVID-19 
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The SNAP online purchasing pilot expanded statewide at the onset of the COVID-19 

pandemic, allowing some SNAP participants to use their EBT cards to purchase groceries 

online for delivery and store pickup. During January 2020–July 2021 Walmart, Amazon, and 

A&J Select Market (in Skamania County only) participated in the pilot. The WAFOOD survey 

found that 46% of respondents with SNAP benefits were unaware of the expanded online 

EBT option, 54% had yet to use it, and 34% reported that they were unable to use their 

SNAP benefits online. 

To determine the accessibility of online SNAP across the state, Washington State University 

Region 3 IA collaborated with its College of Medicine and College of Nursing to conduct a 

landscape analysis and produce GIS maps showing where online purchasing was available. 

As of July 2021, 75% of Washington’s SNAP recipients lived in areas where online SNAP 

delivery was available. However, availability is concentrated in urban areas, with very little 

reach into rural communities and food access gaps persisted in food insecure counties in 

north-eastern Washington and along the western coastline. Finding regional and local 

solutions to address food access disparities is key to mitigating the lasting effects of the 

COVID-19 pandemic in rural communities. 

The findings were presented to SNAP-Ed program staff and partners at the FFY2021 SNAP-

Ed Forum; presented as a poster at the virtual National Institutes of Health Food Insecurity, 

Neighborhood Food Environment, and Nutrition Health Disparities: State of the Science 

workshop in September 2021; and submitted as an article for publication in the CDC journal, 

Preventing Chronic Disease.  

ASSESSING ACCESS TO SNAP ONLINE PURCHASING 

Data will be used to 

shape SNAP-Ed 

approaches to rural 

food access. IA staff 

will identify, highlight, 

and support LIAs and 

partners in rural areas 

to pilot innovative 

policy and systems 

changes that increase 

access to SNAP online 

grocery purchasing 

and delivery.  
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Access to Healthy Foods Results 

The Access to Healthy Foods PSE activities focused largely on changes to systems, especially in the areas 

of food access (17% of PSE changes), food procurement (8% of changes), and food quality (7%). 

Nutrition policy (8%) and marketing (9%) also among the most common focuses of PSE interventions 

(Figure 24; Appendix B, Table 3).  

The key strategies to achieve PSE changes differed by activity. Sixteen percent of Access to Healthy Food 
activities focused on food security and 10% of activities focused on food banks ( 

Figure 25; Appendix B, Table 4).  

In total there were 534 changes reported across all 145 PSE activities. When looking at the specific 

changes made during Access to Healthy Foods PSE activities, the top two changes were promoting a 

food distribution site, food bank, retail, etc. to improve convenience to healthy food (6% of changes 

made) and establishing a new food bank, pantry, or distribution site (6% of changes made). Changes in 

farm-to-table, distribution systems, and food transportation options each made up 5% of Access to 

Healthy Foods PSE changes (Figure 26; Appendix B, Table 5).  

 

Figure 24. Access to Healthy Foods—Level and Topic of PSE Changes 
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Figure 25. Access to Healthy Foods—Key Strategies Identified in Quarter Reports 

 

Figure 26. Access to Healthy Foods—Specific PSE Changes 
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Almost a third of Access to Healthy Foods PSE activities took place at food assistance sites, food banks, 

and food pantries (31% of activities). A quarter of Access to Health Foods PSE activities took place at K-

12 schools. Farmers markets, health care clinics and hospitals, and individual homes or public housing 

sites rounded out the most common site settings for the Access to Healthy Foods intervention (Figure 

27; Appendix B, Table 6). 

Figure 27. Access to Healthy Foods—Top Sites for PSE Activities 

 

Many of the Access to Healthy Food PSE activities were new in FFY 2021 (43 of 145 activities), and still 

early in the implementation stage (Appendix B, Table 2). Slightly over a third of activities moved into 

implementation stages in FFY 2021, and 21% of changes were in a maintenance stage (Table 16). 

Table 16. Access to Healthy Foods—Planning Stages of PSE Activities in FFY2021 

 Access to Healthy Foods - Planning Stages of PSE Activities in FFY 2021 

Planning Stage Number of Activities Percent of Activities 

Sites contacted and agreed to participate 114 79% 

Planning and preparation for implementation 
(i.e., Assessment, training, etc.) 

112 77% 

Started implementation of changes 58 40% 

Continued to implement changes 57 39% 

Worked to maintain changes 31 21% 

Conducted follow-up assessments and 
evaluation and/or monitoring 

16 11% 

 

SNAP-Ed was a leader on many Access to Healthy Foods activities, including initiating the efforts in 60% 

of activities, funding or providing guidance for 46% of activities, and funding or conducting 

implementation in 41% of activities. SNAP-Ed also acted in a supportive role with funding or providing 

guidance (40% of activities), fostering community engagement (34%), and funding or conducting 

implementation (32%) (Figure 28; Appendix B, Table 7).  
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Figure 28. Access to Healthy Foods—SNAP-Ed's Role in PSE Efforts 
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San Juan County Health and Community Services SNAP-Ed staff collaborated with local partners to 

create a pilot program offering clients a convenient way to access local foods. The Island Grown 

Food Access Card provided a $150 prepaid debit card to 97 households and 203 clients to spend on 

EBT-eligible foods at 20 participating vendors. 

This pilot was designed to offer clients using SNAP benefits more choice of where to shop, as well as 

determine if this approach would streamline some of the challenges local farmers faced accepting 

SNAP benefits but unable to meet the administrative burden and financial cost required. Funds 

granted from the Coffelt Farm Stewards for the purpose of increasing access to locally grown foods 

for SNAP-eligible clients were used to support this project. The San Juan Island Ag Guild Board acted 

as the fiscal sponsor and SNAP-Ed program staff began recruiting farmers, vendors, and participants. 

All applications were available online to simplify registration and further reduce the barriers for 

participants. By the end of FFY21, the pilot was in full swing and clients were using their benefits to 

purchase healthy food. 

“Thank you so,so, so much…I can breathe easier now knowing that I have food in my freezer and 

fresh vegetables. ….” 

 

EXPANDING SHOPPING OPTIONS 
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Department of Defense Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program 

When school districts receive federal funding for school meal programs, a portion can only 

be spent on the USDA commodity food program. In the past, the commodity food program 

has included canned, frozen, and processed goods. Several years ago, the federal 

government contracted with Department of Defense (DoD) to open a new option for USDA 

commodity foods called the DoD Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program, which allows school 

districts to use their commodity food money to buy fresh, US-grown fruits and vegetables. 

Because this is a relatively new program, many school districts had yet to learn about or 

participate in the program. In the 2020–2021 school year, only 4 of the 13 districts in the 

NEW ESD 101 Nutrition Cooperative participated in the DoD Fresh Fruit and Vegetable 

Program.  

NEW ESD 101 SNAP-Ed staff worked with school districts to educate them about the DoD 

Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program. They set up one-on-one meetings with each of their 13 

school districts to discuss strategies for spending entitlement money. Eight of the thirteen 

districts chose to participate in the DoD Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program for the 2021–

2022 school year, doubling participation from the previous school year! In addition, the 

districts already participating in the DoD program contributed either the same amount or a 

larger portion of their funds toward the program for next school year, and one district even 

chose to spend 100% of their entitlement funds on the DoD Fresh Fruit and Vegetable 

Program.  

Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program 

Mattawa Community Health Center’s SNAP-Ed staff partnered with the relatively new 

Director of Child Nutrition to provide nutritious school meals and help students develop 

cooking skills. This included adapting the Fresh Fruit & Vegetable Program (FFVP) to a 

remote model by creating fruit and vegetable activity boxes to send home while classes 

were remote. Food service staff included the featured produce with the school meal boxes 

and a cooking tool, such as a grater or measuring cups, and SNAP-Ed prepared nutrition 

information, activities, and a recipe. The SNAP-Ed educator also prepared video 

demonstrations to highlight the fruit or vegetable and show students and/or families how 

use it in a recipe.       

  

Supported by the FFVP, whole produce was included in along with school breakfasts and 

lunches so portions could used over several days, reduce foodservice labor costs and give 

families more options to prepare the food. SNAP-Ed staff consulted on produce to put in the 

boxes and what cooking implements to provide.  

 

 

WORKING WITH OTHER FOOD PROGRAMS 
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Table 17. Access to Healthy Foods—Needs, Readiness and Efficacy Assessment Tools 

Access to Healthy Foods – Needs, Readiness and Efficacy Assessment Tools 

 Number of 
Assessments 

Percent of Assessments 

Needs Assessment/Environmental Scans 40 78% 

Menu Review 11 22% 

Smarter Lunchrooms Self-Assessment Scorecard 8 16% 

Training Surveys 8 16% 

Client or community surveys 8 16% 

Interviews 3 6% 

Oregon Food Bank's Healthy Pantry Initiative 1 2% 

Farmers Market Scanning tool 1 2% 

Organizational Readiness 5 10% 

Interviews/conversations 3 6% 

Committee meetings 1 2% 

Collaboration Readiness Survey 1 2% 

Staff Readiness 6 12% 

Interviews/conversations 3 6% 

Capacity check 2 4% 

Survey 1 2% 
 

Of the 145 Access to Healthy Foods PSE activities, less than half (66, 46% of activities) had a 

sustainability mechanism planned, in process, or in place (Table 18). Support from stakeholders was in 

place at nearly a quarter of activities working on sustainability mechanisms (24%), and in process at 

nearly two-thirds of activities (64%) (Appendix B, Table 8).  Forty three (43) activities were working 

specifically on policies to maintain PSE changes; 93% of those activities were working on site-level 

policies, 74% were working on agency or organizational level policies (Appendix A, Table 9).  

 

Table 18. Access to Healthy Foods—PSE Sustainability Mechanisms (n=66) 

Access to Healthy Foods - PSE Sustainability Mechanisms (n=66)  

Sustainability Mechanism  In Place  In Process  Planned  

Support from stakeholders  16 (24%) 42 (64%) 5 (8%) 

A monitoring and reporting system has been implemented 9 (14%) 25 (38%) 18 (27%) 

An organization or group that is not dependent on SNAP-Ed 
funding has assumed responsibility for sustaining the efforts 

8 (12%) 39 (59%) 16 (24%) 

A dependable, on-going source of funding and/or support 
(other than SNAP-Ed) has been identified 

8 (12%) 39 (59%) 12 (18%) 

One or more policies was adopted, requiring the changes to be 
maintained 

3 (5%) 1 (2%) 39 (59%) 
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Physical Activity  

In FFY 2021, there were 19 PSE activities 

taking place across 19 sites (Figure 29). 

Physical Activity PSE activities took place 

primarily at K–12 schools, with over half of 

activities happening at a school (53%). 

Bicycle and walking paths, community 

organizations, and individual homes or 

public housing sites each made up 11% of 

Physical Activity sites (Figure 29; Appendix 

B, Table 20These activities reached an estimated 2,674 individuals throughout the fiscal year.  

Physical Activity intervention activities largely focused on changes to the environment, including 

physical activity breaks, physical activity facilities, and structured physical activity. Just under a quarter 

(23%) of changes were focused on systems changes through physical activity breaks (Figure 30; 

Appendix A, Table 17). 

Figure 29. Physical Activity—Top Sites for PSE Activities 
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Figure 30. Physical Activity—Level and Topic of PSE Changes 

 

Key strategies used to achieve Physical Activity PSE changes focused on brain breaks (26% of strategies) 

and provision of physical activity kits and supplies (26%). Evaluation of existing physical activity supports 

made up 11% of the key strategies, and walking clubs made up another 11% (Figure 31; Appendix B, 

Table 18). 

Figure 31. Physical Activity—Key Strategies Identified in Quarter Reports 

 

Making changes to increase, improve, or incorporate physical activity during usual on-site activities was 

the largest proportion of Physical Activity changes (18%), followed by strategies to decrease screen time 

(15%). Increasing the incorporation of physical activity into school days outside of recess and PE made 

up 8% of changes, while increased or improved opportunities for structured physical activity and 

displays promoting healthy behaviors each made up 5% of Physical Activity changes (Figure 32; 
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Figure 32. Physical Activity—Specific PSE Changes 
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Washington's traffic commission ranks Longview as the fifth most dangerous city for 
pedestrians. Working with the newly-formed Complete Streets Advisory Committee, WSU 
Extension Cowlitz County started a Safe Routes to School committee, implemented Walk 
with Ease in the Highlands Neighborhood, and wrote a bike-pedestrian plan for the City of 
Longview, which lays out an organized expansion for a citywide bicycle network over the 
next decade and includes adopting a Safe Routes to School program. In FFY 21, the 
committee organized a community bike ride to encourage riders of all abilities get active 
and feel confident riding a bike around town. 
 
These efforts led to the City of Longview agreeing to reduce speed limit on most major city 
streets to 25 mph to make active transportation a safer option for residents. The Longview 
Police Department also proposed to resurrect its bike unit and deploy officers around the 
city to teach pedestrian and cyclist safety aimed at decreasing accidents. They to apply for a 
state grant to train up to 25 officers on bikes. The Complete Streets Advisory Committee 
now plans to conduct the Active Neighborhoods Checklist in the Highlands Neighborhoods.  

SAFER PLACES TO BE ACTIVE 
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Four Physical Activity PSE activities were newly established in FFY 2021, and 15 were ongoing from FFY 

2020 or earlier (Table 19). Twelve (63%) of the Physical Activity PSE activities were in an implementation 

stage in FFY 2021, with five of those activities progressing from starting implementation to continuing 

implementation by the end of the fiscal year. No activities had progressed to maintenance of changes. 

Table 19. Physical Activity—Planning Stages of PSE Activities in FFY 2021 

Physical Activity - Planning Stages of PSE Activities in FFY 2021  

Planning Stage  Number of Activities  Percent of Activities  

Sites contacted and agreed to participate  15 80% 

Planning and preparation for implementation 
(i.e., Assessment, training, etc.)  

10 53% 

Started implementation of changes  12 63% 

Continued to implement changes  5 26% 

Worked to maintain changes  0 0% 

Conducted follow-up assessments and 
evaluation and/or monitoring  

0 0% 

  

SNAP-Ed tended to play a supportive role in Physical Activity PSE activities, acting as a support for 

funding or conducting implementation in 74% of activities, a support for funding or providing guidance 

in 68% of activities, and a support in initiating efforts for 58% of activities. SNAP-Ed took a lead role in 

initiating efforts of 37% of Physical Activity PSE activities and in fostering community engagement and 

funding or providing guidance in 26% of activities (Figure 33; Appendix B, Table 21).  

Figure 33. Physical Activity—SNAP-Ed's Role in PSE Activities 
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There were five Needs, Readiness, and Efficacy assessments associated with Physical Activity PSE 

activities in FFY 2021 (Table 20). Four of those assessments were needs assessments or environmental 

scans; there were two client or community surveys, one supplies request, and one activity completed 

the Environmental Assessment of Public Recreation Spaces. There was one staff readiness assessment, 

which was a conversation or interview done with the PSE partner.  

Table 20. Physical Activity—Needs, Readiness, and Efficacy Assessment Tools (n=5) 

Physical Activity – Needs, Readiness, and Efficacy Assessment Tools (n=5) 

 Number of Assessments Percent of Assessments 

Needs Assessment/Environmental Scans 4 80% 

Client or community surveys 2 40% 

Environmental Assessment of Public 
Recreation Spaces  

1 20% 

Supplies request 1 20% 

Staff Readiness 1 20% 

Interviews/conversations 1 20% 
  

Across all 19 Physical Activity PSE Activities, 14 (74%) were either planning, in the process of 

implementing, or had a sustainability mechanism in place. Four activities (19%) had an ongoing source of 

funding in place to sustain Physical Activity PSE activities beyond SNAP-Ed involvement. Support from 

stakeholders was in process at nearly two-thirds of activities (64%), while already in place at 14% of 

activities, and being planned at another 21%. Seventy-nine percent (79%) of those working on 

sustainability mechanisms were in the planning stages of a monitoring and reporting system for the PSE 

activity (Table 21). Of the three physical activity policies in place or in process, 67% were being put in 

place at a site level and agency or organizational level (Appendix B, Table 22). The greatest proportion of 

 

Yakima Health District (YHD) is working to address the need for safe and accessible trails for 
pedestrians and cyclists. Trails are important for transportation and physical activity and 
should be an accessible resource for all community members. 
 
YHD SNAP-Ed staff launched a trail improvement and promotion project in 2021. Work 
began with observational environmental assessments, done in partnership with trail 
organizations like Yakima Greenway, and a community use survey to collect information 
around behaviors, needs, and opinions of trail use. They partnered to host "Explore the 
Greenway" Family Fun Fest and Scavenger Hunt Event.  
 
Results from the assessments and survey will be shared with partners so that the 
information can be used to make improvements such as expanding the greenway and 
improving facilities to make the space more welcoming and safe for the community. YHD is 
also considering using assessments and community survey results to develop a marketing 
campaign that will promote trail use. 
 

LAYING THE GROUNDWORK FOR IMPROVED TRAILS & GREENWAYS 
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stakeholders supporting sustainability mechanisms were staff, teachers, employees, or farmers 

(Appendix B, Table 23). 

Table 21. Physical Activity—PSE Sustainability Mechanisms (n=14) 

Physical Activity – PSE Sustainability Mechanisms (n=14) 

 In Place In Process Planned 

A dependable, on-going source of funding 
and/or support (other than SNAP-Ed) has 
been identified 

4 (29%) 0 (0%) 1 (7%) 

An organization or group that is not 
dependent on SNAP-Ed funding has 
assumed responsibility for sustaining the 
efforts 

3 (21%) 1 (7%) 1 (7%) 

One or more policies was adopted, 
requiring the changes to be maintained 

2 (14%) 1 (7%) 0 (0%) 

Support from stakeholders 2 (14%) 9 (64%) 3 (21%) 

A monitoring and reporting system has 
been implemented 

1 (7%) 1 (7%) 11 (79%) 

 

 

The SNAP-Ed Regional Spanish translation coordinator gained valuable insight into the 

challenges of residents of Sterling Meadows Apartment Complex, most of whom are Latinx, 

face with being physically active. Along with the Resident Services Coordinator, the SNAP-Ed 

coordinator conducted a walkability audit of the local neighborhood and surveyed 

apartment residents, collecting data that will be used to advocate for improvements that 

will allow residents to be more active. 

Residents reported that the street where the complex is located is a stressful and dangerous 

place to walk, bike and play. To learn more, the coordinators went door to door, talking 

with residents and inviting them to participate in a walkability audit.  

Concerns were raised about lack of sidewalks and street shoulders, poor lighting, aggressive 

dogs, unsafe drivers, no bike lanes, and excessive noise. The residents participating in the 

audit gave the neighborhood the lowest possible score on the walkability index and agreed 

that their neighborhood could be greatly improved not only by sidewalks and a shoulder, 

but also if the empty lots along the road could be turned into community parks.  

With this information, the coordinators wrote a letter to the Bellingham City Transportation 

Planner outlining the needs of the community and outlining the improvements. In FFY22, 

SNAP-Ed program staff will follow up with a formal physical activity focus group at Sterling 

Meadows and share the results with the Bellingham City Transportation Planner and other 

decision-makers in the city. 

WALKABILITY AUDIT 
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Health Promotion 
In FFY 2021, there were 12 Health 

Promotion PSE activities that took place 

across 9 sites. These Health Promotion 

activities reached an estimated 78,432 

people throughout the fiscal year.  

Health Promotion PSE activities focused 

on a variety of policy, systems, and 

environmental changes, from wellness 

policies to professional development 

(Figure 34; Appendix B, Table 24). Policy 

changes around wellness and systems 

changes around gardens were the top 

changes (13% of changes each).  

Figure 34. Health Promotion—Level and Topic of PSE Changes 
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Key strategies of health promotion PSE projects varied widely. Healthy celebrations made up a quarter 

of strategies (25%), while food access promotion made up another 17%. Additional strategies LIAs 

mentioned included consistent messaging, the Green Schools Summit, healthy role models, and 

promotion of the Healthy Eating, Active Living website (Figure 35; Appendix B, Table 25). 

Figure 35. Health Promotion—Key Strategies Identified in Quarter Reports 

 

Health Promotion PSE activities led to changes including establishing or improving food/beverage or 

nutrition related policies was the most common (8%), closing by increasing, improving, or incorporating 

physical activity during usual activities (6%), and increased or improved opportunities for nutrition 

education (6%) (Figure 36; Appendix B, Table 26).  
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WSU Pend Oreille and WSU Stevens Ferry County SNAP-Ed coordinators joined forces to 

reach out to their regional Community Services Office (CSO), Washington’s SNAP offices, to 

discuss opportunities to support SNAP clients in healthy eating, food resource management, 

and active living strategies. Previous attempts to engage CSOs had not been successful, but 

then SNAP-Ed staff were invited to attend a staff meeting to talk to the CSO caseworkers 

about the work SNAP-Ed does in the community. As a next step, the local implementing 

agencies agreed to take turns providing staff with a quarterly newsletter highlighting SNAP-

related resources and classes in the community and provide nutrition and physical activity 

information for clients. They also made tentative plans to partner on outreach events in the 

community once in-person programming resumes. The hope is that this partnership will 

continue to evolve and create meaningful education and policy, systems, and environmental 

opportunities to support SNAP-eligible clients in the future.     

 

PARTNERING WITH SNAP OFFICES 
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Figure 36. Health Promotion—Specific PSE Changes 

 

Figure 37. Health Promotion — Top Sites for PSE Activities 
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A quarter of Health Promotion PSE activities (3, 25%) were new in FFY 2021, while the remainder had 

been started in FFY 2020 or earlier. Nine activities were in an implementation during FFY 2021, while 

three remained in the planning stages by the end of the fiscal year. Two activities were working to 

maintain changes at the end of FFY 2021 (Table 22).  

Table 22. Planning States of PSE Activities in FFY 2021 

Planning Stage  Number of 
Activities  

Percent of Activities  

Sites contacted and agreed to participate  9 75% 

Planning and preparation for implementation (i.e., 
Assessment, training, etc.)  

11 92% 

Started implementation of changes  8 67% 

Continued to implement changes  7 58% 

Worked to maintain changes  2 17% 

Conducted follow-up assessments and evaluation 
and/or monitoring  

0 0% 

 

 

WSU Extension Pierce County worked closely with Nourish Food Bank and Tacoma Farmers 
Market to promote opportunities to access fresh produce and provide nutrition education 
in a changing environment. Both food banks and farmers markets have pivoted their 
operations to adapt to COVID-19 and expand opportunities for community members to 
access fresh produce safely. Communicating these changes to community members has 
been a challenging task. 
 
WSU Extension Pierce County SNAP-Ed staff were well positioned to publicize changes at 
the farmers markets and benefits to Nourish Food Bank clients. Throughout FFY21, WSU 
Extension Pierce County strategically included promotional materials in English, Russian, 
and Spanish in Nourish Food Bank food allocation boxes distributed through Nourish mobile 
and brick and mortar food banks. The 4,850 flyers and brochures that were distributed to 
Nourish clients highlighted: 

 Longer farmers market season 

 SNAP Market Match 

 Plan, Shop, Save & Cook classes 

 National Nutrition Month 

 Fresh From the Farm overview and recipes 

 Senior Farmers Market Voucher Program application 

 Recipe Cards 
 
As food banks plan to return to a grocery store model, continued adaptation will be needed. 
Through their close partnership with Nourish, WSU Extension Pierce County will be ready to 
support both the food bank policies that support healthy eating and the communication 
needed to connect community members with needed resources. 
 

 

WORKING IN A CHANGING FOOD BANK ENVIRONMENT 
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SNAP-Ed was the leader in a majority of Health Promotion PSE efforts, including initiating the efforts in 

83% of activities, funding or providing guidance in 67% of activities, funding or providing training in 58% 

of activities, and fostering community engagement and funding or conducting implementation in 50% of 

activities. SNAP-Ed played a supportive role for fostering community engagement in 33% of activities, 

and acted in support role for 25% of most other efforts (Figure 38; Appendix B, Table 28). 

Figure 38. Health Promotion—SNAP-Ed’s Role in PSE Efforts 

 

There was only one needs, readiness, and efficacy assessment done among all Health Promotion PSE 

activities, a staff readiness assessment. Half of the Health Promotion PSE activities had a sustainability 

mechanism being planned, in process, or in place (Table 23). Two-thirds (67%) of those policies were 

being enacted at the site level, and half were being enacted at an agency or organization level (Appendix 

B, Table 29). Stakeholders supporting sustainability included staff, teacher, consumers, administrators, 

and school boards (Appendix B, Table 30). 

Table 23. Health Promotion—PSE Sustainability Mechanisms 

Sustainability Mechanism   In Place   In Process   Planned   

An organization or group that is not dependent on 
SNAP-Ed funding has assumed responsibility for 
sustaining the efforts 

2 (33%) 3 (50%) 1 (17%) 

A dependable, on-going source of funding and/or 
support (other than SNAP-Ed) has been identified 

2 (33%) 2 (33%) 1 (17%) 

One or more policies was adopted, requiring the 
changes to be maintained 

2 (33%) 3 (50%) 1 (17%) 

A monitoring and reporting system has been 
implemented 

2 (33%) 1 (17%) 2 (33%) 

Support from stakeholders 2 (33%) 2 (33%) 2 (33%) 

83%

67%

58%

50% 50%

33%

17%

25% 25%

33%

25% 25%

0% 0% 0% 0%

17% 17%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

Initiated the
effort

Funded or
provided
guidance

Funded or
provided training

Fostered
community

engagement

Funded or
conducted

implementation

Funded or
provided

evaluation

P
er

ce
n

t 
o

f 
P

SE
 A

ct
iv

it
ie

s

Health Promotion - SNAP-Ed's Role in PSE Efforts
(n=12)

Led Efforts Supported Efforts No Role in Efforts



 

56 
 

 

Social Marketing Campaigns  

In FFY 2021, Washington SNAP-Ed led one Social Marketing campaign. The campaign, called Food 4 You 

was created to increase use of SNAP EBT benefits at the Ellensburg Farmers Market. Planning for the 

campaign began in FFY 2019 and, after being on hold in FFY 2020 due to COVID-19, was launched in June 

2021. The campaign focused on nutritional benefits, connection to community, and lessening of social 

issues related to using an EBT card as the central messages and promoted the Farmers Market as a 

central place for positive experiences. The campaign was conducted through multiple channels, 

including: 

 Electronic materials (e.g., E-mails, e-newsletters, text messaging) 

 Hard copy materials (e.g., Flyers, posters) 

 Social media (e.g., Facebook) 

 Websites (e.g., County website) 

The estimated market size for the campaign was 4,105 people (the number of EBT users in Kittitas 

County as of 2018). Across the campaign, there were an estimated 1,619 impressions. The campaign was 

not evaluated in FFY 2021. 

Indirect Activities  

Indirect activities were a large part of SNAP-Ed efforts in FFY 2021 due to ongoing COVID-19 restrictions. 

When asked which SNAP-Ed activities were easiest or hardest to change in response to COVID-19, LIAs 

overwhelmingly selected indirect activities as easiest to change (59%) (Figure 1). One agency noted, 

“They can be done with very little interaction” which made indirect education an easy and convenient 

way to continue SNAP-Ed programming within COVID-19 guidelines. Many agencies used electronic 

 

The Tulalip SNAP-Ed Program Coordinator received the honor of being invited to attend a first-of-its-

kind Indigenous Foods Seasonal Nourishment & Tend, Gather, Grow Curriculum training hosted by 

Valerie Segrest and Elise Krohn, leaders in the Nutrition and Food Sovereignty Movement among the 

Coast Salish Tribes. This training brought together select programs and individuals from across the 

United States to learn about the Tend, Gather and Grow curriculum created by Valerie and Elise.  

Participants in this training were provided a plethora of online educational resources, games, 

traditional stories and field guides relevant to the traditional foods, food-ways, and culture of the 

Coast Salish people. Documents offered in this training are sourced from past generations and are 

considered sacred. Tulalip SNAP-Ed is honored to have access to these resources and staff look 

forward to incorporating them in the Tulalip SNAP-Ed program.  

This training complements Tulalip SNAP-Ed’s involvement in the Native Food Sovereignty Coalition. 

As part of this coalition, the SNAP-Ed Coordinator participates in monthly virtual meetings with like-

minded individuals who are seeking to be a part of the education sector of Native Foods and Food 

Sovereignty movement. By combining knowledge gained through these conversations with curricula 

and resources from the training, the SNAP-Ed program coordinator is able to connect Tulalip SNAP-

Ed work with broader food sovereignty movements.  

CONNECTING WITH FOOD SOVEREIGNTY TRAINING  
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communication channels, including email, websites, and social media to share health messages. Many 

agencies also shared hardcopy and electronic resources with partners to distribute to clients. This was 

also an easy activity to coordinate with partners, allowing LIAs to continue supporting partners even as 

partners’ priorities shifted. Most agencies who selected indirect education as the hardest activity to 

change (12%) had planned in-person events, such as food tasting demonstrations, and were unable to 

implement these events within COVID-19 guidelines. "Inability to conduct in-person activities with COVID 

restrictions has put a halt to doing any cooking demos or built environment activities." 

In total, there were 751 Indirect Activities completed in FFY 2021, reaching an estimated 1,107,085 

people across Washington. The majority of indirect activities were focused on Health Promotion 

interventions, though 17% were focused on Access to Healthy Food interventions (Figure 39; Table 24). 

Figure 39. Indirect Activities—Number of Activities by Intervention 

 

Table 24. Intervention Categories of Indirect Activities 

 Number of Activities Percent of Activities 

Access to Healthy Foods 130 17% 

Direct Education 5 1% 

Farm to Community 52 7% 

Health Promotion 551 73% 

Physical Activity 13 2% 
 

Many Indirect Activities involved more than one interaction or deliverable—for example, distributing 

brochures about nutrition information at a food bank while also sharing videos of recipes with clients at 

the same food bank would be two interactions in a single Indirect Activity. Sixty-two percent of Indirect 
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Activities consisted of a single interaction; 21% had two interactions, and 17% were made up of three or 

more interactions. In total, there were 1,500 interactions across all 751 Indirect Activities (Table 25). 

Table 25. Number of interaction in an indirect activity 

 Number of Indirect 
Activities 

Percent of Indirect 
Activities 

1 Interaction 462 62% 

2 Interactions 159 21% 

3 to 5 Interactions 97 13% 

6 to 10 Interactions 17 2% 

11 or more Interactions 16 2% 

 

LIAs were asked to share key methods used to reach SNAP-eligible audience in the context of COVID-19 

guidelines during FFY2021 in their quarterly reports. Hardcopy flyers or mailings (70%) and social media 

(69%) and were the most frequently cited methods to reach SNAP-eligible audiences in FFY 2021. This 

was followed by email (61%). ‘Other’ (28%) included virtual meetings, education and trainings, as well as 

distributing resources (Figure 40).  

Figure 40. Key Distribution Methods during COVID-19 

 

LIA quarterly reports matched the trends seen in PEARS Indirect Activity data. Hard copy materials, such 

as flyers, pamphlets or recipe cards, was the channel used in nearly half of interactions reported in 

PEARS (49%). Electronic materials, such as e-mails or e-newsletters made up 12% of interactions, and 

social media, such as Facebook or Instagram, made up another 10% (Figure 41; Appendix B, Table 31). 
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Figure 41. Indirect Activities —Channels of Interactions 

 

While there were a greater number of interactions using hard copy materials, the reach of electronic 

materials was greater by almost 80,000. And despite the relatively few number of interactions done on 

social media (only 10% of interactions), the reach was far greater than with other interaction channels, 

such as websites, nutrition education reinforcement items, or videos (Figure 42; Appendix B, Table 31). 

Figure 42. Estimated Reach of Indirect Activities by Channels 
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resource management, and food preparation, cooking, and food safety were also common topics, and 

included in 42% and 39% of Indirect Activities respectively. MyPlate food groups was covered in just 

over a quarter of Indirect Activities (26%) (Figure 43; Appendix B, Table 32). 

Figure 43. Indirect Activities—Topics Addressed in Indirect Activities 

 

Partnerships and Coalitions 

Partnership Results 

COVID-19 created new opportunities and challenges for partnerships and coalition work. LIAs were 

asked to describe changes to partnerships during each quarter of FFY21 by reporting whether they had 

continued partnerships, paused partnerships, developed new partnerships and/or changed the type of 

collaboration (Figure 44). Almost all LIAs reported continuing partnerships (91%) and over two thirds 

developed new partnerships (67%) at some point during FFY21. On the other hand, three-quarters of 

LIAs were forced to pause partnerships due to COVID-19 (75%) and just over half changed their type of 

collaboration (55%). One LIA wrote, “I think every one of our partnerships has changed in some way—

we’ve had to work with them to understand the new needs and restrictions on both ends and to figure 

out how to best carry on programing.” 
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Figure 44. Key Themes in Partnership Outcomes FFY21 

 

There were 541 Partnerships recorded in PEARS, an increase from the 411 partnerships reported in FFY 

2020, and the 463 partnerships reported in FFY 2019. The overwhelming majority of these partnerships 

(91%) were based in local jurisdictions (i.e., Community, district, parish, city, town, county, or region), 

along with 35 state jurisdiction partners and 13 tribal jurisdiction partners (Table 25). 

Table 26. Jurisdiction Level of Partnerships 

 Number of 
Partnerships 

Percent of 
Partnerships 

Local  490 91% 

State 35 7% 

Tribal 13 2% 

Federal/National 2 <1% 

Not indicated 1 <1% 

 

Just under a third of partnerships were at a “Cooperator” relationship depth (31%), where an 

“Organization assists with information such as referrals, providing space, distributing marketing and 

client education materials, and hosting events open to the clients and community members.” Slightly 

less (29%) were at the “Coordinator” relationship depth —“Organization maintains autonomous 

leadership, but there is a common focus on group decision-making; emphasizes sharing resources to aid 

in the adoption of policy, systems, environmental (PSE) changes,”25 and an additional 27% of 

Partnerships were at the “Collaboration” relationship depth, where an “Organization contributes to joint 

activities and has identified personnel who help advise and make decisions about effective strategies 

and interventions. Key characteristics include a system with shared impacts, a consensus-decision 

making process, and formal role assignments” (Table 27).25  
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Table 27. Depth of Relationship of Partnerships 

 Number of 
Partnerships 

Percent of Partnerships 

Cooperator 168 31% 

Coordinator 155 29% 

Collaboration 144 27% 

Network 52 10% 

Coalition 22 4% 

 

Partnerships were often involved in multiple types of interventions. The vast majority (86%) were 

involved in PSE interventions, while just under a third of partners (31%) were involved in Direct 

Education interventions. A much smaller percentage (10%) were involved in Social Marketing 

interventions (Table 28). 

Table 28. Types of Interventions Partnerships are Involved In 

 Number of 
Partnerships 

Percent of Partnerships 

PSE 463 86% 

Direct Education 166 31% 

Social Marketing 64 12% 
 

Based on data from quarter reports, relationship-building emerged as a key theme around partnerships 

– a third of LIAs highlighted the importance and challenge of strengthening relationships during COVID-

19 (33%). One LIA summed up the challenge as well as the opportunity: “I think it is harder to make deep 

connections when I am not being able to meet with people face to face.  Then again, going through this 

challenging time together and being a support system and advocate to hunger relief organizations and 

tribes has strengthened those relationships.” Another LIA stressed that relationships are at the heart of 

SNAP-Ed work: “At this point, developing and keeping our partnerships is a high priority for us. Together, 

we can accomplish so much more than we can on our own” (Figure 45).  

 

The Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction partnered with Washington State SNAP-Ed on an 

initiative to develop an online training module for school educators to learn best practices for school 

wellness policies. To incentivize the training, school educators will receive continuing education 

credits upon completion of modules. Based on their successes working with Spokane Public Schools’ 

wellness committee, WSU Extension Spokane County SNAP-Ed staff were asked to participate in 

workgroups to develop the modules. Monthly meetings were conducted to check in on progress, 

discuss issues, and solicit feedback during module development. The goal is to develop and review 

all modules and start moving them to a pilot phase before the end of the 2021–2022 school year.    

 

DEVELOPING A SCHOOL WELLNESS TRAINING 
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Figure 45. Key Themes in Partnerships 

 

There was a wide array of organizations who partnered with SNAP-Ed. Schools were the most prevalent 

(19%) along with food banks and food pantries (14%) and agricultural organizations, including farmers 

markets (11%) (Figure 46; Appendix B, Table 33). 

Figure 46. Partnerships—Types of Partners 
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partners (Figure 47; Appendix B, Table 34). In return, SNAP-Ed provided human resources (58%), 

planning (52%), and materials (52%) to over half of partners, along with assistance with program 

implementation (49%) and evaluation and tracking (37%) (Figure 48; Appendix B, Table 35). 

Figure 47. Partnerships—Assistance Received From Partners 

 

 

Figure 48. Partnerships—Assistance Provided To Partners 
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Figure 49. Comparison of Assistance Received From and Provided To Partner 

 

Coalition Results 

There were 71 Coalitions reported in PEARS in FFY 2021, the majority of which were based in local 
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Over half of reported Coalitions were reported to have a Coalition relationship depth (52%), where an 

“Organization has longer-term commitment to be more closely involved in an initiative. Key 

characteristics include shared leadership, definition of roles, and generation of new resources” (Table 

30). 

Table 30. Depth of Relationship of Coalitions 

 Number of Coalitions Percent of Coalitions 

Coalition 37 52% 

Network 14 20% 

Collaboration 11 15% 

Coordinator 5 7% 

Cooperator 4 6% 

 

There were a total of 669 members across the 71 Coalitions. A quarter of coalitions had between 1 and 5 

members (25% of coalitions), while 42% of coalitions had between 6 and 10 members (Figure 50; Table 

31). 

Figure 50. Membership Size of Coalitions 
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Table 31. Number of Members in Coalitions 

 Number of Coalitions Percent of Coalitions 

1 to 5 members 18 25% 

6 to 10 members 30 42% 

11 to 15 members 16 23% 

16 to 20 members 2 3% 

Over 20 members 5 7% 

 

Nearly a quarter of coalition members came from the Food Industry (24%), with slightly fewer coming 

from the Public Health and Health Care sector (21%). Seventeen percent (17%) of members came from 

the Education sector, and another 13% came from the Agriculture sector (Figure 51; Appendix B, Table 

36). 

Figure 51. Coalitions—Sectors of Influence of Members 
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SNAP-Ed both received assistance from and provided assistance to coalitions (Figure 52–Figure 54). The 

most common type of assistance SNAP-Ed received from coalitions was in planning (58%), followed by 

development (39%) and consulting (32%) (Figure 52; Appendix B, Table 37.) In return, SNAP-Ed provided 

planning (58%) and consulting (48%), as well as human resources (44%) and materials (37%) (Figure 53; 

Appendix B, Table 38).   

Figure 52. Coalitions—Assistance Received From Coalition 

 

 

Figure 53. Coalitions—Assistance Provided To Coalition 

 

 

25%

32%

34%

39%

58%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Advertising

Recruitment

Consulting

Development

Planning

Percent of Coalitions

Coalitions - Assistance Received From Coalition
(n=71)

31%

37%

44%

48%

58%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Development

Materials

Human resources

Consulting

Planning

Percent of Coalitions

Coalitions - Assistance Provided To Coalition
(n=71)



 

69 
 

Figure 54. Comparison of Assistance Received From and Provided to Coalitions
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One of Second Harvest’s SNAP-Ed objectives for FFY 2021 was to reach nine rural counties 

at least once with a mobile market. Second Harvest established an important new 

partnership with Walmart to sponsor mobile market visits in priority areas with limited food 

access. In addition to various Walmart stores in Spokane County, they now partner with 

stores in Grant County, Chelan County, and Adams County. This added capacity has helped 

Second Harvest's Mobile Market get closer to reaching its goal of providing fresh produce in 

places where healthy food access can be a challenge (in eight of the nine counties). This 

partnership resulted in 18 Mobile Markets distributing 60,000 pounds of produce to families 

in need since October 1, 2020. 

GROCERY STORE PARTNERSHIP 
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Curriculum, Training, and Website Support 
The Curriculum, Websites, and Training (CTW) Team aligned support for LIAs with the statewide 

priorities, guiding principles, and goals. Specifically, CTW expanded the Food Resource page on the 

participant-facing Live Well website. CTW led the adoption and training for the Walk with Ease 

curriculum through partnerships with DOH and Feet First. CTW also expanded training for PSE with a 

series of four workshops through FFY 2021 and played an integral role coordinating the annual forum.  

 

 

 

The WA SNAP -Ed programs held virtually August 17–19, 2021 and centered focused on 

equity. The event was a culmination of six months of planning, including securing expert 

speakers. A total of 185 people registered for the meeting and attendance was strong for all 

three days. The theme of the meeting was Transforming How We Set the Table: 

Commitment to Equity, Community-Driven Collaboration, and Justice. Chosen by the 

planning committee, the theme informed decisions about the agenda.  

A participant said, “The subject was so timely, and I felt gave direction on moving forward 

with understanding, respect, and love in a very controversial and reactionary time.” 

An activist, graphic artist, Yen Azzaro, documented conversations over the three-day 

meeting. Her depiction of Valerie Segrest’s presentation, Indigenous Food Sovereignty and 

Nutrition Guidelines, is shown below. Additional graphic depictions of the FFY21 WA SNAP-

Ed Forum can be found 2021 Forum Re-Cap page. 

 

WASHINGTON SNAP-ED FORUM 

https://wasnap-ed.org/duplicated-2021-wa-snap-ed-statewide-forum-re-cap/
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SNAP-Ed Planned Improvements 
 

The COVID-19 pandemic created an opportunity for the SNAP-Ed Leadership Team and LIAs to reflect on 

current strategies and identify opportunities for improvement. The following areas will be addressed in 

FFY 2022 and FFY 2023. 

Center Equity and Anti-Racism in SNAP-Ed 

In FFY 2021, DSHS contracted with Kauffman & Associates, Inc., an American Indian-owned firm 

nationally recognized for 30 years of experience in management consulting, to facilitate a strategic 

planning workshop to identify a path forward that is culturally responsive to the individuals and 

communities served through SNAP-Ed. Described in more detail in the FFY 2022 mid-year amendment to 

the FFY 2021–2023 state plan, the equity and anti-racism plan includes initial strategies for aligning 

programing with equity and anti-racism principles, involving the target population in decision making, 

and investing in BIPOC- and community-led organizations. The SNAP-Ed Leadership Team participated in 

the workshop, and the plan will continue to evolve as more community input is gathered. Contractors in 

the Leadership Team identified how equity and anti-racism could be foundational to their scopes of 

work.  

Expand Multi-level Interventions 

One of the priorities for the FFY 2021–2023 state plan is to work across the social ecological model so 

that interventions can more effectively address the barriers people face eating healthy foods and being 

physically active. This emphasis will continue in FFY 2022 and 2023 with additional training and skill 

development for PSE strategies, especially among sectors of influence. In addition, social marketing 

pilots will continue and DSHS will explore statewide, comprehensive social marketing campaigns that 

will underscore key messages delivered through direct education and PSE across the state. Finally, DSHS 

will work with IAs to identify state-level PSE strategies and ways to better connect LIAs.   

Streamline Administrative and Reporting Requirements 

In FFY21, DSHS began convening a workgroup to provide technical assistance and clear procedures for 

PEARS reporting. Once all modules are reviewed, DSHS will audit all other reporting processes and 

identify ways this process can be simplified to focus more time on program development and 

implementation. IAs are exploring techniques to review reporting requirements and provide more 

PEARS support for LIAs. 

Develop Dynamic and Participant-led Needs Assessment Approaches 

To gain a fuller picture of Washington SNAP-Ed programming going forward, the evaluation team is 

laying the groundwork to examine long-term effectiveness through annual data visualization and 

mapping of existing data sources, including Free/Reduced Price lunch participation rates, American 

Community Survey data, and census data.  
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Appendix A: Direct Education Outcome Evaluations 

Eat Well + Move Survey 
The Eat Well + Move survey was given to kindergarteners, 1st graders, and 2nd graders who participated 

in SNAP-Ed direct education. The survey asks students to correctly identify objects or people that belong 

in the stated category (e.g., of four produce items, identify which are vegetables), demonstrating 

knowledge change in healthy eating, physical activity, and food safety (ST1, ST3, and ST4). Scores for 

each section can range from 0 (incorrectly identified every item) to 4 (correctly identified every item).  

In FFY 2021, 57 students completed the pre-education intervention survey and 56 completed the post-

education intervention survey, with 45 matched pre- and post-surveys used for analysis (Figure 55 and 

Figure 56). This is a significant decrease from the 583 matching pre- and post-intervention surveys 

analyzed in FFY 2020, and the 3,079 matching pre- and post-intervention surveys analyzed in FFY 2019. 

There were statistically significant (p<0.05) changes for all items measured on the survey, apart from 

asking students to identify fruits. The greatest change in average responses was in identifying pictures of 

children who needed to wash their hands. 

Figure 55. Eat Well + Move: Average Score on Surveys at Pre- and Post-Intervention (n=45) 

 

*Denotes statistical significance at p<0.05  **Denotes statistical significance at p<0.01 
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Figure 56. Eat Well + Move: Percent of Students who Correctly Identified all Pictures on Surveys (n=45) 

 

3RD-5TH Grade SNAP Happy Surveys 
The 3rd–5th Grade SNAP Happy surveys were given to 3rd, 4th, and 5th graders. The survey asks students to 

report about their food and beverage consumption, physical activity, and handwashing behaviors the 

day before (yesterday). In FFY 2021, 365 students completed the pre-education survey and 256 

completed the post-education survey, with 182 pre- and post-surveys matched and used for analysis 

(Figure 57 and Figure 58). This is a significant decrease from the 2,340 matching pre- and post-education 

surveys collected in FFY 2020, and the 4,608 matching pre- and post-education surveys collected in FFY 

2019. 

There was a statistically significant (p<0.05), positive increase in how often students reported washing 

their hands. There was also a small, though not statistically significant, increase in how often students 

reported engaging in physical activity yesterday. When asked what they learned, one student shared, 

“That you have to wash your hands before every snack and drinks [that] are not 100% juice are not really 

good.” Another student shared, “I learned about checking the servings sizes and what it can affect on me 

and just checking the Nutrition Facts.”  
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Figure 57. 3rd-5th Grade SNAP Happy: Average Scores on Pre- and Post-Intervention Survey Questions (n=182) 

 

*Denotes statistical significance at p<0.05  **Denotes statistical significance at p<0.01 
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Figure 58. 3rd-5th Grade SNAP Happy: Change in Responses on Surveys from Pre- to Post-Intervention (n=182) 
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Figure 59. Youth Daily Sugar-Sweetened Beverage Intake National Average and 3rd-5th Grade SNAP-Ed Participants 

 

Nationwide, 80.6% of children aged 6 to 11 years old ate at least one fruit on any given day, while 90.2% 

of children in the same age group ate at least one vegetable on any given day (Figure 60).13 Among the 

3rd–5th grade SNAP-Ed participants, a larger percentage ate at least one fruit per day (82.6% at pre-

intervention, 84.4% at post-intervention), while a smaller percentage ate at least one vegetable per day 

(68.0% at pre-intervention, 73.0% at post-intervention). However, for both fruit and vegetables, more 

SNAP-Ed participants reported eating at least one a day after completing nutrition education.  

Figure 60. Youth Fruit and Vegetable Intake National Average and 3rd-5th Grade SNAP-Ed Participants 
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6TH–12TH Grade SNAP Happy Surveys 
The 6th–8th Grade SNAP Happy surveys were given to 6th, 7th, and 8th grade classrooms, while the 9th–12th 

Grade SNAP Happy surveys were given to 9th, 10th, 11th, and 12th grade classrooms. The questions for the 

two surveys are identical, with only a different picture at the top to reflect the age group being 

surveyed. The surveys ask students to report about their food and beverage consumption, physical 

activity, screen time, and handwashing behaviors the day before (yesterday), as well as use of nutrition 

labels and frequency of fast-food consumption in the past week.  

In FFY 2021, 337 students completed the 6th–8th grade pre-education intervention survey, and 300 

completed the post-intervention survey, but only 67 pre- and post-surveys were able to be matched. 

Among the 9th–12th grade age group, 60 completed the pre-intervention survey, 35 completed the post-

intervention survey, and 28 surveys were able to be matched. This is a decrease from FFY 2020, where 

there were 374 matching 6th–8th grade surveys and 35 matching 9th–12th grade surveys, and a significant 

decrease from FFY 2019, where there were 1,897 matching 6th–8th grade surveys, and 65 matching 9th–

12th grade surveys. Because of the low number of matched surveys this year, and because the questions 

on the two surveys are identical, the two surveys were combined for analysis (Figure 61–Figure 64). 

There was statistically significant (p<0.01), positive change for two questions: how many times students 

ate fruit yesterday (Figure 61) and how often students used nutrition labels to help pick their foods 

(Figure 62). There was a noticeable, though non-significant, positive change in how many kinds of fruit 

students ate yesterday, and how many sugar-sweetened beverages students drank yesterday (Figure 

61). 

Figure 61. 6th–12th Grade SNAP Happy: Average Scores on Pre- and Post-Intervention Survey Questions (n=94) Food and Drink 
Behaviors 
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*Denotes statistical significance at p<0.05  **Denotes statistical significance at p<0.01 

Figure 62. 6th–1th Grade SNAP Happy: Average Scores on Pre- and Post-Intervention Survey Questions (n=94) Other Health 
Behaviors

 

*Denotes statistical significance at p<0.05  **Denotes statistical significance at p<0.01 
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Figure 63. 6th–12th Grade SNAP Happy: Change in Responses on Surveys from Pre- to Post-Intervention (n=95) Food and Drink 
Behaviors 
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Figure 64. 6th–12th Grade SNAP Happy: Change in Responses on Surveys from Pre- to Post-Intervention (n=95) Other Health 
Behaviors
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labels are really hepful incase you have allergies or certain foods you can and cannot eat...”. Another 

said, “How to read the labels on the back of foods and drinks to actually choose what im gonna 

drink/eat...” 

Understanding how much sugar was in foods was often mentioned alongside learning to use nutrition 

labels. As one student said, “I learned that really reading labels can help you know exactly how much 

sugar you are about to consume.” Another said they learned “about all the different words sugar is 

called on the nutrition label and how much sugar we should eat a day.” 

Another theme that showed up frequently in comments (10.8% of responses) was about eating a variety 

of colors of foods, or “eating the rainbow.” One student said, “two things I learned in this class was 

reading a food label which is useful for future buying, and why its important to eat from the rainbow.” 

One student said they learned “... how different colored fruits and vegetables can give you different 

nutrients and prevent different things such as cancer.” 

Some students reflected on the overall message gleaned from the class series. One student reflected 

that: “i learned that 1- nutrition is very good for us even though some ppl might not care for it to much 

but i am going to try nd eat more healthy and exercise more often nd 2 that health is everything it can 

help you live a longer lifer it can give you more energy to do a lot of things you wish/think you couldn't 

nd a lot of other things.” 

Comparison to National Averages 
Compared to the national average, more 6th–12th grade Washington SNAP-Ed participants drank at least 

one sugar-sweetened beverage (SSB) every day, both pre- and post-intervention (Figure 65). 

Nationwide, 63% of youth aged 2–19 drank at least one SSB daily, compared to 68% of 6th–12th grade 

SNAP-Ed participants on pre-intervention surveys.14 However, the percentage of participants drinking at 

least one SSB a day decreased to 66% after direct education intervention, a decrease of 2%. 

Nationwide, 64.3% of youth aged 12 to 19 years old ate at least one fruit on any given day, while 91.5% 

of youth in the same age group ate at least one vegetable on any given day15 (Figure 66). A greater 

percentage of 6th-12th grade SNAP-Ed participants ate at least one fruit a day at both pre- and post-

intervention (69.1% and 81.0% respectively.) However, a smaller percentage of those same SNAP-Ed 

participants reported eating vegetables at least once a day, with 70.2% eating vegetables daily at pre-

intervention, and 71.6% eating vegetables daily at post-intervention.  
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Figure 65. Youth Daily Sugar-Sweetened Beverage Intake National Average and 6th–12th Grade SNAP-Ed Participants 

 

Figure 66. Youth Fruit and Vegetable Intake National Average and 6th–12th Grade SNAP-Ed Participants 
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Adult SNAP Happy Surveys 
Adult SNAP Happy surveys were given to adult participants who participated in most direct education 

curricula, except for the Cooking Matters curriculum. The survey asks participants to report their food 

and beverage consumption, physical activity, and handwashing behaviors the day before (yesterday), as 

well as use of nutrition labels, how often they prepared meals at home in the past week, and how often 

participants worried about running out of food in the past month.  

In FFY 2021, 64 adult participants completed the SNAP Happy Adult pre-intervention survey, while 26 

completed the post-intervention survey. In total, 13 pre- and post-intervention surveys were able to be 

matched and analyzed (Figure 67 and Figure 68). As with other age groups, this was a significant 

decrease from prior years. In FFY 2020, there were 128 matched pre- and post-intervention surveys for 

analysis, and in FFY 2019 there were 508 matched surveys. Because tests for statistical significance are 

unreliable when there are less than 30 matched pairs, statistical analysis was not done for the adult 

SNAP Happy surveys. Instead, the change in responses is presented. 

 

Among adult participants, almost half (46%) of adults reported a positive change in how often they ate 

fruit yesterday, how many kinds of fruit they ate yesterday, and how many times they ate vegetables 

yesterday after completing nutrition education (Figure 67). Half of participants (50%) reported using 

nutrition labels more often after nutrition education. A little over half (54%) of adult participants had 

already reported washing their hands every time before eating, and maintained that frequency after 

nutrition education, as well as 54% of adults who reported never worrying about running out of food 

both before and after nutrition education (Figure 68). 
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Figure 67. Adult SNAP Happy: Change in Responses on Surveys from Pre- to Post-Intervention (n=13) Food and Drink Behaviors 
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Figure 68. Adult SNAP Happy: Change in Responses on Surveys from Pre- to Post-Intervention (n=13) Other Behavior Questions 
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On the post-intervention survey, adult participants were asked to reflect on what they’d learned from 

the classes. Many made comments about learning about meal planning and new recipes, with one 

saying, “I learned how to properly read labels and I also learned many easy and heathy recipes to make.” 

When asked if they were thinking about making changes after taking the class, one participant said, 

“Yes, one of the biggest change was taking out all the sugary drinks from my diet and drinking water 

instead.” Another participant said, “As a family, we have reduced the number of corn chips (our 

indulgence) we buy and eat because of this class!” 

The social nature and sharing of the classes was also appreciated, with one participant saying, “I enjoyed 

hearing other peoples strategies for feeding there kids.” 

A couple of participants made reflections on how attending SNAP-Ed classes changed their mindsets and 

gave them coping mechanisms for life. One participant wrote, “It starts with me - bringing different 

ideas at home and implement them in my life as well as my family...being mindful - taking the time to 

just sit and relax before diving into something that i know i shouldn't eat.” And another said, “I learned 

how to not beat myself up when it feels hard to provide good food for my family all the time.” 

Nationwide, 49.3% of adults aged 20 and over drank at least one sugar-sweetened beverage (SSB) a day 

(Figure 69).16 Among the small sample (n=13) of adult SNAP-Ed participants with matched pre- and post-

test surveys, 92.3% reported drinking at least one SSB yesterday on pre-intervention surveys, while only 

38.5% reported drinking at least one SSB yesterday on post-intervention surveys. 

Figure 69. Adult Daily Sugar-Sweetened Beverage Intake National Average and Adult SNAP-Ed Participants 

 

On pre-intervention surveys, 61.5% of adult SNAP-Ed participants reported eating fruit at least once 

yesterday, lower than the national average of 67.3% of adults.17 On post-intervention surveys, however, 
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76.9% of adult SNAP-Ed participants reported eating fruit at least once yesterday, a rise of over 15%. For 

vegetables, on pre- and post-intervention surveys, 84.6% of adult participants reported eating 

vegetables at least once yesterday, less than the 95.1% of adults nationwide who reported eating 

vegetables at least once a day (Figure 70). 

Figure 70. Adult Fruit and Vegetable Intake National Average and Adult SNAP-Ed Participants 
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Appendix B: Additional Graphs and Tables 

Direct Education Data 
Appendix Table 1. Direct Education Programs by Number of Program Activities 

Education Site Settings Number Program 
Activities 

Percentage of Sites 

Schools (K-12) 52 55% 

Before and after-school programs 5 6% 

Community organizations 5 5% 

Emergency shelters and temporary housing sites 5 5% 

Health care clinics and hospitals 4 5% 

Individual homes or public housing sites 3 4% 

Other places people go to “learn” 3 3% 

Food assistance sites, food banks, and food pantries 2 3% 

Other places people go to “work” 2 2% 

Early care and education facilities 1 2% 

Family resource centers 1 1% 

Farmers markets 1 1% 

Indian reservations 1 1% 

Residential treatment centers 1 1% 

Schools (colleges and universities) 1 1% 

WIC Clinics 1 1% 

Missing site information 6 6% 

 

Policy, Systems, and Environmental Activity Data 
Appendix Table 2. New PSE Projects by Intervention 

 Activities Newly Started 
in FFY 2021 

Activities Started Before 
FFY 2021 

Access to Healthy Foods 43 (15%) 102 (36%) 

Direct Education 0 (0%) 2 (<1%) 

Farm to Community 27 (9%) 81 (28%) 

Healthy Promotion 3 (1%) 9 (3%) 

Physical Activity 4 (1%) 15 (5%) 

Total 77 (27%) 209 (73%) 
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Appendix Table 3. Access to Healthy Foods – Level and Topic of PSE Changes (n=534) 

 Number of Changes Percent of Changes 

Systems - Food access 93 17% 

Promotion - Marketing 47 9% 

Policy - Nutrition policy 44 8% 

Systems - Food procurement 42 8% 

Systems - Food quality 38 7% 

Systems - Gardens 37 7% 

Environment - Food quality 33 6% 

Environment - Food access 31 6% 

Systems - Marketing 27 5% 

Systems - Nutrition policy 23 4% 

Environment - Gardens 22 4% 

Systems - Food safety 20 4% 

Environment - Food service 16 3% 

Systems - Prof. development 15 3% 

Environment - Nutrition ed. 13 2% 

Environment - Marketing 11 2% 

Promotion - Nutrition  8 1% 

Environment - Physical activity facilities 3 1% 

Environment - Structured physical activity 2 <1% 

Promotion - Nutrition/physical activity 2 <1% 

Environment - Physical activity breaks 1 <1% 

Policy - Food access 1 <1% 

Policy - Food safety 1 <1% 

Policy - Wellness 1 <1% 

Systems - Nutrition ed. 1 <1% 

Systems - Unstructured phys. Activity 1 <1% 

Systems - Wellness 1 <1% 
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Appendix Table 4. Access to Healthy Foods – Key Strategies Identified in Quarter Reports 

 Number of Activities Percent of Activities 

Food security 23 16% 

Healthy food banks 15 10% 

Gardens 13 9% 

Farmers markets 11 8% 

Schools 10 7% 

Smarter Lunch Rooms 10 7% 

Formative evaluation 5 3% 

Mobile farm stand/markets 5 3% 

Incentive program 4 3% 

Community engagement 3 2% 

Gleaning 3 2% 

Health promotion/marketing 3 2% 

On hold/postponed 3 2% 

Asset mapping 2 1% 

EBT access 2 1% 

Healthy corner store initiative 2 1% 

Pop-up food pantry 2 1% 

School food pantry 2 1% 

Train the trainer 2 1% 

Backpack program 1  <1% 

Book club 1  <1% 

Breastfeeding 1  <1% 

Complete eats 1  <1% 

Farming 1  <1% 

Food distribution systems 1  <1% 

Food donations 1  <1% 

Fresh First 1  <1% 

Nutrition resources 1  <1% 

Relationship-building 1  <1% 

SNAP Market Match 1  <1% 

Training 1  <1% 

Virtual education 1  <1% 
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Appendix Table 5. Access to Healthy Foods – Specific PSE Changes Made 

 Number of Changes Percent of Changes 

Promoted food distribution site, food bank, retail, 
cafeteria, etc. to improve convenience of/access 
to healthy food 

33 6% 

Established a new food bank, pantry, or 
distribution site 

30 6% 

Initiated or expanded farm-to-table/use of fresh 
or local produce 

29 5% 

Implemented novel distribution systems to reach 
high-risk populations, such as home delivery for 
the elderly, farmers market, etc. 

28 5% 

Expanded or improved food system 
transportation options (to increase food access 
opportunities) 

27 5% 

Clients have the opportunity to choose at least 
some foods they would like to take from food 
pantries, food banks, or soup kitchens (i.e., a 
client-choice model) 

24 4% 

Expanded, improved, or implemented storage for 
fresh produce 

24 4% 

Initiated or expanded a mechanism for 
distributing onsite garden produce to families or 
communities 

24 4% 

Initiated or expanded the collection or gleaning 
of excess healthy foods for distribution to clients, 
needy individuals, or charitable organizations 

24 4% 

Developed policies that encourage the 
establishment of new food distribution sites, 
food banks, food pantries, etc. 

23 4% 

Implemented improvements in hours of 
operation for food distribution site, food bank, 
retail, cafeteria, etc. to improve convenience 
of/access to healthy food 

23 4% 

Established, initiated, or expanded organizational 
standards for food safety 

20 4% 

Policy to improve hours of operation of food 
distribution site, food bank, retail, cafeteria, etc. 
to improve convenience of/access to healthy 
food 

18 3% 

Improved or expanded kitchen/food preparation 
facilities that allow for healthier or more 
appealing options (e.g., refrigeration, appliances 
that allow for scratch cooking, etc.) 

16 3% 

Initiated, improved, or expanded professional 
development opportunities on nutrition 

15 3% 
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Appendix Table 5. Access to Healthy Foods – Specific PSE Changes Made 

Improved food purchasing/donation 
specifications or vendor agreements towards 
healthier food(s)/beverages 

13 2% 

Improved free water access, taste, quality, smell, 
or temperature 

13 2% 

Increased or improved opportunities for nutrition 
education 

13 2% 

Edible gardens (establish, reinvigorate, or 
maintain food gardens) 

12 2% 

Began, expanded, or promoted acceptance and 
use of SNAP/EBT/WIC 

11 2% 

Used interactive educational display (that will 
stay at the site), other visual displays, posters, 
taste testing, live demonstrations, audiovisuals, 
celebrities, etc. to prompt healthy behavior 
choices close to the point of decision 

10 2% 

Improved menus/recipes (variety, quality, etc.) 9 2% 

Promotion of culturally relevant traditional foods 8 1% 

Initiated, improved, or expanded opportunities 
for parents/students/community to access fruits 
and vegetables from the garden 

6 1% 

Initiated or expanded use of onsite garden 
produce for meals/snacks provided onsite 

5 1% 

Initiated or expanded use of the garden for 
nutrition education 

5 1% 

Initiated, improved, or expanded opportunities 
for parents/students/community to work in the 
garden 

5 1% 

Initiated, improved, or expanded use of 
standardized, healthy recipes 

5 1% 

Implemented new or improved standards for 
healthier eating across the organization 

4 1% 

Improve appeal, layout or display of snack or 
competitive foods to encourage healthier 
selections 

4 1% 

Decreased space/amount/variety of unhealthy 
options (includes shelf space, number of booths, 
options on menus) 

3 1% 

Ensured meal service staff encourage healthy 
selections 

3 1% 

Implemented nutrition standards for foods 
distributed (at food pantries) 

3 1% 

Implemented price 
manipulation/coupons/discounts to encourage 
healthy choices 

3 1% 
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Appendix Table 5. Access to Healthy Foods – Specific PSE Changes Made 

Improved appeal, layout or display of meal 
food/beverages to encourage healthy and 
discourage unhealthy selections 

3 1% 

Improved or expanded physical activity facilities, 
equipment, structures, or outdoor space 

3 1% 

Initiated or expanded price 
manipulation/coupons/discounts to encourage 
healthy choices 

3 1% 

Initiated, improved, or expanded implementation 
of guidelines for healthier snack options 

3 1% 

Established healthy food/beverage defaults 
(whole wheat bread, salad, or fruit instead of 
fries, water instead of soda, etc.) 

2 <1% 

Increased space/amount/variety of healthy 
options (includes shelf space, number of booths, 
options on menus) 

2 <1% 

Initiated or expanded mechanism for distributing 
seedlings and/or other materials to families or 
communities for home gardening 

2 <1% 

Policy increasing healthy foods and beverages 2 <1% 

Promotion of culturally relevant subsistence 
activities 

2 <1% 

Created or enhanced healthy check out areas 1 <1% 

Developed policies that encourage the 
establishment of new healthy retail outlets 

1 <1% 

Established a new healthy retail outlet 1 <1% 

Established or improved food/beverage or 
nutrition related policy (childcare wellness, 
school wellness, workplace wellness, etc.) 

1 <1% 

Established or improved salad bar 1 <1% 

Established, initiated, or expanded healthier 
vending machine initiatives (e.g., access to 
healthier foods and beverages) 

1 <1% 

Food safety policy 1 <1% 

Improved or increased healthy beverage options 1 <1% 

Improved quality of structured physical activity 
(non-PE) 

1 <1% 

Increased or improved opportunities for 
structured physical activity 

1 <1% 

Increased or improved opportunities for 
unstructured physical activity time/free play 

1 <1% 

Increased, improved, or incorporated physical 
activity/reduced sitting during usual, on-going 
site activities and functions 

1 <1% 

Initiated, improved, or expanded a clinical 
screening tool for food insecurity 

1 <1% 
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Appendix Table 5. Access to Healthy Foods – Specific PSE Changes Made 

Initiated, improved, or expanded use of federal 
food programs (CACFP, TEFAP, summer meals, 
NSLBP, etc.) including improvements in 
enrollment procedures 

1 <1% 

Initiated, improved, or expanded opportunities 
for parents to participate in decision making 
through a wellness committee 

1 <1% 

Offered on-site enrollment in federal food 
programs 

1 <1% 

Policy limiting unhealthy foods 1 <1% 

Staff include nutrition education as a learning 
standard for children 

1 <1% 

Took steps to improve the appeal of the school 
meal program in order to increase meal 
participation 

1 <1% 
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Appendix Table 6. Access to Healthy Foods – Top Sites for PSE Activities 

PSE Activity Site Number of PSE 
Activities 

Percent of PSE 
Activities 

Food assistance sites, food banks, and food 
pantries 

45 31% 

Schools (K-12, elementary, middle, and high) 36 25% 

Farmers markets 12 8% 

Health care clinics and hospitals 9 6% 

Individual homes or public housing sites 7 5% 

Community organizations 5 3% 

Gardens 4 3% 

Mobile vending / food trucks 4 3% 

Small food stores (<= 3 registers) 4 3% 

Family resource centers 3 2% 

Extension offices 2 1% 

Group living arrangements 2 1% 

Other neighborhood settings where people "live" 
or live nearby 

2 1% 

Other places people primarily go to "eat" outside 
the home 

2 1% 

Before and after-school programs 1 <1% 

Early care and education facilities  1 <1% 

Emergency shelters and temporary housing sites 1 <1% 

Large food stores and retailers (4+ registers) 1 <1% 

Other places people go to "learn" 1 <1% 

SNAP Offices 1 <1% 

WIC clinics 1 <1% 

Youth Organizations (e.g., Boys or Girls Club, 
YMCA) 

1 <1% 
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Appendix Table 7. Access to Healthy Foods – SNAP-Ed’s Role in PSE Efforts 

 Led Efforts Supported 
Efforts 

No Role in 
Efforts 

Initiated the effort 87 (60%) 40 (28%) 5 (3%) 

Funded or provided evaluation 67 (46%) 58 (40%) 6 (4%) 

Funded or conducted implementation 59 (41%) 46 (32%) 10 (7%) 

Funded or provided guidance 50 (34%) 49 (34%) 14 (10%) 

Funded or provided training 50 (34%) 40 (28%) 10 (7%) 

Fostered community engagement 43 (30%) 28 (19%) 13 (9%) 
 

Appendix Table 8. Access to Healthy Foods - Level of PSE Sustainability Policies  

Sustainability Policy Levels  Number of Activities  Percent of Activities  

Individual Site level  40 93% 

Agency or organization level  32 74% 

Local government level  0 0% 

State government level  0 0% 

Tribal government level  0 0% 

Federal government level  0 0% 

 

Appendix Table 9. Access to Healthy Foods – Category of Stakeholders Supporting PSE Activities  

Stakeholder Categories  Number of Activities  Percent of Activities  

Administrators, owners, or managers  52 83% 

Consumers, students, or residents  49 78% 

Staff, teachers, employees, or farmers  46 73% 

Private community-based organizations  45 71% 

The public or local community  44 70% 

Committees or school boards  18 29% 

Elected officials  9 14% 

Others  2 3% 
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Appendix Table 10. Farm to Community – Level and Topic of PSE Changes  

 Number of Changes Percent of Changes 

Systems - Gardens 54 19% 

Systems - Food procurement 50 17% 

Environment - Gardens 43 15% 

Systems - Food access 37 13% 

Environment - Food quality 24 8% 

Promotion - Marketing 22 8% 

Environment - Marketing 18 6% 

Environment - Nutrition ed. 12 4% 

Systems - Food quality 7 2% 

Environment - Food access 4 1% 

Systems - Prof. development 3 1% 

Environment - Physical activity breaks 2 1% 

Environment - Physical activity facilities 2 1% 

Systems - Marketing 2 1% 

Policy - Nutrition policy 1 <1% 

Policy - Recess 1 <1% 

Policy - Wellness 1 <1% 

Promotion - Nutrition  1 <1% 

Systems - Competitive foods 1 <1% 

Systems - Physical activity 1 <1% 

Systems - Physical activity breaks 1 <1% 
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Appendix Table 11. Farm to Community – Key Strategies Identified in Quarter Reports 

 Number of Activities Percent of Activities 

Gardens 40 37% 

Farm to Low-Income Housing Communities 24 22% 

Multiple strategies 21 19% 

Farm to Food Pantry 18 17% 

Local Produce Procurement 8 7% 

Gleaning 7 6% 

Harvest of the Month 6 6% 

Farm to School 4 4% 

Farmers Markets 4 4% 

Did not specify 4 4% 

KERNEL Youth Activities 2 2% 

On Hold/Other 2 2% 

Produce Stand 2 2% 

School Food Distribution 2 2% 

EBT Access at FM 1 1% 

Farm 2 ECE 1 1% 

Food Hub 1 1% 

Mobile Farm Stand 1 1% 

Planning 1 1% 

Promotional Displays 1 1% 

SNAP Match Incentive 1 1% 

Youth Club 1 1% 
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Appendix Table 12. Farm to Community – Specific PSE Changes Made (n=287) 

 Number of Changes Percent of Changes 

Initiated or expanded farm-to-table/use of fresh 
or local produce 

 46  16% 

Edible gardens (establish, reinvigorate, or 
maintain food gardens) 

 27  9% 

Increased space/amount/variety of healthy 
options (includes shelf space, number of booths, 
options on menus) 

 20  7% 

Used interactive educational display (that will 
stay at the site), other visual displays, posters, 
taste testing, live demonstrations, audiovisuals, 
celebrities, etc. to prompt healthy behavior 
choices close to the point of decision 

 18  6% 

Improved appeal, layout or display of meal 
food/beverages to encourage healthy and 
discourage unhealthy selections 

 17  6% 

Initiated or expanded mechanism for distributing 
seedlings and/or other materials to families or 
communities for home gardening 

 17  6% 

Initiated, improved, or expanded opportunities 
for parents/students/community to work in the 
garden 

 17  6% 

Implemented novel distribution systems to reach 
high-risk populations, such as home delivery for 
the elderly, farmers market, etc. 

 16  6% 

Increased or improved opportunities for nutrition 
education 

 12  4% 

Initiated or expanded the collection or gleaning 
of excess healthy foods for distribution to clients, 
needy individuals, or charitable organizations 

 12  4% 

Initiated, improved, or expanded opportunities 
for parents/students/community to access fruits 
and vegetables from the garden 

 12  4% 

Initiated or expanded use of the garden for 
nutrition education 

 11  4% 

Initiated or expanded a mechanism for 
distributing onsite garden produce to families or 
communities 

 8  3% 

Began, expanded, or promoted acceptance and 
use of SNAP/EBT/WIC 

 7  2% 

Initiated or expanded use of onsite garden 
produce for meals/snacks provided onsite 

 5  2% 

Improved food purchasing/donation 
specifications or vendor agreements towards 
healthier food(s)/beverages 

 4  1% 

Improved menus/recipes (variety, quality, etc.)  4  1% 
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Appendix Table 12. Farm to Community – Specific PSE Changes Made (n=287) 

Ensured meal service staff encourage healthy 
selections 

 3  1% 

Established a new food bank, pantry, or 
distribution site 

 3  1% 

Expanded or improved food system 
transportation options (to increase food access 
opportunities) 

 2  1% 

Expanded, improved, or implemented storage for 
fresh produce 

 2  1% 

Increased, improved, or incorporated physical 
activity/reduced sitting during usual, on-going 
site activities and functions 

 2  1% 

Initiated, improved, or expanded professional 
development opportunities on nutrition 

 2  1% 

Initiated, improved, or expanded use of 
standardized, healthy recipes 

 2  1% 

Clients have the opportunity to choose at least 
some foods they would like to take from food 
pantries, food banks, or soup kitchens (i.e., a 
client-choice model) 

 1  <1% 

Developed policies that encourage the 
establishment of new food distribution sites, 
food banks, food pantries, etc. 

 1  <1% 

Established a new healthy retail outlet  1  <1% 

Established healthy food/beverage defaults 
(whole wheat bread, salad, or fruit instead of 
fries, water instead of soda, etc.) 

 1  <1% 

Established or improved salad bar  1  <1% 

Implemented guidelines for healthier competitive 
foods options 

 1  <1% 

Implemented new or expanded restrictions on 
use of physical activity as punishment 

 1  <1% 

Implemented new or improved standards for 
healthier eating across the organization 

 1  <1% 

Implemented price 
manipulation/coupons/discounts to encourage 
healthy choices 

 1  <1% 

Implemented recess before lunch policy  1  <1% 

Improved or expanded physical activity facilities, 
equipment, structures, or outdoor space 

 1  <1% 

Initiated new or expanded access to physical 
activity facilities for after-hours recreation or 
shared use 

 1  <1% 

Initiated or expanded price 
manipulation/coupons/discounts to encourage 
healthy choices 

 1  <1% 
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Appendix Table 12. Farm to Community – Specific PSE Changes Made (n=287) 

Initiated, improved and/or expanded strategies 
to decrease screen time 

 1  <1% 

Initiated, improved, or expanded professional 
development opportunities on physical activity 

 1  <1% 

Promotion of culturally relevant traditional foods  1  <1% 

Took steps to improve the appeal of the school 
meal program in order to increase meal 
participation 

 1  <1% 

 

Appendix Table 13. Farm to Community – Sites for PSE Activities  

PSE Activity Site  Number of PSE 
Activities  

Percent of PSE 
Activities  

Individual homes or public housing sites 27 25% 

Food assistance sites, food banks, and food 
pantries 

23 21% 

Farmers markets 16 15% 

Early care and education facilities  15 14% 

Schools (K-12, elementary, middle, and high) 13 12% 

Health care clinics and hospitals 3 3% 

Emergency shelters and temporary housing sites 2 2% 

Extension offices 2 2% 

Gardens 2 2% 

Community organizations 1 1% 

Congregate meal sites & other senior nutrition 
centers 

1 1% 

Family resource centers 1 1% 

Libraries 1 1% 

Small food stores (<= 3 registers) 1 1% 
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Appendix Table 14. Farm to Community – SNAP-Ed’s Role in PSE Efforts 

 Led Efforts Supported 
Efforts 

No Role in 
Efforts 

Initiated the effort 70 (65%) 29 (27%) 3 (3%) 

Funded or provided evaluation 54 (50%) 36 (33%) 4 (4%) 

Funded or conducted implementation 34 (31%) 62 (57%) 3 (3%) 

Funded or provided guidance 32 (30%) 71 (66%) 2 (2%) 

Funded or provided training 30 (28%) 58 (54%) 6 (6%) 

Fostered community engagement 25 (23%) 55 (51%) 19 (18%) 
 

 Appendix Table 15. Farm to Community - Level of PSE Sustainability Policies 

Sustainability Policy Levels Number of Activities Percent of Activities 

Site level 57 95% 

Agency or organization level 56 93% 

State government level 5 8% 

Local government level 1 2% 

Tribal government level 1 2% 

Federal government level 0 0% 

 

 Appendix Table 16. Farm to Community – Category of Stakeholders Supporting PSE Activities 

Stakeholder Categories Number of Activities Percent of Activities 

Administrators, owners, or managers 70 81% 

Staff, teachers, employees, or farmers 70 81% 

Consumers, students, or residents 63 73% 

The public or local community 37 43% 

Private community-based organizations 24 28% 

Committees or school boards 14 16% 

Elected officials 3 3% 

Others 2 2% 
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Appendix Table 17. Physical Activity – Level and Topic of PSE Changes 

 Number of Changes Percent of Changes 

Systems - Physical activity breaks 14 23% 

Environment - Physical activity breaks 11 18% 

Environment - Physical activity facilities 6 10% 

Policy - Physical activity policy 6 10% 

Environment - Structured physical activity 5 8% 

Promotion - Marketing 3 5% 

Systems - Prof. development 3 5% 

Environment - Gardens 2 3% 

Environment - Nutrition ed. 2 3% 

Systems - Physical education 2 3% 

Environment - Active transport 1 2% 

Environment - Recess 1 2% 

Policy - Wellness 1 2% 

Systems - Gardens 1 2% 

Systems - Physical activity facilities 1 2% 

Systems - Physical activity policy 1 2% 

Systems - Unstructured phys. Activity 1 2% 

 

Appendix Table 18. Physical Activity – Key Strategies Identified from Quarter Reports 

 Number of Activities Percent of Activities 

Brain breaks 5 26% 

Physical activity kits and supplies 5 26% 

Evaluation of physical activity 2 11% 

Walking club 2 11% 

Community physical activity 1 5% 

Outdoor space usage 1 5% 

Move Across WA campaign 1 5% 

Physical Activity in the classroom 1 5% 
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Appendix Table 19. Physical Activity – Specific PSE Changes (n=61) 

 Number of Changes Percent of Changes 

Increased, improved, or incorporated physical 
activity/reduced sitting during usual, on-going 
site activities and functions 

 11  18% 

Initiated, improved and/or expanded strategies 
to decrease screen time 

 9  15% 

Incorporated physical activity into the school day 
or during classroom-based instruction (not 
recess/free play or PE) 

 5  8% 

Used interactive educational display (that will 
stay at the site), other visual displays, posters, 
taste testing, live demonstrations, audiovisuals, 
celebrities, etc. to prompt healthy behavior 
choices close to the point of decision 

 3  5% 

Increased or improved opportunities for 
structured physical activity 

 3  5% 

Increased or improved opportunities for nutrition 
education 

 2  3% 

Initiated new or expanded access to physical 
activity facilities for after-hours recreation or 
shared use 

 2  3% 

Initiated, improved, or expanded professional 
development opportunities on physical activity 

 2  3% 

Facility shared use agreement  2  3% 

Improved or expanded physical activity facilities, 
equipment, structures, or outdoor space 

 2  3% 

Improved quality of structured physical activity 
(non-PE) 

 2  3% 

Improvements in access to exercise or recreation 
facilities 

 2  3% 

Policy to increase time spent doing physical 
activity 

 2  3% 

Edible gardens (establish, reinvigorate, or 
maintain food gardens) 

 1  2% 

Initiated, improved, or expanded opportunities 
for parents/students/community to access fruits 
and vegetables from the garden 

 1  2% 

Initiated or expanded use of onsite garden 
produce for meals/snacks provided onsite 

 1  2% 

Initiated, improved, or expanded professional 
development opportunities on nutrition 

 1  2% 

Established or improved physical activity policy 
(childcare wellness, school wellness, workplace 
wellness, etc.) 

 1  2% 

Implemented complete streets systems change 
(e.g., street design manual, transit system 

 1  2% 
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Appendix Table 19. Physical Activity – Specific PSE Changes (n=61) 

improvements, active transportation prioritized 
in city budget, etc.) 

Improved quality of physical education  1  2% 

Increased access or safety of walking or bicycling 
paths 

 1  2% 

Increased or improved opportunities for physical 
activity during recess 

 1  2% 

Increased or improved opportunities for 
unstructured physical activity time/free play 

 1  2% 

Increased quantity (minutes) of physical 
education (PE) 

 1  2% 

Partners adopt or improve use of a system to 
monitor implementation of physical activity 
policies 

 1  2% 

Policy to improve hours of operation of physical 
activity facilities to improve access/convenience 

 1  2% 

Policy to provide incentive to increase time spent 
doing physical activity 

 1  2% 

 

Appendix Table 20. Physical Activity – Sites for PSE Activities (n=19) 
 

Number of PSE 
Activities  

Percent of PSE 
Activities  

Schools (K-12, elementary, middle, and high) 10 53% 

Bicycle and walking paths 2 11% 

Community organizations 2 11% 

Individual homes or public housing sites 2 11% 

Adult education, job training, temporary 
assistance for needy families (TANF), and veteran 
services sites 

1 5% 

Emergency shelters and temporary housing sites 1 5% 

Parks and open spaces 1 5% 
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Appendix Table 21. Physical Activity – SNAP-Ed’s Role in PSE Efforts 

 Led Efforts Supported 
Efforts 

No Role in 
Efforts 

Initiated the effort 7 (37%) 11 (58%) 0 (0%) 

Fostered community engagement 5 (26%) 5 (26%) 0 (0%) 

Funded or provided guidance 5 (26%) 13 (68%) 0 (0%) 

Funded or provided training 4 (21%) 2 (11%) 1 (5%) 

Funded or provided evaluation 4 (21%) 3 (16%) 1 (5%) 

Funded or conducted implementation 3 (16%) 14 (74%) 0 (0%) 
 

 Appendix Table 22. Physical Activity - Level of PSE Sustainability Policies 

 Number of Activities Percent of Activities 

Site level 2 67% 

Agency or organization level 2 67% 

Local government level 2 67% 

State government level 0 0% 

Tribal government level 1 33% 

Federal government level 0 0% 

 

 Appendix Table 23. Physical Activity – Category of Stakeholders Supporting PSE Activities 

 Number of Activities Percent of Activities 

Staff, teachers, employees, or farmers 11 79% 

Consumers, students, or residents 7 50% 

The public or local community 3 21% 

Administrators, owners, or managers 2 14% 

Private community-based organizations 2 14% 

Committees or school boards 2 14% 

Elected officials 1 7% 

Others 0 0% 
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Appendix Table 24. Health Promotion – Level and Topic of PSE Changes  

 Number of Changes Percent of Changes 

Policy - Wellness 8 13% 

Systems - Gardens 8 13% 

Systems - Food quality 7 11% 

Environment - Gardens 6 9% 

Environment - Nutrition education 4 6% 

Environment - Physical activity breaks 4 6% 

Systems - Prof. development 4 6% 

Environment - Structured physical activity 3 5% 

Promotion - Marketing 3 5% 

Systems - Food access 3 5% 

Policy - Nutrition policy 2 3% 

Systems - Physical activity breaks 2 3% 

Environment - Competitive foods 1 2% 

Environment - Food access 1 2% 

Environment - Physical activity facilities 1 2% 

Promotion - Nutrition  1 2% 

Systems - Food procurement 1 2% 

Systems - Nutrition ed. 1 2% 

Systems - Nutrition policy 1 2% 

Systems - Physical activity 1 2% 

Systems - Physical education 1 2% 

Systems - Wellness 1 2% 

 

Appendix Table 25. Health Promotion – Key Strategies Identified in Quarter Reports 

 Number of Activities Percent of Activities 

Healthy celebrations 3 25% 

Food access promotion 2 17% 

Consistent messaging 1 8% 

Green Schools Summit 1 8% 

Healthy role models 1 8% 

Promotion of HEAL website 1 8% 
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Appendix Table 26. Health Promotion – Specific PSE Changes (n=64) 

 Number of Changes Percent of Changes 

Established or improved food/beverage or 
nutrition related policy (childcare wellness, 
school wellness, workplace wellness, etc.) 

 5  8% 

Increased, improved, or incorporated physical 
activity/reduced sitting during usual, on-going 
site activities and functions 

 4  6% 

Increased or improved opportunities for nutrition 
education 

 4  6% 

Increased or improved opportunities for 
structured physical activity 

 3  5% 

Established or improved physical activity policy 
(childcare wellness, school wellness, workplace 
wellness, etc.) 

 3  5% 

Implemented new or improved standards for 
healthier eating across the organization 

 3  5% 

Initiated, improved, or expanded professional 
development opportunities on physical activity 

 2  3% 

Edible gardens (establish, reinvigorate, or 
maintain food gardens) 

 2  3% 

Initiated, improved, or expanded opportunities 
for parents/students/community to access fruits 
and vegetables from the garden 

 2  3% 

Initiated or expanded use of onsite garden 
produce for meals/snacks provided onsite 

 2  3% 

Initiated, improved, or expanded professional 
development opportunities on nutrition 

 2  3% 

Initiated or expanded mechanism for distributing 
seedlings and/or other materials to families or 
communities for home gardening 

 2  3% 

Initiated, improved, or expanded opportunities 
for parents/students/community to work in the 
garden 

 2  3% 

Initiated or expanded use of the garden for 
nutrition education 

 2  3% 

Initiated or expanded a mechanism for 
distributing onsite garden produce to families or 
communities 

 2  3% 

Ensured meal service staff encourage healthy 
selections 

 2  3% 

Policy limiting unhealthy foods  2  3% 

Initiated, improved and/or expanded strategies 
to decrease screen time 

 1  2% 

Incorporated physical activity into the school day 
or during classroom-based instruction (not 
recess/free play or PE) 

 1  2% 
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Appendix Table 26. Health Promotion – Specific PSE Changes (n=64) 

Used interactive educational display (that will 
stay at the site), other visual displays, posters, 
taste testing, live demonstrations, audiovisuals, 
celebrities, etc. to prompt healthy behavior 
choices close to the point of decision 

 1  2% 

Improved quality of physical education  1  2% 

Initiated or expanded farm-to-table/use of fresh 
or local produce 

 1  2% 

Implemented novel distribution systems to reach 
high-risk populations, such as home delivery for 
the elderly, farmers market, etc. 

 1  2% 

Initiated or expanded the collection or gleaning 
of excess healthy foods for distribution to clients, 
needy individuals, or charitable organizations 

 1  2% 

Began, expanded, or promoted acceptance and 
use of SNAP/EBT/WIC 

 1  2% 

Improved menus/recipes (variety, quality, etc.)  1  2% 

Established a new food bank, pantry, or 
distribution site 

 1  2% 

Implemented new or expanded restrictions on 
use of physical activity as punishment 

 1  2% 

Promotion of culturally relevant traditional foods  1  2% 

Eliminated or reduced amount of competitive 
foods/beverages 

 1  2% 

Implemented improvements in hours of 
operation for food distribution site, food bank, 
retail, cafeteria, etc. to improve convenience 
of/access to healthy food 

 1  2% 

Improved or increased healthy beverage options  1  2% 

Initiated or improved playground 
markings/stencils to encourage physical activity 

 1  2% 

Initiated, improved, or expanded implementation 
of guidelines for healthier snack options 

 1  2% 

Initiated, improved, or expanded implementation 
of guidelines on use of food as rewards or during 
celebrations 

 1  2% 

Initiated, improved, or expanded opportunities 
for parents to participate in decision making 
through a wellness committee 

 1  2% 

Staff include nutrition education as a learning 
standard for children 

 1  2% 
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Appendix Table 27. Health Promotion – Sites for PSE Activities (n=12) 
 

Number of PSE Activities  Percent of PSE Activities  

Schools (K-12, elementary, middle, and high) 9 75% 

Adult education, job training, temporary assistance 
for needy families (TANF), and veteran services 
sites 

1 8% 

Other places people go to "learn" 1 8% 

Schools (colleges and universities) 1 8% 

 

Appendix Table 28. Health Promotion – SNAP-Ed’s Role in PSE Efforts 

 Led Efforts Supported 
Efforts 

No Role in 
Efforts 

Initiated the effort 10 (83%) 2 (17%) 0 (0%) 

Funded or provided guidance 8 (67%) 3 (25%) 0 (0%) 

Funded or provided training 7 (58%) 3 (25%) 0 (0%) 

Fostered community engagement 6 (50%) 4 (33%) 0 (0%) 

Funded or conducted implementation 6 (50%) 3 (25%) 2 (17%) 

Funded or provided evaluation 4 (33%) 3 (25%) 2 (17%) 

 

 Appendix Table 29. Health Promotion - Level of PSE Sustainability Policies 

 Number of Activities Percent of Activities 

Site level 4 67% 

Agency or organization level 3 50% 

Local government level 0 0% 

State government level 0 0% 

Tribal government level 0 0% 

Federal government level 0 0% 

 

 Appendix Table 30. Health Promotion – Category of Stakeholders Supporting PSE Activities 

 Number of Activities Percent of Activities 

Staff, teachers, employees, or farmers 4 100% 

Consumers, students, or residents 4 100% 

Administrators, owners, or managers 4 100% 

Committees or school boards 4 100% 

Private community-based organizations 3 75% 

The public or local community 2 50% 

Elected officials 0 0% 

Others 0 0% 
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Indirect Activity Data 
Appendix Table 31. Channels and Reach of Indirect Activities 

 Number of 
Interactions 

Percent of 
Interactions 

Reach of 
Interactions 

Hard copy materials (e.g., flyers, pamphlets, 
activity books, posters, banners, postcards, 
recipe cards, or newsletters for mailings) 

739 49%  333,175  

Electronic materials (e.g., email and 
electronic newsletters or mailings / text 
messaging) 

181 12%  412,949  

Social media (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, and 
Pinterest) 

146 10%  245,833  

Nutrition education reinforcement items 
(e.g., pens, pencils, wallet reference cards, 
magnets, door hangers, and cups with 
nutrition messages) 

123 8%  17,035  

Other, please specify 97 6%  13,037  

Community events / fairs - in which 
participated 

76 5%  6,962  

Videos (includes CD, DVD, and online video 
sites like YouTube) 

57 4%  26,388  

Websites 52 3%  26,471  

Fact sheet 11 1%  4,075  

Billboards, bus/van wraps, or other signage 6 <1%  1,441  

Community events / fairs - only sponsored 4 <1%  1,200  

Articles 2 <1%  14,100  

Calendars 2 <1%  200  

Point-of-sale or distribution signage (e.g., 
displays or window clings in retail stores) 

1 <1%  45  

Radio interview 1 <1%  1,124  

Radio public service announcement 1 <1%  50  

TV public service announcements 1 <1%  3,000  
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Appendix Table 32. Topics Addressed in Indirect Activities (n=751) 

 Number of Activities Percent of Activities 

Fruits and vegetables 535 71% 

Food shopping and resource management 313 42% 

Food preparation, cooking, and food safety 295 39% 

MyPlate food groups and portions for healthy 
eating 

195 26% 

Fiber rich foods 147 20% 

Other individual knowledge and skills topic 103 14% 

Protein foods 77 10% 

Prevention of obesity, diabetes, and other 
chronic diseases 

71 9% 

Whole grains 71 9% 

Other engagement in physical activity 63 8% 

Limited added sugars 49 7% 

Reducing sedentary activities and screen time 46 6% 

Participation in sports and recreational 
activities 

43 6% 

Water 39 5% 

Promoting and maintaining a healthy weight 38 5% 

Dairy, including low fat or fat free milk and/or 
fortified soy beverages 

35 5% 

Active commuting; e.g., walking and bicycling 31 4% 

Limiting sodium 26 3% 

Heathy fats and oils 25 3% 

Limited saturated fats 16 2% 
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Partnerships and Coalition Data 
Appendix Table 33. Types of Partners 

 Number of 
Partnerships 

Percent of Partnerships 

Schools (preschools, K-12, elementary, middle, 
and high) 

102 19% 

Food banks/food pantries 76 14% 

Agricultural organizations (includes farmers 
markets) 

58 11% 

Public/low-income housing groups 32 6% 

Food stores (convenience stores, grocery stores, 
supermarkets, etc.) 

24 4% 

Early care and education facilities (includes child 
care centers and day care homes as well as Head 
Start, preschool, and pre-kindergarten programs) 

22 4% 

Community members/individuals 20 4% 

Government program/agency (Federal, State, 
local, etc.) 

20 4% 

Foundations/philanthropy 
organizations/nonprofits 

19 4% 

Other 19 4% 

Hospitals/healthcare organizations (includes 
health insurance companies) 

18 3% 

State governments/agencies 18 3% 

Faith-based groups 16 3% 

Human services organizations 14 3% 

Parks and recreation centers 13 2% 

Local governments/agencies 12 2% 

Schools (colleges and universities) 11 2% 

Indian Tribal Organizations 10 2% 

Public health organizations 8 1% 

City and regional planning groups 5 1% 

Labor/workforce development groups 5 1% 

Senior housing 5 1% 

Shelter/temporary housing groups 4 1% 

Libraries 3 1% 

Other commercial enterprises/businesses 3 1% 

Federal governments/agencies 2 <1% 

Chefs/culinary institutes 1 <1% 

Industry groups 1 <1% 
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Appendix Table 34. Assistance Received from Partnerships 

 Number of Partnerships Percent of Partnerships 

Space 312 58% 

Human resources 267 49% 

Planning 211 39% 

Recruitment 209 39% 

Advertising 141 26% 

Consulting 104 19% 

Program implementation 85 16% 

Development 78 14% 

Materials 77 14% 

Evaluation and tracking 50 9% 

Funding 48 9% 

Other 29 5% 

Technical Services 7 1% 

 

Appendix Table 35. Assistance Provided to Partnerships 

 Number of Partnerships Percent of Partnerships 

Human resources 315 58% 

Planning 281 52% 

Materials 280 52% 

Program implementation 264 49% 

Evaluation and tracking 198 37% 

Consulting 138 26% 

Development 130 24% 

Advertising 113 21% 

Recruitment 66 12% 

Funding 42 8% 

Other 29 5% 

Space 19 4% 

Technical Services 5 1% 
 

Appendix Table 36. Sectors of Influence of Coalition Members 

 Number of Coalition 
Members 

Percentage of Coalition 
Members 

Food Industry 160 24% 

Public Health and Health Care 140 21% 

Education 112 17% 

Agriculture 84 13% 

Community Design 79 12% 

Government 37 6% 

Other 37 6% 

Public Safety 13 2% 

Commercial Marketing 4 1% 

Media 3 <1% 
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Appendix Table 37. Assistance Received from Coalitions 

 Number of Coalitions Percent of Coalitions 

Planning 41 58% 

Development 28 39% 

Consulting 24 34% 

Recruitment 23 32% 

Advertising 18 25% 

Human resources 18 25% 

Evaluation and tracking 16 23% 

Program implementation 13 18% 

Space 11 15% 

Materials 9 13% 

Funding 6 8% 

Other 6 8% 

Technical Services 2 3% 

 

Appendix Table 38. Assistance Provided to Coalitions 

 Number of Coalitions Percent of Coalitions 

Planning 41 58% 

Consulting 34 48% 

Human resources 31 44% 

Materials 26 37% 

Development 22 31% 

Program implementation 11 15% 

Evaluation and tracking 9 13% 

Recruitment 8 11% 

Funding 7 10% 

Other 5 7% 

Space 3 4% 

Technical Services 3 4% 

Advertising 2 3% 
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