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Outline 
• Overview - Current Landscape 

 

• Land-Grant University Cooperative Extension 
System – Nutrition Education: Program 
Strengths 
 

• Program Priorities and Accomplishments 
 

• Small Group Discussion 
 Opportunities 
 FCS Leaders’ Role 

 

• Report Out and Next Steps 



Current Landscape for 
Low-Income Nutrition Education 



Legislation 

• Farm Bill – 2012 (pending) 
 

 SNAP-Ed – funding unknown; cuts to SNAP have 
been proposed 
 

 EFNEP – President’s and Senate action – level 
funding proposed; house has proposed cut 



Legislation (cont’d) 
• Child Nutrition Reauthorization 
 SNAP-Ed cost-share requirements are lifted 
 States receive a formula fund amount 

o Federal funding capped at $375 million for FY 2011  
o Indexed for inflation beginning in FY 2012 
o Allocation methodology will change over time 

 Transition period – Fiscal years 2011 - 2012 
 Multi-year grants 
 Individual, group, comprehensive multilevel, community, 

and public health approaches 



Implications for SNAP-Ed (and EFNEP) 
• Increased differences between states 
• Some states issuing RFPs 
• Some State Agencies keeping funds 
• Possible multi-year awards 
• New partnerships 
 State Agencies 
 Other universities 
 Other non-profits and for-profits 
 Others 



Implications (cont’d) 
• Approaches to Nutrition Education - Changing 
 Individual, group, comprehensive multilevel, community 

and public health approaches 
• Enhanced communication among LGUs needed 
 eXtension, Professional Community of Practice 
 LGU SNAP-Ed Office, Executive Committee and PDT 
 Extension regions  

• Increased requirement for evaluation and reporting 
 FY2010 National Report 
 Future reports from LGU Extension 



Land-Grant University  
Cooperative Extension System 

Strengths 



What Key Words 
Would You Use to Describe 

 Low-Income Nutrition Education 
through the Land-Grant University 
Cooperative Extension System? 



Experience & 
evidence grounded 



Program Priorities and 
Accomplishments 



Overarching Program Priorities 

• System-wide quality and integrity 
 

 Commitment to excellence 
 

 Programmatic and fiscal consistency and 
accountability 
 

oStandardized policies, procedures, and business 
practices 

 



Overarching Program Priorities (cont’d) 

• National (NIFA) and LGU Presence 
 

 Recognition 
 

o Increase consistency in program/organizational 
name, resources and methods used, evaluation 
and reporting 
 

 Representation 
 

oAll to be a face and a voice for programming 



Overarching Program Priorities (cont’d) 

• Grants 
 

 Aligning and Elevating Nutrition Education 
through the Land-Grant University System  
 

 SNAP-Ed Activities - Interagency Agreement 
 



EFNEP 



Program Priorities - EFNEP 

• WebNEERS implementation 
 

• Policy/regulation/Formula Grant 
Opportunity (FGO)/business practices 
 

• Food resource management 
 

• Program specific conference calls 



EFNEP Data Collection: 
Historically Important To Program Success 

 
• 1960s & 1970s - National demographic data, 

success stories and other state reports 
 

• 1980s - Annual national reports – aggregated 
demographic and outcome data, success stories 
 

• Early 1990s – Access-based reporting system  
(ERS and later NEERS) 
 

• 2007 to 2012 – Funding changed, transitioned to 
web-based reporting, revisited data collection 



National Data Collection is 
Essential to EFNEP  

• Reinforces that EFNEP is a NATIONAL 
PROGRAM and not a collection of 
university funded projects 
 

 Brings focus 
 Facilitates program accountability 
 Informs program leadership decisions 
 Guides program management decisions 

 



EFNEP Data Collection Criteria 
• Useful for all users (local, state and national) 

 

• Emphasis on results-based programming 
(program quality) 
 

• Simple and succinct, yet comprehensive and 
relevant 
 

• Aligns with and reinforces program policies 
 

• Transcends political and other time-sensitive 
priorities 



EFNEP Current Reporting System 
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Adult Participants FY2007-FY2011 
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Adult Participants FY2007-FY2011 
(dosage) 
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Adult Participants FY2007-FY2011 
(mean increase in servings) 
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Adult Participants FY2007-FY2011 
(% improvement - behavior change) 
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Youth Participants FY2007-FY2011 
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EFNEP FGO Trends FY2010-FY2012  
% Not Approved 
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New Reporting System! 



WebNEERS 
• Objectives: 

 

 Support evaluation and reporting requirements 
 

 Improve functionality 
 

 Maintain security and ease of use 
 

 Synchronize with other Agency and University 
data collections systems  

 



What are the Benefits? 

NEERS5 WebNEERS 
Release Date 2006 2012 

Specifications Platform Dependent:  
•Microsoft Access 
•Windows XP  
•Office 2003-2010 

Platform Independent:  
•Web-based 
•All Browsers 

Design Three Discreet Systems One Dynamic System 

Relevance Out-of-Date, Cannot Update Up-to-Date, Updateable  

Data Collected Quantitative 
•Individual Records 

Quantitative & Qualitative 
•Individual Records 
•5-Year Plan/Annual Update 
•Budget & Budget Justification 
•Community Nutrition  
  Education Logic Model Data 



What are the Benefits? 

            NEERS5   WebNEERS 
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What Data will we Collect? 

• Individual Records 
 Staff 

oDemographics 
oFull Time Equivalents (FTEs) 

 Adult 
oDemographics 
o Impact data (Behavior Checklist and Diet Recall) 

 Youth 
oDemographics 
o Impact data (Age appropriate youth questions)  NEW 

 



What Data will we Collect? (cont’d) 

• 5-Year Plan/Annual Update 
 Situation 
 Priorities 
 Inputs 
 Delivery Sites/Locations and Partnerships (DS&P) 
 Environmental Settings  NEW 
 Sectors of Influence (SOI)  NEW 
 Qualitative Program Impacts 

 



EFNEP’s Broader Reach and Impact 

U.S. Department of Agriculture
Center for Nutrition Policy and Promotion

Socio-ecological Framework

Adapted from Story M et al., Annu Rev Public Health 2008;29:253-272



How will Data be Used? 

To create National Impact Reports: 



How will Data be Used? (cont’d) 

To develop National Data Reports: 



How will Data be Used? (cont’d) 
To prepare Tier Data charts: 



How will Data be Used? (cont’d) 
To monitor results and give feedback to institutions: 



What is the Status of the Project? 

• Data Submission  
 

 2012 data needs to be submitted through old system 
 

• New data entry options (only 1 choice allowed) 
 

 Enter all new data for new fiscal year, after 1 October 
 

 Have adult and staff demographic information 
manually migrated for each county/local unit and then 
enter food recalls and behavioral checklist information 
once migration has been completed, after November. 



Status of the Project, cont’d 
• Sustainable funding 

 

 Update system periodically 
 

 Revisit/revise system every 5-years 
 

• Related projects underway 
 

 Behavior checklist questions 
 

 Youth evaluation questions 
 

 NIFA business processes 
 

 Multistate and other research 
 

 IRB toolkit 



WebNEERS Resources 
• Help Desk Email Address 

webNEERS-help@lyris.nifa.usda.gov 
 

• WebNEERS Web Page 
http://www.nifa.usda.gov/nea/food/efnep/web_neers.html 

 In Progress: 
 

• Frequently asked questions 
 

• Training modules 
 

• Training manual 
 

• User community 
 

• Note:  Correct name is 
WebNEERS (no hyphen) 

mailto:webNEERS-help@lyris.nifa.usda.gov
http://www.nifa.usda.gov/nea/food/efnep/web_neers.html


Policies and Procedures Expectations
  

• All institutions: 
 Have programs that reach adults with young children and 

children/youth 
 Use the paraprofessional model 
 Deliver programming as a series of lessons 
 Have strong impact on program participants 
 Collect and report complete data sets 
 Use data to inform programming 
 Spend funds as intended 

 



Expectations (cont’d) 
• Carryover – Spend down within 5 years or 

returned to Treasury Department 
 

• 1862 and 1890 institutions working together 
 

• Contribute nationally to what EFNEP is becoming 
 

• THANK YOU for commitment and involvement of 
yourselves, faculty, and staff 



National Conference - March 2013 

 
EFNEP CONFERENCE 



SNAP-Ed 



Executive Committee                
SNAP-Ed through the LGU System 

• Paula Peters, Assistant Director, Family and 
Consumer Sciences Extension, Department of Human 
Nutrition, Kansas State University 

• C.Y. Wang, Associate Dean, Professor, Department of 
Health and Nutritional Sciences, South Dakota State 
University 

• Sandra Jensen, Office Manager, SNAP-Ed through 
the LGU System, housed at South Dakota State 
University 

• Helen Chipman, National Program Leader  
    Division of Nutrition, NIFA/USDA 



Program Development Team Purpose 
• Improve the consistency and effectiveness of  

SNAP-Ed programming across the Land-Grant 
University System 
 

• Work with FNS and others to identify/address needs 
 

• Facilitate communication 
 

• Strengthen program, research, evaluation interface 
 

• Mentor staff and provide program development 
training opportunities 
 



Program Priorities and Accomplishments 
• General 
 

 Policies and Procedures document 
 

 eXtension.org – PCoP 
 

 FY 2010 National Report 
 

 National Networking - SNAP Directors’ Meeting 
Display 



Priorities and Accomplishments (cont’d) 
 

• Executive Committee 
 Anticipate needs and priorities, engage with 

Extension Directors and FCS Administrators, budget 
needs and oversight, communicate with stakeholders 

 

• Program Development Team Subcommittees 
 

 Evaluation & Reporting:  National Report, webinar 
 

 Communication:  eXtension.org - PCoP, SNAP 
Directors’ meeting display, documents (Policy and 
Procedures, roles of PDT, etc.) 
 

 Legislation & Advocacy:  Survey, tracking, sharing 
 

 



Extension Directors/Administrators 
SNAP-Ed Assessment 

• 2012 Budget 
 Partial Support – Executive committee (not NIFA 

Representative) and Program Development Team 
annual planning meeting 

 2010 National report 
 eXtension Professional Community of Practice startup 
 Marketing – Banner and other resources for SNAP 

Directors meeting and other meetings 
 National Office – Office Manager salary and operational 

costs 



SNAP-Ed FY2010 Report 
Two Page Summary 



SNAP-Ed FY 2010 Report Results 
• LGU Commitment and Capacity:  
 University & Partner cost share: $178 million 
 Federal Allocation: $161 million 
 Total: $339 million 

 
 

Number of 
SNAP-Ed 
Personnel 

Number of 
FTEs 

Number of 
Volunteers 

Volunteer 
Hours 

National 6,135 2,679 56,000 540,000 
State Avg. 133 58 1,217 11,739 



FY 2010 Report Results (cont’d) 
• Audience Reach – Trends 

 
 
 
 
 

• Individuals reached per FTE:  
 In 2005: 805 Individuals; In 2010: 1,605 Individuals 

 
 
 

PERSONNEL AUDIENCE REACHED INDIVIDUALLY 

Report 
Year 

LGU SNAP-Ed 
Personnel 

(FTEs) 

Direct Education 
(millions) 

Indirect 
Education 
(millions) 

Participants Contacts Contacts 

2002 N/A -- 5.2 32.3 

2005 2,235 1.8 8.5 38.7 

2010 2,679 4.5 54.8 36.5 



Individual Highlights 
• Dietary Quality/Physical Activity  

 

 > 50% of participants ate closer to recommended 
amounts for grains, vegetables, and fruits; 40% 
adopted the practice of eating breakfast; between 38 
and 62% increased physical activity.  
 

• Food Security  
 

 34% of participants enrolled in non-emergency food 
assistance programs; 39% had fewer food insecure 
days; 44% adopted beneficial food security practices. 



Individual Highlights (cont’d) 
• Food Safety  

 

 77% improved hygiene, such as hand washing; 48% 
adopted practice of keeping food at safe temperatures.  
 

• Shopping Behavior/Food Resource Management  
 

 31% adopted beneficial shopping technique (food 
shopping, preparation, storage); 78% tried new 
foods/recipes.  



Environmental Highlights 
• Land-Grant Universities facilitated or participated 

with others in holding discussions, committing to 
collaboration, conducting needs assessment, or 
planning programs. Examples include: 
 

 Increased referrals across organizations. 
 

 Joint efforts to improve diet quality and physical activity 
within communities. 



Environmental Highlights (cont’d) 
• Examples: 

 

 Increased availability of nutritious foods in schools, 
restaurants, grocery stores, and farmers’ markets. 
 

 Trends for increased support for community anti-hunger 
programs. 
 

 Increased availability of nutritious foods to low-income 
people due to new grocery stores or farmers’ markets in 
low-income communities and/or new community 
gardens. 



Small Group Discussion 

• How to capitalize on the strengths of the 
Cooperative Extension Land-Grant University 
System to address the changing landscape for low 
income nutrition education – what is the FCS 
Leaders Role? 



Report Out and Action Steps 



 
 

Other 
Comments 

 & 
Questions 



Thank You 
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