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Abstract

Background and Objective: In response to low consumption levels of fruits and vegetables (F&V) by Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAP) participants, the Community Food Bank of Southern Arizona created the Double Up SNAP (DUSP) farmers’ market
(FM) incentive program to examine its impact on awareness of and access to FM, and F&V purchase and consumption in Pima County,
AZ.

Methods: Cross-sectional surveys were conducted at early and 9-11 months after implementation of DUSP program in two groups
of SNAP recipients: DUSP customers and randomized non-DUSP food shoppers. All questionnaires assessed socio-demographic
characteristics, awareness of DUSP program, perceived access to FM, and purchasing patterns as well as F&V consumption. Descriptive
analyses were tabulated and linear regression was used to estimate the difference in F&V consumption trends in both groups after DUSP
implementation.

Results: The introduction of DUSP was associated with greater awareness of FM; increased frequency and amount of F&V purchases;
and increased self-reported number of F&V consumed and percentage of participants eating vegetables. However, our regression analysis
did not detect impacts on frequency of F&V consumption and percentage of participants eating fruits

Conclusion: While our study provides promising evidence that use of FM incentives combined with cooking demonstrations and
marketing can increased awareness and use of FM, additional research is needed to better understand impacts on F&V consumption.
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Introduction

In the United States, obesity is a major public health concern as about one-third of adults and 17% of children and adolescents are
obese [1,2]. Several studies indicate an association between increased fruit and vegetable (F&V) consumption and reduced long-
term obesity risk as well as reduced risk of heart disease and some cancers [3-6]. Nevertheless, American F&V consumption is well
below levels recommended in federal dietary guidelines [7,8]. This discrepancy is particularly true among low-income families
and participants in federal nutrition assistance programs like the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) who are less
likely to meet recommended levels of F&V [9-11].

In response to this growing public health crisis, various approaches have been proposed to increase F&V consumption among
adults. Most prominent among these approaches are targeted incentive or voucher programs to encourage F&V purchases [12,13].
Such programs make healthy foods like F&V more affordable compared with less nutritious choices by affecting relative prices
and enhancing overall purchasing power [14]. Farmers’ markets (FM) in particular have been targeted by a number of incentive
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programs as ideal sources for fresh F&V within low-income settings [15-17]. Indeed, FM are recurring gatherings of farmers
selling their food products, including F&V, directly to consumers while F&V consumption was also associated with FM shopping
[18-20].

Because of the promise that farmers’ markets hold for improving access to healthy foods in underserved areas, the Community
Food Bank of Southern Arizona (CFBSA) used farmers” markets SNAP-matching as an intervention to increase intake, including
a short-term pilot program in 2011-2012, with successful results. The most recent effort, started in 2015, has seen a 300% increase
from the previous year in low-income shoppers utilizing SNAP benefits at the farmers’ market located at the food bank. A 2013
survey conducted by CFBSA indicated that 94% of customers at this same market and 30% of customers at the downtown Tucson
market received some type of food assistance through non-profits or government agencies, yet SNAP sales accounted for less than
3% of the total market revenue, indicating considerable barriers to these efforts [21]. The survey found that almost two-fifths of
customers at the market held at the CFBSA want to see lower prices of produce.

Despite a desire to support a program that increases F&V consumption, CFBSA cannot sustain necessary incentive levels while
also appropriately marketing and promoting the program to reach a critical threshold of SNAP customers at the FM. In 2016,
CFBSA secured a USDA Food Insecurity Nutrition Incentive (FINI) Grant to continue SNAP-matching efforts and address the
two barriers identified through the Double-Up SNAP pilot (DUSP) initiative: high prices and lack of awareness of SNAP-matching
efforts. Under DUSP, SNAP participants received an incentive of $1 dollar for every dollar of SNAP benefits spent on targeted
F&V from participating vendors for a maximum of $20. Cooking demonstrations were also provided every two weeks to increase
the beneficiaries’ knowledge about how to prepare healthy food options. Additionally, a strategic marketing and promotional
campaign was used to narrow the knowledge gap regarding the program among SNAP customers. Although incentive programs
at FM are growing as an approach to increase access to fresh F&V, little is known about their effects on F&V spending and intake
[22]. In addition, few studies have used validated measurement tools to compare behaviors before and after program participation
or a control group to validate causal inference. This paper aims to assess the effectiveness of DUSP in increasing awareness of
DUSP program and access to FM, and increasing purchase and consumption of F&V.

Materials and Methods
Study Design, Target Population and Setting

The study was carried at two locations accessible to low-income residents: the Community Food Bank’s main warehouse and Santa
Cruz River Farmers’ Market located in downtown Tucson. Eligibility criteria for participation included being over 18 years of age,
a Pima County resident, and one of the primary food shoppers in the household. The data collection included two rounds of cross-
sectional surveys of participants. The time periods were at an early stage of DUSP implementation (July-September 2016) and
9-11 months after implementation (April-June 2017). This study was approved by the Institutional Review Boards of University
of Arizona. The study came under the “exempt” category of the regulations for research involving human subjects because it was
conducted as part of an evaluation of a service project to improve the program. Verbal informed consent was obtained from all
subjects.

Data Collection

To accomplish this study, all farmers’ market customers using electronic benefit transfer (EBT) cards (DUSP customers) were
surveyed along with a random sample of primary household food shoppers (non-DUSP food shoppers) at baseline and at follow-
up. For the DUSP customers, interviewers were stationed at an information table, approaching all eligible shoppers, potential
participants in the markets, asking about their interest in participating, and offering a $5 gift token as incentive for completion.
As for the non-DUSP participants recruited in the waiting room of CFBSA main warehouse, interviewers approached every
third person checking in at the CFBSA front desk, explained the purpose of the survey, and then asked individuals whether they
would like to participate. If potential participants were interested, the survey instrument was administered. Due to the logistical
challenges of conducting surveys in public places and the varying degrees of customer traffic, we did not gather information on the
number of persons invited to participate and those who agreed or did not agree to participate. Thus, no response rate is reported.

All data were collected using a 32-questions pilot-tested survey addressing demographic information (race, gender, age, education
and primary language spoken), awareness and understanding of the DUSP program, perceived access to FM, and purchasing
patterns as well as F&V consumption. When possible, the questions were taken from well-validated existing surveys suitable for
the study population, including the National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES), and the National Cancer
Institute’s Food Attitudes and Behaviors Survey. Specifically, DUSP awareness and understanding were measured by asking 4
questions: 1. “How did you hear about the Double Up SNAP program?” 2. “How helpful was the information provided?” 3. “In the
past month, have you observed a cooking demonstration at your market?” and 4. “Have the cooking demonstrations helped you
learn any of the following?” Ten possible reasons for shopping and awareness of farmers’ market promotions were also provided
to FM customers and included convenient location; affordable price; variety of products; convenient hours of operation; DUSP
program and acceptance of EBT cards. FM perceived access was measured by asking 2 questions: 1. “How long does it take you to
get this market” (in minutes) and 2. “What kind of transportation do you usually use to get to this market?”
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Purchasing patterns were assessed through three aspects: frequency of FM shopping and purchasing amount and types which
were measured by asking 3 questions: 1. “Because of DUSP program rebates, is your family buying a larger amount of ..?” 2.
“Because of DUSP program rebates, is your family eating a greater amount of ...2” and 3. “Because of DUSP program rebates, have
you or your family tried any new or unfamiliar fruits or vegetables?” F&V intake information was collected using the risk factor
surveillance system (BRFSS) which included only frequencies of fruit or vegetable and not portion size [22]. Respondents were
asked how many times per day, week or month they consumed 100% pure fruit juices, fresh, frozen or canned fruits, cooked or
canned beans, dark green vegetables, orange-colored vegetables, and other vegetables over the previous month. Reported daily
frequencies of each fruit or vegetable were calculated by dividing weekly frequencies by seven and monthly frequencies by 30.
Then, a composite daily frequency of fruit was calculated based on the sum of the 2 items while the composite daily frequency of
vegetables from the 4 types of vegetables.

Statistical Analysis

Data from this quantitative evaluation was synthetized on three outcome areas of interest (awareness and access, purchasing,
and consumption) to provide a range of evidence on DUSP program impacts. For each set of groups, descriptive analyses were
conducted, and categorical variables were expressed as percentages. Linear regression was used to estimate the difference in
F&V consumption trends after DUSP implementation (number of F&V, frequency of F&V consumption and percentage of
participants who consumed F&V in the last month). Specifically, the models were estimated in 3 specifications. In Specification
1, F&V consumption trends were observed over time in DUSP customers and were measured for non-DUSP participants in the
specification 2, and both regressions were controlled for gender, age, race, and education. In specification 3, DUSP customers were
compared to non-DUSP food shoppers, and controlled for gender, age, race, education and length of exposure to DUSP program
(0=none, 1=0-3 months after implementation, 2=3-6 months after implementation, and 3=6-9 months after implementation).
All analyses were completed by using STATA version 14 (Stata Corporation, College Station, Texas). Significance of standardized
coeflicients is reported at the 10%, 5%, and 1% probability levels.

Results

Comparisons of baseline demographic characteristics showed that DUSP customers had greater education and tended to be
younger compared to non-DUSP food shoppers, but were mostly over 42 years old. DUSP customers were also more likely to be
white, female, while reporting English as their primary language. Similar demographic characteristics results were observed at
follow-up. Overall, 353 customers were surveyed: 163 at baseline (56 DUSP customers and 107 non-DUSP food shoppers) and
190 customers at follow-up (53 DUSP customers and 137 non-DUSP food shoppers). However, of the 53 DUSP customers who
completed the follow-up survey, 62.3% were new customers (n=33).

Awareness of DUSP Program and Perceived Access to Farmers’ Markets

When asked the likelihood of shopping and awareness of FM promotions at baseline, one-third of DUSP respondents indicated
the variety of products (35.7%) and better and fresher produce (33.9%) while only 23.2% were aware of county-wide efforts to
promote FM. However, at follow-up, more than 40% of DUSP customers indicated that the DUSP program was a reason to go the
FM. Better and fresher produce (43.6%) followed by the acceptance of EBT cards (37.3%) were additional reasons while 18.8%
cited affordable price (Figure 1).
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Figure 1: Farmers’ market DUSP Customers Likelihood of Shopping at farmers’ market
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Most of DUSP customers heard about the program via word of mouth (55.4% vs. 58.6%), followed by informational pamphlet
(16.1% vs. 31.8%), WIC case manager (14.3% vs. 23.6%), and social media/radio (8.9% vs. 12.8%), with greater prevalence at follow-
up compared with baseline. And 92.8% of DUSP participants found the provided information helpful at follow-up compared with
78.9% at baseline. However, 60% of participants had never observed a cooking demonstration at the market. Reasons listed for
not attending cooking demonstrations included being unaware of them (~60% in both years), not having the time (22.9% vs.
18.2%) and being uninterested in the demonstrations (17.1% vs. 21.2%). Furthermore, participants who have witnessed cooking
demonstrations stated, at baseline and follow-up, that the demonstrations helped them discover new foods they liked (80% and
95%), and they learned new recipes (90.5% and 95.2%), and how to select produce (42.9% and 60%) (Table 1).

Proportion(%)
Questions Baseline Follow-up

(n=56) (n=53)
How did you hear about the Double Up SNAP program?
Mail 0 5.82
Informational pamphlet 16.07 31.82
Word of mouth 55.36 58.55
WIC case manager 14.29 23.64
Community service provider 5.36 3.64
Social media/radio 8.93 12.82
How helpful was the information provided?
Very helpful 72.22 73.21
Helpful 6.67 19.64
Somewhat helpful 19.26 7.14
Not Helpful 1.85 0
Very unhelpful 0 0
In the past month, have you observed a cooking demonstration at your market?
Yes 37.50 38.18
No 62.50 61.82

Reasons listed for not attending cooking demonstrations

Unware of cooking demonstrations 60.00 60.6
Not having time 22.9 18.2
Being uninterested in cooking demonstrations 17.1 21.2

Have the cooking demonstrations helped you learn any of the following?

How to select produce 42.86 60
Nutrition 66.67 60
Recipes 90.48 95.24
New foods you like 80.00 95.00

Table 1: DUSP Awareness and understanding among DUSP customers

DUSP customers were also asked how long it would take to get to the FM to assess perceived geographic accessibility. At baseline,
about 28.6% of respondents reported living less than a 10-minute car drive from the closest FM while 17.9% of them drove 11-20
minutes or 21-30 minutes. However, at follow-up, 24.5% of DUSP customers reported 11-20 minutes car drive while 16.9% of
them drove 0-10 minutes and surprisingly 16.9% drove more than 30 minutes (Table 2).

Proportion (%)

Time Transportation
Baseline (n=56) Follow-up (n=53)
Walk 10.71 3.77
Bike 5.36 0
0-10 minutes
Bus/Street car 0 1.89
Vehicle 28.57 16.98
Walk 0 0
Bike 0 9.43
11-20 minutes
Bus/Street car 0 1.89
Vehicle 17.86 24.53
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Proportion (%)
Time Transportation
Baseline (n=56) Follow-up (n=53)
Walk 0 0
Bike 1.79 1.89
21-30 minutes
Bus/Street car 3.57 3.77
Vehicle 17.86 11.32
Walk 0 0
More than 30 Bike L.79 0
minutes Bus/Street car 3.57 7.55
Vehicle 8.93 16.98

Table 2: Distance to farmers’ market

Purchasing Patterns

DUSP customers were asked about their frequency of FM shopping. More than 85% of the customers surveyed had been to the
FM before. However, there were fewer customers who used SNAP and DUSP at the FM for the first time at follow-up compared to
baseline. In addition, since becoming a DUSP customer, the majority of participants felt that their families ate more fruit (81.1%
vs. 83.9%), more vegetables (84.6% vs. 89.3%) at baseline and follow-up. In terms of increasing the variety of foods purchased,
83.9% of participants reported having tried new or unfamiliar F&V since shopping at the market (Table 3).

Questions

Proportion (%)

Baseline (n=56)

Follow-up (n=53)

Frequency of farmers’ marke

t shopping

This is the first time 12.50 9.43
Every week 44.64 39.62
Twice a month 23.21 26.42
Once a month 12.50 18.87
Every few months 7.14 5.66

Because of Double Up SNAP

program rebates, is your family buying a
larger amount of any of the following?

Fruits 88.68 89.09
Vegetables 92.45 94.55
Because of Double Up SNAP program rebates, is your family eating a
greater amount of any of the following?

Fruits 81.13 83.93
Vegetables 84.62 89.29

Because of Double Up SNAP

program rebates, have you or your family
tried any new or unfamiliar fruits or vegetables?

Yes 80.39 83.93
No 19.61 14.29
Not sure/Refused 0 1.79

Table 3: Purchasing patterns of DUSP Participants

Consumption of Fruits and Vegetables

DUSP customers reported consuming a significantly (P <0.01) greater number of F&V (Table 4) and the percentage who reported
eating vegetables was also greater from baseline to follow-up (P<0.10). However, there was no consistent pattern in frequency of
F&V consumption (Specification 1). Furthermore, we did not observe significant greater F&V consumption among non-DUSP
food shoppers (Specification 2). Consequently, when comparing both groups, there was differentially larger increases in number
of F&V and percentage reported eating vegetables in DUSP customers as compared with non-DUSP food shoppers (Specification
3). However, the impact was not significant in any specification for frequency of F&V consumption. Finally, DUSP contributed to
37.7% improvement (32.1% vs. 20%) in the percent who consumed <1 fruit per day compared with a 21.7% improvement (53.8%
vs. 42.3%) for non-DUSP food shoppers. Similarly 21.7% improvement in those who consumed vegetables (7.5% vs. 5.9%) less
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than one time per day compared with a 5.5 percent improvement for non-DUSP (25.5% vs. 24.1%) (Figure 2).

Discussions

60 53.8%
50 il Baseline
40 32.1% m Follow-up
25.5
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Fruits Vegetables
Figure 2: Consumed Fruits and Vegetables less than one time per day
Specification®
1 2 3
Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE)
Number of fruits and vegetables
Fruits (range 0-2) 0.442***(0.067) 0.095(0.111) 0.871*(0.472)
Number of respondents 89 227 316
R? 0.076 0.159 0.132
Vegetables (range 1-4) 0.300%**(0.080) 0.104(0.111) 0.359%(0.523)
Number of respondents 92 221 313
R2 0.023 0.062 0.038

Frequency of consumption (times per day)

Fruits (range 0-5)

0.182(0.115)

-0.132(0.220)

0.580(0.753)

Number of respondents 101 239 340
R2 0.08 0.041 0.030
Vegetables (range 1-8) -0.410(0.480) -0.183(0.191) -0.861(0.529)
Number of respondents 94 241 335
R2 0.042 0.012 0.030
Percentage eating fruits and vegetable
Fruits 0.440(0.267) 0.647(0.432) 0.972(1.715)
Number of respondents 101 239 340
R? 0.372 0.277 0.083
Vegetables 1.034*(0.306) -0.830(0.729) 3.841%(2.847)
Number of respondents 94 241 335
R2 0.735 0.494 0.101

SE: Standard error. *P<0.10; **P<0.05; ***P<0.01
*Specification 1: Regression-adjusted difference in DUSP customers for gender, age, race, education
Specification 2: regression-adjusted difference in non-DUSP food shoppers for gender, age, race, education

Specification 3: Regression-adjusted difference in both groups for gender, age, race, education and time of exposure

Table 4: Impacts of DUSP on self-reported fruits and vegetables consumption

The current findings provided evidence that implementing a multicomponent FM approach that includes establishment of
markets in low-income neighborhoods, acceptance of SNAP benefits for payment, cooking demonstration and greater availability
of affordable and high quality healthy food may increase awareness of and access to FM among SNAP populations. Similar to
Freedman et al. [24], we found increased FM use among DUSP customers while most participants valued the high quality and
variety of produce sold at the selected markets. We also found an 18% increase in perceived access to FM, as measured by reported
car drive distance to the nearest market. Indeed, at early implementation, about 45% of FM customers reported that the market
where they were surveyed was over 10 min away for 52.8% after 9 months of implementation, suggesting that shoppers were
willing to travel longer distances to reach FM if necessary. Prior research indicated that incentive programs like DUSP program
can improve access to farmers’ markets by removing financial and logistical burdens for markets and participants in food assistance
programs [25-28].

Annex Publishers | www.annexpublishers.com

Volume 4 | Issue 3



7 Journal of Nutrition and Health Sciences

Similar to Olsho et al. [27], the introduction of DUSP program was found to be associated with increased frequency and amounts
of F&V purchases. There were fewer customers who used SNAP and DUSP at the FM for the first time at follow-up compared
to baseline, indicating a growing group of repeat customers year to year. Additionally, the majority of participants felt that their
families ate more fruit (81% vs. 84%), more vegetables (85% vs. 89%), although the differences were not significant while about
84% of participants reported having tried new or unfamiliar F&V since shopping at the FM. While our analysis focused on effects
of the incentive program on individual spending and shopping patterns, this finding is consistent with related work examining
effects on spending from the perspective of the FM. For example, FM managers and vendors agreed that they made more money
at the market and sold more F&V due to DUSP, and FM averaged greater daily SNAP sales from baseline to follow-up (data
not shown). Freedman and colleagues similarly found increased use of all forms of food assistance at the FM associated with
introduction of an incentive program [29].

Finally, we found evidence that DUSP can increase F&V consumption. DUSP participation was associated with a greater self-
reported increase in number of F&V consumed as well as percentage of participants eating vegetables. DUSP also contributed to
greater improvement in the percent who consumed <1 fruit or vegetable per day compared with non-DUSP food shoppers, which
is impressive given the DUSP customers started at lower percentage and it is harder to lower low numbers. However, we did not
find evidence of an association between DUSP use and frequency of F&V consumption or percentage of participants eating fruits.
In theory, one would expect healthy food incentive program combined with education and marketing might have larger impacts
[30,31]. One possible explanation is that some forms of incomplete understanding would lead to lower impacts. For example,
while we found greater awareness of DUSP program, 60% of DUSP participants were not aware of cooking demonstrations at FM.
Furthermore, 59%, 32% and 24% of DUSP customers reported having heard of the program through word of mouth, informational
pamphlet and WIC case manager respectively at follow-up, and many of the responses seem inconsistent with plausible sources of
information about DUSP (13% media; 6% mail; 4% community provider). This lack of awareness of the additional benefit offered
by DUSP to support F&V purchasing could limit the nudging function of incentive interventions [32].

The potential that FM hold for improving access to healthy foods in underserved areas implicitly assumes that households can and
will spend the incentive like cash. In theory, one would expect inframarginal households to spend the two resources equivalently,
while one would expect extramarginal households to have a much higher marginal propensity to purchase food out of SNAP
benefits than out of cash income. In practice, Breunig and Dasgupta [33] and Wide et al. [34] have noted that food stamp benefits
are spent differently from cash income, even in households that appear to have some positive cash spending on food. Previous
estimates also suggest that only about 20% of incremental SNAP benefits are spent on food [35], suggesting that DUSP may
not change how much is spent but the way SNAP benefits are used can be influenced to purchase more FV. In addition, it is
important to note that those who left SNAP between baseline and follow-up were not interviewed. It is possible that long-time
SNAP participants could differ from those who have short participation spells. Finally, the scale of the program may be insufficient
to generate impacts detectable at the community level. We were able to interview only 56 DUSP customers at baseline and only
35% at follow-up. In addition, the follow-up survey was conducted in April-June 2017 when FM was less active and overall
differences could be influence by seasonality. We may have detected a statistically significant impact either with a larger sample
size, over several seasons or with a longer-term follow-up.

Strengths and Limitations of the Study

Our evaluation design includes multiple, complementary components, each with its own unique strengths and limitations.
Strengths of this study included the combination of extensive process evaluation, use of validated tools, cognitive assessment
testing of surveys with the target population, and the use of control group. A limitation of this study was the small sample size
that was not powered to determine effect sizes. Additionally, because the DUSP customers’ survey was conducted on site at FM,
these data cannot be used to answer questions about the broader community. Another potential study limitation is seasonality
because data were collected during a single market season after program implementation. As well, like all self-reported data,
survey responses may be subject to social desirability bias, in which respondent reports are influenced by norms about the most
socially acceptable response to survey questions. We also cannot rule out the possibility of non-response bias due to differences
in unobservable characteristics among DUSP customers or the impact of contextual and environmental policy differences related
to non-DUSP food shoppers’ characteristics that we did not measure. Nonetheless, we believe that this study provides insight into
important barriers and facilitators to using FM for low-income families receiving government assistance. The DUSP customers
and non-DUSP food shoppers’ surveys incorporate detailed measures of FM and DUSP use, along with a wide range of outcome
measures of interest, including awareness of and perceived access to FM, as well as self-reported F&V spending and consumption
measures.

Conclusion

The Double Up SNAP initiative showed promise as a year-round solution for increasing awareness of and access to FM, and F&V
purchase and consumption in low-income populations. DUSP program is clearly valued by SNAP customers while understanding
FM use patterns may inform future intervention efforts that are tailored for different populations receiving SNAP. Findings
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from this research revealed that there may be an opportunity to be more explicit when healthy food incentives are distributed to
raise awareness about the dietary benefits of this monetary intervention such as cooking demonstrations. They also illuminated
the importance of integrating communication and outreach strategies into FM implementation. However, while results of this
study support the value of continued research regarding the effectiveness of FM incentive programs, research is needed to better
understand the most effective dissemination channels and messages to raise awareness about FMs and healthy food incentive
programs among low income populations. Additional research is also needed to better understand impacts on outcomes such
as fruit and vegetable consumption, and, ultimately, overall nutritional and health status. Further research on FM incentive
programs should investigate longer - term effects and use large sample sizes. Therefore, translational research is needed to explore
and evaluate different models for implementation, sustainability, and dissemination. Nonetheless, this evaluation is the first step
towards finding common themes among SNAP customers who participated in the DUSP program evaluation at FM in the Pima
County Area.

Acknowledgements

The authors gratefully acknowledge the support of USDA Food Insecurity Nutrition Incentive (FINI) Grant Program (Award
number: GRANT12057035). They also thank the willing farmers’ market customers and county residents surveyed for their
participation. They wish to express their very special appreciation to volunteers whose contribution was central to this project.

References

1. Ogden CL, Carroll MD, Curtin LR, Lamb MM, Flegal KM (2010) Prevalence of high body mass index in US children and adolescents, 2007-2008. Jama 303:
242-9.

2. Flegal KM, Kruszon-Moran D, Carroll MD, Fryar CD, Ogden CL (2016) Trends in obesity among adults in the United States, 2005 to 2014. Jama 315: 2284-91.

3. Schwingshackl L, Hoffmann G, Kalle-Uhlmann T, Arregui M, Buijsse B, et al. (2015) Fruit and vegetable consumption and changes in anthropometric variables
in adult populations: a systematic review and meta-analysis of prospective cohort studies. PLoS One 10: €0140846.

4. Sharma SP, Chung HJ, Kim HJ, Hong ST (2016) Paradoxical Effects of Fruit on Obesity. Nutrients 8: 633.

5. Wang X, Ouyang Y, Liu J, Zhu M, Zhao G, et al. (2014) Fruit and vegetable consumption and mortality from all causes, cardiovascular disease, and cancer:
systematic review and dose-response meta-analysis of prospective cohort studies. BMJ 349: g4490.

6. Aune D, Giovannucci E, Boffetta P, Fadnes LT, Keum N, et al. (2017) Fruit and vegetable intake and the risk of cardiovascular disease, total cancer and all-cause
mortality—a systematic review and dose-response meta-analysis of prospective studies. Int ] Epidemiol 46: 1029-56.

7. Krebs-Smith SM, Guenther PM, Subar AF, Kirkpatrick SI, Dodd KW (2010) Americans do not meet federal dietary recommendations. ] Nutr 140:1832-8.
8. Moore LV, Thompson FE (2015) Adults meeting fruit and vegetable intake recommendations-United States, 2013. Morb Mortal Wkly Rep 64: 709-13.

9. Fox MK, Cole N (2008) Diet Quality of Americans by Food Stamp Participation Status: Data from the National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey, 1999-
2004. US Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service, Office of Research, Nutrition and Analysis, Alexandria, VA, USA.

10. Kamphuis CB, Giskes K, de Bruijn GJ et al. (2006) Environmental determinants of fruit and vegetable consumption among adults: a systematic review. Br J
Nutr 96: 620-35.

11. Stringhini S, Sabia S, Shipley M, Brunner E, Nabi H, et al. (2010) Association of socioeconomic position with health behaviors and mortality. JAMA 303:
1159-66.

12. Frazao E, Andrews M, Smallwood D, Prellet M (2007) Food Spending Patterns of Low-Income Households: Will Increasing Purchasing Power Result in
Healthier Food Choices? Economic Information Bulletin no: 29-4, US Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service, Washington, DC, USA.

13. Lin BH, Guthrie JF (2007) How Do Low-Income Households Respond to Food Prices? Economic Information Bulletin no: 29-5, US Department of Agriculture,
Economic Research Service, Washington, DC, USA.

14. Government Accountability Office (2008) Food Stamp Program: Options for Delivering Financial Incentives to Participants for Purchasing Targeted Foods.
Government Printing Office, Washington, DC, USA.

15. Ver Ploeg M, Breneman V, Farrigan T et al. (2009) Access to Affordable and Nutritious Food-Measuring and Understanding Food Deserts and Their
Consequences: Report to Congress. US Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service Washington, DC, USA.

16. Khan LK, Sobush K, Keener D, Goodman K, Lowry A, et al. (2009) Recommended community strategies and measurements to prevent obesity in the United
States. MMWR Recomm Rep 58: 1-26.

17. Briggs S, Fisher A, Lott M, Miller S, Tessman N (2010) Real Food, Real Choice: Connecting SNAP Recipients with Farmers’ Markets. Community Food
Security Coalition, Portland, OR, USA.

18. Payne GH, Wethington H, Olsho L, Jernigan J, Farris R, et al. (2013) Implementing a Farmers’ Market Incentive Program: Perspectives on the New York City
Health Bucks Program. Prev Chronic Dis 10: E145.

19. Pitts SB, Gustafson A, Wu Q, Mayo ML, Ward RK, et al. (2014) Farmers market use is associated with fruit and vegetable consumption in diverse southern
rural communities. Nutr J 13: 1.

20. Halimatou A, Navaugh F, Kara ], Abigail P (2017) Farmers’ market use is associated with fruit and vegetable consumption among low-income populations: A
cross-sectional study from Southern Arizona. ] Nutr Health Sci 4: 201

21. Community Food Bank of Southern Arizona (CFBSA) (2013) Annual Client Survey Report. Tucson, AZ, USA.

22. McCormack LA, Laska MN, Larson NI, Story M (2010) Review of the nutritional implications of farmers’ market and community gardens: a call for evaluation
and research efforts. ] Am Diet Assoc 110: 399-408.

23. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (2016) National Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion, Division of Population Health,
BREFSS prevalence & trends data.

24. Freedman DA, Flocke S, Shon EJ, Matlack K, Trapl E, et al. (2017) Farmers’ Market Use Patterns Among Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program Recipients
With High Access to Farmers” Markets. ] Nutr Educ Behav 49:397-404.

Annex Publishers | www.annexpublishers.com Volume 4 | Issue 3


https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28338764
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20702750
https://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/preview/mmwrhtml/mm6426a1.htm
https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/NHANES-FSP.pdf
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17010219
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2918905/
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/bitstream/59430/2/eib29-4.pdf
https://ageconsearch.umn.edu/bitstream/59432/2/eib29-5.pdf
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19629029
http://aic.ucdavis.edu/obesity/obesitypdf/VER_PLOEG.pdf
http://alivebynature.com/RealFoodRealChoice_SNAP_FarmersMarkets_pdf.pdf
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3760082/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3896848/
http://www.annexpublishers.co/articles/JNH/4201-Farmers-Market-Use-is-Associated-with-Fruit-and-Vegetable-Consumption-Among-Low-Income-Populations-A-Cross-Sectional-Study-from-Southern-Arizona.pdf
https://www.amazon.com/Food-Stamp-Program-Delivering-Participants/dp/B006CRLU90
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5084020/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25073782
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20071470
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0140846
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27272580
http://www.worksafe.vic.gov.au/conciliation-web/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/142729/Annual-Client-Survey-2013-2014.pdf
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28274790
https://www.cdc.gov/brfss/brfssprevalence/index.html
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20184990

9 Journal of Nutrition and Health Sciences

25. Evans AE, Jennings R, Smiley AW, Medina JL, Sharma SV, et al. (2012) Introduction of farm stands in low-income communities increases fruit and vegetable
among community residents. Health Place 18:1137-43.

26. Freedman DA, Whiteside O, Brandt HM, Young V, Friedman DB, et al. (2012) Assessing readiness for establishing a farmers’ market at a community health
center. ] Community Health 37: 80-8.

27. Olsho LE, Payne GH, Walker DK, Baronberg S, Jernigan J, et al. (2015) Impacts of a farmers’ market incentive programme on fruit and vegetable access,
purchase and consumption. Public Health Nutr 18: 2712-21.

28. Cole K, McNees M, Kinney K, Fisher K, Krieger JW (2013) Increasing access to farmers markets for beneficiaries of nutrition assistance: evaluation of the
farmers market access project. Prev Chronic Dis 10: 130121.

29. Freedman DA, Mattison-Faye A, Kassandra A, Guest MA, Hébert JR (2014) Comparing farmers’ market revenue trends before and after the implementation
of a monetary incentive for recipients of food assistance. Prev Chronic Dis 11: 130347.

30. Dong D and Leibtag E (2010) Promoting Fruit and Vegetable Consumption: Are Coupons More Effective than Pure Price Discounts? US Department of
Agriculture, Economic Research Service, Economic Research Report No: 96, Washington, DC, USA

31. Fitzgerald N, Hallman WK (2011) Effectiveness of a farmer’s market intervention to improve the food access and intake in an urban setting. FASEB J 25:6.
32. Marteau TM, Ogilvie D, Roland M, SuhrckeM, KellyMP (2011) Judging nudging: can nudging improve population health? BMJ 342: d228.

33. Breunig R, Dasgupta I (2005) Do Intrahousehold Effects Generate the Food Stamp Cash-out Puzzle? Am J Agric Econ 87: 552-68.

34. Wilde P, Troy L, Rogers B (2009) Food Stamps and Food Spending: An Engel Function Approach. Am J Agric Econ 91: 416-30.

35. Fox MK, Hamilton M, Lin BH (2004) Effects of Food Assistance and Nutrition Programs on Nutrition and Health. US Department of Agriculture, Economic
Research Service, Food Assistance and Nutrition Research Report No: FANRR19-3, Washington, DC, USA.

I
1
|
Easy online submission process :
Rapid peer review process :
Online article availability soon after acceptance for Publication :
Open access: articles available free online :
More accessibility of the articles to the readers/researchers within the field !
Better discount on subsequent article submission :
I
|
1
1

YV v V v VYV Vv

Submit your manuscript at
http://www.annexpublishers.com/paper-submission.php

Annex Publishers | www.annexpublishers.com Volume 4 | Issue 3


https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22608130
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21643822
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25919225
https://www.cdc.gov/pcd/issues/2013/13_0121.htm
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24854238
http://www.fasebj.org/content/25/1_Supplement/98.6
https://www.ers.usda.gov/webdocs/publications/46387/7041_err96_1_.pdf?v=41056
http://www.bmj.com/content/342/bmj.d228
https://academic.oup.com/ajae/article-abstract/91/2/416/78453?redirectedFrom=PDF
https://academic.oup.com/ajae/article-abstract/87/3/552/47288?redirectedFrom=fulltext
http://www.abtassociates.com/AbtAssociates/files/c1/c1f8d054-3ed4-46a6-8ae0-b71672e61502.pdf

