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432 SNAP/EBT patrons in 2018
Positive Impact of Market Match
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those of us who live on a fixed income, but to get the

extra (tokens) every week is just a tremendous bonus
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 SNAP shoppers at farmers market (N=126)

* Increase access to fresh, local food . Benefits of market match program

To be continued ...
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Please see our third poster titled, SNAP, WIC, Low-Income Families, Fruits & Vegetables and Food Security: An Investigation of Food
Purchasing Behaviors Ill for more results from our continuing story. We will pick up with an analysis comparing benefit usage rates across
SNAP and the Women Infants and Children Program (WIC).

« Offer opportunities for nutrition education (recipes, other info)
* Increase vendor sales, invest in local economy

* Decrease carbon footprint related to food transport s
o fruits &veggies

more

matters.

fruitsandveggiesmorematters.org

®
 Funded through donations/sponsors ?

« Community/Corporate/Government partnerships

We gratefully acknowledge generous funding support from the University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire Office of Research and Sponsored Programs/Blugold Commitment and a special thank you to our community partners.



	Slide Number 1

