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Background ) Respondent Demographics . Without Program Help Discussion
The Mobile Pantry Program (MPP), sponsored by the 10 Key Results
Merrimack Valley Food Bank (MVFB) in Lowell, 70 Respondents felt strongly that MPP’s services
Massachusetts, needed to obtain information about 35 50 - benefited them. Most ate better and felt
access to sufficient amounts of food or lack thereof g 30 v healthier. Alarge majority rated MPP’s
among their clients in Greater Lowell. S, | Age 350 service excellent.
S O
It is important that MPP clients be food secure, i.e., 220 - - W25-53 ..g 40 - “No Tl |imitations
that they have a sufficient amount of food to ration E o . moe0-6> 8 20 =Yes| e Low response rate may have introduced
throughout the month until their next food delivery; < over 65 3 systemic sample bias. Those with positive
that appropriate foods are delivered for a nutritious 10 20 - feedback may have felt more comfortable
diet; and that the food supply is used appropriately in > participating than those with relatively
moderation. 0 10 - negative opinions.
| | | 0 - « Sample may not be demographically
cerve their clients. Reaction to loss of program _ Opuia '_On a_se on client iIntake data
IS more inclusive and respondents seemed
Clients agreeing with program benefits confused about race and ethnicity
Methods 60 categories.
50 » A language barrier may have contributed to

Study Design / Participants

Descriptive, cross-sectional study of 309 households
iInhabited by 341 homebound, low-income elderly
and/or disabled MPP clients and 25 dependent
children — 92% fluent in English — between October
10, 2011 and November 16, 2011.

small sample size, and to skipped questions.
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W Agree strongly
B Agree Slightly
Neither agree nor disagree

Interpretation

Since all MPP’s primary clients are low-
iIncome elderly and/or disabled individuals,
some with children, it is not surprising that
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M Disagree Slightly

Data Sour I \Variab| 10 ® Disagree Stongly respondents indicated that, without MPP, they
Azs iteorTl1J CZser Er:alisﬁslan uage guestionnaire 0 o o would skip more meals and spend less on
d, papet, £y | " J gt ?j " r Fruits and Healthy Food Balanced Diet Physically Socially  Feel Healther other necessities to pay for food, nor that 95%
reque_s_te anfo n;:jmous y sef -redpor =a normation Veg Active Active used most or all food delivered. It seems
pertai)r_lll_n_g tohool hse;:urgy, ofo preparatlzn Benifits of having program there is a need for a program like MPP. A
catisfaction with Mobile Pantry services. Covariates onger response period or an explicit deadiine
. | Respondents' Food Preparation and Kitchen Appliance/Tool Use Capabilities may have made firmer inferences possible
were age, gender, race and ethnicity. ) due to larger sample size.
Open Jars
Results Generalisability
Use Tools Our conclusions may be reliably applied to

The 77 clients who responded were mostly white
females over age 65.

only a small group of low-income elderly
and/or disabled clients in the Greater Lowell
area. Further generalization should be done
with caution.

Read Instructions

Most respondents agreed strongly that with MPP’s
ald they ate more fruits, vegetables, and healthy
foods; ate a balanced diet; were more physically and
socially active; and generally felt healthier.

Follow Recipe [

Conclusion
M Yes

mNo | MPP may be essential for the health,
nutritional well-being and food security of the
low-income elderly and/or disabled in the
Greater Lowell community. The results of this
study may be utilized to improve MPP services
and food variety.

Use Oven

Most respondents would skip more meals, spend
less on other necessities and eat less produce if they
did not have help from MPP.

Use Stove

Tasks and Appliances/Tools

Use Microwave

The majority of respondents felt able to perform all of
the food preparation tasks and use all of the kitchen
appliances / tools about which they were asked with http:fwwwwho intiade/glossaryistory0zsleny,

the exception of following a complicated recipe 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 /70 80 2. Nord M, Andrews M, Carlson S. Household Food Security in the United States,
| Number of Clients 2008. ERR-83, US Dept. of Agriculture, Econ. Res. Serv. November 2009;6-15.
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