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METHODOLOGY Male 15 (15.6%) Fig. 3: Average calculated Food Group Score by Age and Sex
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Sample:
e Cross-sectional survey using Qualtrics in April- 25

Support for Off-Campus Students:

Year

May of 2024 available to undergraduate students

20 = e Develop initiatives to support off-campus
at UCSD First Year 14 (15.6%) 20 students in accessing affordable and convenient
e Participants were recruited through email and Second Year 12 (13.3%) 1> 15 sources of fresh produce and food assistance
social media. Ages 18-24+ reported daily intake 10 benefits
for 5 food groups inspired by the Healthy Eating i vear 215225 | l ° o e.g. partnerships with local farmers' markets,

Index (HEI) scale (n=90).” Fourth Year 32 (35.6%) ° ° community gardens, or grocery stores to
Outcome: Other 3(3.3%) 0 o ool 9903 o 0 e — offer discounts/transportation options for
e Diet was assessed by scoring (0-10) each question students living off campus; assistance when
relating to the consumption of food and tallying applying for food benefit programs including
up the scores at the end of each survey. e Predicted mean values of off-campus group (FGS = 25.33; 95% Cl: 17.88, 23.16) SNAP and EBT
> A higher score implies healthier eating estimated -4.82 point deviance from total FGS compared to on-campus group'’s
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ower score representing the opposite. > Test statistic of -2.09 with p-value = 0.039 < 0.05 (Fig. 2)
Exposure: See QR Code for

. Living situation was assessed by separating two e Mean FGS: on-campus males (26.75), females (24.82); off-campus males (25.28), References:

groups based on survey answers for the question, females (19.89) (Fig. 3)
“What is your current living situation?” e Accounting sex with living situation: p-value between female groups (0.21 > 0.05)
Analysis: Independent two sample t-test using R with -3.71 point deviance in FGS compared to the on-campus group; there is no

statistical software significant statistical difference where sex is included (Fig.3)




