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e e e b e RESULTS: The preliminary study results (based on currently
o =l coded plans) indicated lower LWP scores for rural districts than

for non-rural (52.42 vs 58.14). However, component results
indicate consi variation: Nutrition Education (R, 76; NR,
74), Nutrition Standards (R, 43; NR, 43), Competitive Food
Standards (R, 52; NR 56), Physical Activity (R, 56; NR, 48).
Physical Education (R, 68; NR 80), Communication and
Promotion (R, 42 NR, 56), and Evaluation (R, 30; NR, 50). Rural
districts scored lower in more resource-intense policy areas.
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