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We would like to complement the recent article
by Nigg et al. (2012) describing the dissemination of
evidence-based physical activity and nutrition cur-
riculum in the afterschool program setting—Fun 5
program. Such information is essential in the
pursuit of translating effective evidence-based
programming into general practice to improve the
physical activity and nutrition of the millions of
children enrolled in afterschool programs nation-
wide [1]. Additionally, this is particularly important
given the number of recently introduced policies
that explicitly focus on promoting physical activity
and quality snacks for children within this setting [2,
3]. Yet despite this, several comments specific to
physical activity need to be made prior to wide-
spread adoption of the Fun 5 program.
The Sports, Play, and Active Recreation for Kids—

Active Recreation (SPARK-AR) program is the
center piece of the physical activity portion of the
Fun 5 program. This program is an adaptation of
the original SPARK program evaluated for the
physical education setting. In the article, Nigg et
al. [4] indicate SPARK-AR was effective at increas-
ing activity levels based on previous pilot work (see
p. 2 of 10). However, the authors state in the
referenced source that activity did not increase in
SPARK-AR afterschool programs compared to
afterschool programs without SPARK-AR. This is
further supported in a recent study by the same
group where no changes in physical activity levels
across all children were reported [5]. Though
SPARK-AR may be evidence-based, the empirical
evidence clearly does not indicate this program is
effective at increasing children’s physical activity
over routine practice (i.e., evidence-supported). This
dampens the promise of the public health impact of
the Fun 5 program on children’s physical activity.
Advocating afterschool programs uptake pro-

grams, such as SPARK-AR, too soon can have
severe implications. Afterschool programs operate
on a limited budget. Prepackaged commercialized

programs are expensive and time-consuming, con-
sidering program materials, staff training, and
implementation. Perhaps the most detrimental out-
come from advocacy of programs shown to be
ineffective is the potential demoralization of after-
school program leaders and staff from the inability
to change children’s activity levels even after
substantial investments in programming and train-
ing have been made. What we want to avoid is a
scenario where afterschool program staff believe
their attempts at increasing physical activity “do not
work.”
We feel the evaluation and refinement of

SPARK-AR and other existing physical activity
promotion programs, as well as the development
and evaluation of new programs, for the after-
school setting is a necessary and important area
of research. Additional efforts also need to focus
on working with afterschool programs to utilize
their existing resources more effectively to
promote physical activity [6, 7], rather than
relying on purchased program materials. The
identification of low-cost, scalable, and, impor-
tantly, effective, programs and strategies is es-
sential, particularly, since policies have called
upon afterschool programs to increase the
amount of physical activity children accumulate
while attending. Because of this, care needs to be
given to the communication of findings that do
not fully support the widespread adoption of
programs.
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Implications
Researchers: Clarification of the actual effec-
tiveness of a program and whether it is ready for
widespread dissemination

Practitioners: Caution in purchasing programs
that claim to be “evidence-based”

Policymakers: Recognition that additional work
on refinement of existing programs, as well as,
development of new programs is necessary
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