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evidence does not establish demand, superiority, learning gains or a need for
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Prepared for Education Angel Group with Al research and writing assistance. EAG is developing the
proposed product and has an interest in its success. This is a focused evidence review and product rationale,
not independent evaluation. No students were interviewed, no product outcomes were measured, and no
operating studio or showcase was tested for this report.

1. Proposition and audience

Snack's Tube is a proposed Kid Pix-style multimedia creative studio and bounded student showcase. Its
locked tagline is “Make media that feels like you, in a space built for students.” The intended work includes
drawing, stamping, text, posters, slides, storyboards, audio, animation, recorded media and rights-cleared
remixing. A student should be able to make something, change it, understand what has been retained, and
choose an allowed disposition. Video is one possible artifact within that range. These are EAG's stated
intentions, not verified capabilities. EAG product authority, AO

The central research question is whether a coherent creation and revision experience offers value beyond
tools students and adults can already use. The reviewed evidence makes experimentation plausible, but does
not establish demand, superiority, learning gains or a need for public sharing. The best-supported next
product question is modest: can a student create and revise a private poster, reopen the editable project,
and obtain an export that matches the preview without misunderstanding ownership or audience?

The primary audience is the student creator. A teacher or parent may help with an assignment, access need
or permission decision; their involvement should not erase the student's choices about composition. A
moderator has a different job again, assessing an optional submission against an approved audience and
policy. None of those roles should be inferred solely from a shared login. Runstr supplies an identity
relationship in the canonical proposition, while creator and project access remain specific to Snack's Tube.
The studio has its own identity and is separate from the Create After Class activity-routing role and from
Snacks Orchard character authority. AO



The exact age range and initial project formats remain unresolved. A project suitable for a beginning reader
using stamps may need different controls from an older student's narrated storyboard. This report therefore
offers testable design concepts rather than treating “students” as one homogeneous audience. Its
recommendation is to learn from one complete private artifact before adding more media modes or a
showcase.

2. Questions that determine the product rationale

Four questions organize the review. First, does remixing help a creator develop an idea or technique, and
what evidence would distinguish that from copying without understanding? Second, can sound or animation
support storytelling while preserving the student's own authorship? Third, what does an existing playful
drawing tool already solve, so that a new studio must demonstrate a more specific advantage? Fourth, what
must remain separate when a private project becomes an exported file or an audience-facing submission?

Each question has a different appropriate outcome. A technique-exploration claim needs evidence of what
the student can explain or deliberately do next. A storytelling claim needs an assessment of the student's
intended narrative and revision, not merely the number of effects used. A workflow claim needs successful
completion, recovery and comprehension. A sharing claim needs evidence about audience, authority, rights
and disposition. Time spent and output count answer none of these questions by themselves.

A useful product study would also ask why a student does not finish. Difficulty may arise from an unclear
idea, awkward editing, an unavailable input method, a device interruption, confusing save behavior, or a
deliberate decision that the work is private and unfinished. Those explanations imply different changes.
Treating all abandonment as deficient engagement would encourage unnecessary prompts or social
pressure.

No retrieved source estimates current Arkansas demand for this particular studio. No source compares
Snack's Tube against an existing alternative. The report consequently does not infer a market size, school
purchasing case, educational effect or age recommendation from the size of a historical online community.

3. Need and context: keeping an idea editable

The proposed need is practical: students may want to express an idea across marks, words, images or
sequences while retaining control over what changes. This is an EAG hypothesis, not a prevalence finding. An
illustrative student might draw a neighborhood scene, add a short caption, decide that the caption changes
the meaning, and revise it. Success depends on being able to make and understand that revision. It does not
require a public account page or a polished professional result.

Multimedia breadth introduces a tension. Additional modes may offer another way to communicate, but each
also brings choices, file formats and failure states. A still image, an editable drawing, a timed slideshow and a
recording are different objects. If a student reopens a flattened image expecting movable text and stamps,



apparent saving success has concealed a loss of editability. The EAG product definition's emphasis on
truthful history, previews and export is therefore central to the proposition, not administrative detail. AO

An appropriate research distinction is between changing the artifact and changing the tool. Adding a sound
might help a student notice a story event; adding an unfamiliar timeline might instead shift attention toward
operating the editor. The latter could still be worthwhile when learning media production is the student's
goal, but it should not be counted automatically as improved storytelling. A study needs the creator's
intended task before interpreting difficulty or output complexity.

The private completion route also matters analytically. If a studio appears useful only when children publish,
attract reactions or invite others, its proposition has shifted. EAG's stated outcome allows a private draft or
owned export to be complete. A showcase may later serve recognition or communication, but that is a
further hypothesis with additional participants and responsibilities. It cannot be presumed necessary to
establish the value of the studio itself.

4. Existing alternatives and the claimed gap

Figure 1

Existing alternatives solve different creative jobs

Tux Paint | S4
Playful drawing baseline

Documented creation and output tools. Hands-on fit remains untested.

Scratch | S5
Programmable projects and remix community

Private drafts and public sharing have different purposes.

Snack's Tube | AO
Proposed coherent private journey

Create, revise, reopen and export with understood rights and audience. No
implementation proven.

EAG comparative interpretation of first-party descriptions and a proposed product. No
ranking, pricing or hands-on result.
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Figure 1. Existing alternatives solve different creative jobs

EAG comparative interpretation of first-party descriptions and a proposed product. No ranking, pricing or hands-on result.
Tux Paint | S4: Playful drawing baseline. Documented creation and output tools. Hands-on fit remains untested.
Scratch | S5: Programmable projects and remix community. Private drafts and public sharing have different purposes.

Snack's Tube | AO: Proposed coherent private journey. Create, revise, reopen and export with understood rights and audience.
No implementation proven.

Sources: S4, S5, AO.

Figure 1. First-party descriptions establish alternative capabilities, while the proposed Snack's Tube row is an
EAG concept. No tool was operated in this review, and this comparison is not a feature ranking.
Text and data alternative.

Tux Paint is a serious baseline for the playful drawing job. Its manual documents painting, stamps, text, undo
and redo, saving, slideshow arrangement and still-image or animated-GIF export. It also describes
cancellation and save-before-quit behavior. These are documentation findings, not tested compatibility,
accessibility or export fidelity. Tux Paint manual, S4

Scratch supplies another relevant alternative. Its community guide describes private projects, optional
sharing, remix credit, meaningful changes, comments that can be disabled, and reporting. Shared projects
allow reuse by others. That documented public-remix model differs from EAG's proposed bounded
showcase. It would be inaccurate to describe Scratch as forcing every draft to be public, or to infer that its
moderation procedures guarantee safety in every case. Scratch Foundation guide, S5

A third comparison category is a locally approved combination of paper, drawing software, a recorder and
adult-assisted export. This is an untested workflow category, not a researched product recommendation. It
may be entirely adequate for occasional assignments. A combined studio could reduce transfers between


https://tuxpaint.org/docs/en/html/
https://resources.scratch.mit.edu/www/guides/en/scratch-community-guide.pdf
https://educationangelgroup.com/projects/snacks-tube
https://tuxpaint.org/docs/en/html/
https://resources.scratch.mit.edu/www/guides/en/scratch-community-guide.pdf

tools, but it may also add account setup, administration and unfamiliar conventions. Existing familiarity is a
real competing explanation for easier completion and needs to be measured.

The proposed gap is therefore coherence: a student understands the relationship between composition,
editable project, preview and permitted output across a small selection of media. Stamps alone do not
establish differentiation. Nor does assembling many tools in one screen. The studio must demonstrate a
meaningful improvement in a named task, such as revising a poster after reopening it or knowing whether an
export will include the current text.

EAG should retain the option of using or recommending an existing tool if it meets the actual task with less
burden. A head-to-head study should give both tools suitable orientation, comparable project materials and
the same intended result. It should report where either tool fails, including whether differences reflect
training, device fit or familiarity. A new interface should earn its place through a better path for a specific
audience, rather than through the existence of a long feature list.

5. Evidence and counterevidence

Figure 2

Research outcomes are not interchangeable

Remix study | S1
Programming repertoire

Historical observational evidence; no causal drawing-studio estimate.

Collaboration study | S2
Community ratings

Reception differs from learning or private satisfaction.

Drawing study | S3
Storytelling and emotion

Abstract-only experiment; full measurement appraisal unavailable.

Different populations, designs and measures cannot be combined into a Snack's Tube
effect forecast.

Research outcomes are not interchangeable
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Figure 2. Research outcomes are not interchangeable

Different populations, designs and measures cannot be combined into a Snack's Tube effect forecast.
Remix study | S1: Programming repertoire. Historical observational evidence; no causal drawing-studio estimate.
Collaboration study | S2: Community ratings. Reception differs from learning or private satisfaction.
Drawing study | S3: Storytelling and emotion. Abstract-only experiment; full measurement appraisal unavailable.

Sources: S1, S2, S3.

Figure 2. The evidence spans historical public programming projects and a drawing-transformation
experiment available here only through its abstract. No common effect scale or Snack's Tube forecast is
justified. Text and data alternative.

Dasgupta, Hale, Monroy-Hernandez and Hill analyzed Scratch projects from March 2007 through April 2012.
The archive contained 2,426,894 projects; within-user analyses focused on 173,053 users sharing at least
two projects, with further measure-specific exclusions. More remixing was associated with a wider
programming repertoire and later use of exposed concepts. The authors acknowledge confounding and the
possibility that copied blocks do not demonstrate understanding. The retrieved document is a 2016 pre-
publication manuscript. Dasgupta et al., S1, Data and Measures and Limitations

EAG's inference is that an inspectable starting artifact can be worth testing: a student might learn by
changing a component and observing the result. The inference is limited by the transfer from programming
to visual composition. A poster study should ask what the student intended and learned to change; it should
not score block counts or label any altered template as creative learning. An untouched template can also be
a valid starting point without yet being evidence of understanding.

Hill and Monroy-Hernandez provide counterevidence to an uncomplicated “collaboration improves quality”
story. Their accepted CSCW 2013 preprint, archived in 2015, examines historical Scratch projects and uses
community ratings as a quality proxy. Remixes were rated less favorably in their models, particularly media-
intensive rather than code-intensive collaboration. The authors discuss limitations of this social measure and
generalization from one community. This does not show that remixing harms learning or that a privately
satisfying revision is poor work. Hill and Monroy-Hernandez, S2, abstract and limitations


https://www.microsoft.com/en-us/research/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/remixing.pdf
https://arxiv.org/pdf/1507.01297
https://research.tue.nl/en/publications/enhancing-positive-emotions-and-creativity-in-visual-storytelling/
https://www.microsoft.com/en-us/research/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/remixing.pdf
https://arxiv.org/pdf/1507.01297

The studies are compatible because their outcomes differ. Using another technique and receiving public
approval are separate events. EAG should resist turning popularity into a substitute for expression, especially
when its studio includes exploratory art. A useful critique may concern a specific choice in a work; a count of
reactions cannot explain what the creator tried to do. This rationale supports studying private revision before
experimenting with audience feedback. It does not establish that all social feedback is harmful.

Zhou and colleagues report a randomized comparison involving 80 children aged 8-10, assigned to control,
sound, animation or combined transformations of their own drawings. Their institutional abstract reports
stronger positive emotion and creativity in transformation groups. The journal publication is September
2025, with April 25 early online publication. The full linked article returned an error, so measurement detail,
effect sizes, study duration and analytic decisions were not verified here.

Zhou et al., S3, institutional abstract

This is a promising lead for a later, bounded storytelling experiment, not a basis for an effects library or a
general creativity claim. EAG's testable idea would be to let a student choose a transformation of their own
drawing, compare it with the original, and keep or undo the result. Before relying on the study for that design,
the full paper should be obtained and critically appraised. The report deliberately presents no effect-size
graphic from abstract-only evidence.

Taken together, the evidence gives reasons to investigate intentional transformation and reasons to be
cautious about its measurement. It does not show that the broadest multimedia editor is best, that
automated content generation preserves authorship, or that a public showcase improves outcomes. Those
are distinct propositions requiring their own evidence.


https://research.tue.nl/en/publications/enhancing-positive-emotions-and-creativity-in-visual-storytelling/

6. Proposed mechanism: a private creative cycle

Figure 3

Creation and sharing have separate decisions
Conceptual only. Every link is proposed.

Private creative cycle

1. Choose project

¥ proposed link

2. Compose and inspect
{ proposed link

3. Revise and save

4 proposed link

4. Reopen editable work

Hypothesis: the student understands and controls each revision.

Owned output

1. Preview current version
4 proposed link

2. Export permitted format
¥ proposed link

3. Check resulting file

Export failure preserves work; downloaded files cannot be promised recall.

Optional audience lifecycle

1. Request review

¥ proposed link

2. Return or approve named version
4 proposed link

3. Display to permitted audience

¥ proposed link

4. Withdraw or correct

Submission is not publication. Adult authority, rights and access require separate
approval.

EAG conceptual model only. The private journey is complete without a showcase; no
live behavior is verified.
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Figure 3. Creation and sharing have separate decisions

EAG conceptual model only. The private journey is complete without a showcase; no live behavior is verified.


https://educationangelgroup.com/projects/snacks-tube

Private creative cycle. Choose project = Compose and inspect = Revise and save = Reopen editable work. Hypothesis: the
student understands and controls each revision.

Owned output. Preview current version = Export permitted format — Check resulting file. Export failure preserves work;
downloaded files cannot be promised recall.

Optional audience lifecycle. Request review — Return or approve named version — Display to permitted audience —
Withdraw or correct. Submission is not publication. Adult authority, rights and access require separate approval.

Sources: AO.

Figure 3. EAG conceptual mechanism, not implemented behavior or a causal result. Export, submission and
publication are different dispositions; a downloaded file cannot be promised recall.
Text and data alternative.

The proposed mechanism begins with the student's intention, then keeps a short revision cycle available:
choose a project, compose, inspect, change, and retain the editable result. The mechanism would succeed if
the student can identify the relevant object, predict the effect of an action and recover when a change is
unwanted. Its value depends on observed control, not on how many controls exist.

The canonical first candidate is a private poster using drawing, stamps and text, followed by save, reopen and
faithful PNG export. This is a recommended future slice awaiting the relevant product decisions, not
permission granted by the research. The file produced by export should be compared with the current
preview, while the source project remains editable. A failed export should preserve the work and make a retry
understandable. AOQ, First Build Slice

A second loop can be studied later: remix a rights-cleared element, identify what came from another source,
explain the change, then choose whether to keep it. The creator should be able to distinguish an original
drawing, a reused component and any generated material. Output ownership should not be reduced to a
broad claim that everything in a composition belongs exclusively to its assembler. The intended use of each
ingredient still matters.

An optional showcase introduces another lifecycle. A creator may request review; an authorized adult or
moderator may return it for changes; an approved version may receive permission for a defined audience;
the creator may withdraw. The displayed version and the approved version must correspond. A changed
caption or newly recorded voice can materially change what was reviewed. Treating a prior approval as
transferable to every revision would undermine the very control the studio proposes to provide.

This mechanism is intentionally complete without public exposure. If a later study finds that private creation
is useful but showcase review is too costly or confusing, the studio and showcase can receive different
decisions. The validity of one should not be used to declare the other ready.



7. Design concepts worth testing

The first concept is an object-aware workspace. It should distinguish the editable project from the rendered
preview and exported file in words a student can explain. Saving and exporting should each communicate a
concrete result. A small comparison task could ask a participant to reopen a poster and move its caption,
then inspect an exported PNG. Misunderstanding here would expose a central failure before more media
types are added.

The second concept is reversible experimentation. A stamp or effect needs a visible target, a predictable
consequence and a way back. The meaningful question is whether a creator can try something without
fearing permanent loss. Infinite history is not assumed; whatever limit exists should be understandable at the
point it matters. A reduced-motion setting and silent operation should preserve the creative task when
animated or audible feedback is unwanted. These are proposed accessibility and interaction requirements,
not findings about an existing editor.

The third concept is a source-aware asset tray. A limited approved collection could present a plain
explanation of permissible use and attribution next to the material. A child should not need to infer a license
from a search thumbnail or treat an upload button as rights clearance. Where provenance is unresolved, a
useful route is to replace the component or continue without it. A rights problem should not silently destroy
the rest of the editable work.

The fourth concept is a deliberate audience decision after creation. A private project should not look
unfinished merely because it has not been submitted. Review messages should name the particular issue and
the next available action, such as removing an identifying detail or replacing an unapproved image. This is
more testable than a generic “safe sharing” label: the student either understands who can see a version and
why it is waiting, or does not.

The concepts remain research proposals. This report selects no editor framework, export provider, storage
system, moderation service, dependency or character asset. It specifies questions for future design
evaluation and preserves EAG's separate approval requirements for the actual interface and production
behavior.

8. Risks, equity and adult burden

Recording changes the privacy problem. The FTC's May 2026 consumer guidance includes a child's photos,
videos and audio recordings within its explanation of personal information and describes parental choices for
covered services. It is official guidance, not a determination of Snack's Tube's legal status or a complete
consent design. FTC, S6

EAG's operational implication is to distinguish drawing an imagined scene from recording a classmate, and to
distinguish keeping material locally from collecting or disclosing it. A permission to create a project cannot
silently become permission to use a child's image in promotion. Shared identity, an adult's account and a


https://consumer.ftc.gov/articles/protecting-your-childs-privacy-online

school's role require explicit product-specific authority. A later legal and data review must examine the actual
operator, audience and practices; this report does not certify compliance.

Rights and privacy also remain separate. Creative Commons explains that license conditions differ, including
attribution, adaptation and sharing conditions, and that third-party privacy and publicity rights can remain
outside a license. Its FAQ does not clear a particular asset. Creative Commons, S7

For the proposed studio, a useful hypothetical contrast is a licensed decorative sound, a child's recorded
name, and a stamped illustration. Their source, permissions and intended destination need different checks.
A generic "royalty free” label or a creator's assertion of ownership cannot settle every ingredient. Exported
files may leave the service's control. Takedown, correction and deletion promises therefore need to identify
which stored sources and derived outputs they cover and what cannot be recalled. These are EAG
requirements to investigate, not legal advice.

Equity concerns include who can perform the creative task without precision dragging, distinguish visual
states, hear audio, read the instructions or use a shared device privately. No direct accessibility study of
Snack's Tube was retrieved. A keyboard path alone would not establish that a complex canvas is usable, and
captions alone would not address a visual composition task. Future evaluation should include relevant
assistive technology, languages and input methods, and should let students use meaningful alternatives
rather than imposing one medium.

Adult burden must be measured alongside student completion. A showcase can produce review, explanation,
permissions, takedown and conflict-resolution work. Schools may have different authority boundaries, and a
teacher should not be presumed to own every permission question. Testing should record active review time,
waiting time, returns and unresolved cases separately. If adults cannot determine why a submission is
permitted, or students cannot understand a return, the answer may be a narrower audience or no showcase.

9. Evaluation and criteria for changing direction

The first evaluation should concern the private poster journey with synthetic content and rights-cleared test
materials. It should establish the operation before any study involving children's personal media. Tasks should
include drawing, inserting text and a stamp, undoing one change, saving, reopening, comparing the preview
with export, and recovering from an interruption or failed export. Access isolation and account switching
belong to technical validation; students should not be placed at risk to discover those failures.

A later authorized participant study could compare that journey with a suitable existing alternative. Record
the number attempting each task, independent completions, assistance, accidental loss, wrong-version
exports and explanations of saved state. Report results by relevant device and access needs where
participation and privacy permit, rather than hiding a systematic barrier in a pooled average. Small
convenience samples would describe usability problems, not population efficacy.


https://creativecommons.org/faq/

Expression requires a separate assessment. Before the task, ask what the creator wants to communicate.
After a revision, ask what changed and whether it better serves that intention. Keep creator judgments
distinct from an adult's assessment of clarity or craft. A complex output is not necessarily better, and a short
session may mean efficient success. If a later study claims creativity or learning gains, it needs an appropriate
measure, comparison, analysis plan and duration before observing results.

Showcase evaluation should begin only after the private path and separate authority model are established.
Test whether users identify the audience correctly, whether review decisions bind to the right version, how
returned work is revised, and whether withdrawal changes the permitted display. Track inappropriate
disclosure, unauthorized access and lost work as serious failure categories. A zero observed incident count in
a small test is not a general safety guarantee.

The decision rules can be concrete without inventing numerical targets. Retain the private studio hypothesis
if intended users can complete and explain the task with an advantage worth its additional burden. Simplify if
additional media modes increase assistance or loss without improving the intended result. Prefer an existing
tool if it performs the task as well with materially less setup. Defer transformation features if full-paper
appraisal or direct testing fails to support the proposed role. Stop showcase expansion if permissions,
version control, review or withdrawal cannot be made reliable.

EAG should set quantitative acceptance thresholds only after specifying the audience, risk tolerance and
study design. This review supplies no defensible universal completion rate, moderation service level or
learning-effect target. The next decision is whether to authorize a focused private-studio design and
evaluation, not whether to launch the entire multimedia and sharing proposition.

10. Methods, limitations, references and corrections

This is a question-led review completed September 19, 2026. All seven external source groups were retrieved
from their original locations, alongside the canonical entity definition. Retained sources comprise two original
author manuscripts, one original institutional abstract, two first-party product documents and two official
rights/privacy guidance sources. Search avenues covered digital drawing and storytelling, remixing, child
authoring tools and sharing boundaries. This is not an exhaustive systematic review or meta-analysis.

The main empirical limits are historical public-community selection, noncausal observational designs,
different outcome definitions and abstract-only access for the most directly relevant drawing experiment.
The two Scratch studies are not independent replications of one common intervention. Product manuals
describe intended functionality, not observed child outcomes. No source establishes current Arkansas need,
local school willingness, implementation readiness, accessibility, moderation performance or the cost of
operating Snack's Tube.

Access and publication dates were kept distinct. The drawing paper's linked final PDF was attempted again
and returned an error; its abstract remains the evidential ceiling. The Hill and Monroy-Hernandez file explicitly
identifies itself as accepted for CSCW 2013, while its archive URL is a later deposit and its manuscript footer



is dated December 2012. The report uses that distinction rather than presenting it as a 2015 intervention. The
retained pages were checked for visible version information; no comprehensive retraction database search
was performed. Absence of a noticed correction is not proof that no correction exists.

The references below identify the exact retrieved versions and useful locators. Any future update should
correct the report when fuller access changes appraisal, when a source is corrected, or when the canonical
product definition changes. A working implementation would need its own evidence; it must not be inferred
from this rationale.

e AO. Education Angel Group, Snack's Tube product definition, reviewed September 19, 2026 for this
report. Defines intended scope, not implementation or effectiveness.

« S1. Dasgupta, Hale, Monroy-Hernandez and Hill.
Remixing as a Pathway to Computational Thinking. CSCW 2016 pre-publication manuscript.
Locators: printed pages 3 and 8-9. Full PDF accessed.

 S2. Hill and Monroy-Hernandez. The Cost of Collaboration for Code and Art. Accepted CSCW
2013 preprint; arXiv deposit 2015. Locators: abstract, Data and Measures, limitations and discussion, PDF
pages 15-16. Full PDF accessed.

e S3. Zhou, Li, Barakova, Chen and Zhang.
Enhancing positive emotions and creativity in visual storytelling. Education and Information
Technologies 30, 20417-20443,2025. DOI. Institutional abstract and bibliographic record only.

« S4. Tux Paint. User documentation. Undated live manual. Locators: Tools, Undo/Redo, Open, Save,
Slides, GIF Export and Quit. Full HTML accessed; software not tested.

« S5. Scratch Foundation. Scratch community guide. Undated guide. Locators: PDF pages 6-7 and 9,
sharing/remixing, comments and privacy/reporting. Full PDF accessed.

» S6. Federal Trade Commission. Protecting Your Child's Privacy Online. May 2026. Locators: COPPA
explanation and parental choices. Full HTML accessed; not product-specific legal advice.

« S7.Creative Commons. Frequently Asked Questions. Undated live guidance. Locators: adaptations,
license conditions, privacy and publicity rights. Full HTML accessed; no asset-specific clearance.

Figure text and data alternatives

Complete semantic alternatives accompany each figure in this reader and its text download. Source IDs refer
to the references in this report. AO identifies EAG's product definition reviewed for the original report, not an
external study or proof of availability. Other source IDs resolve to this report's reference and access record.
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Corrections and entity context

Readers identifying an error can contact EAG with the section, disputed statement and supporting source.

Snack's Tube provides the public entity context, not an external citation for EAG's product claims.
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