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Topics for todayé

Â Childhood obesity

Â The Center for Weight and Health (CWH) at 
UC Berkeley

Â A brief mention of examples of Center 
projectsé
ðLiterature review on dietary determinants

ðLiterature review & lessons from  environmental 
and policy approaches

ðEvaluation of Fresh Start, KP menu labeling, 
Foodbank donation policy

ÂThe Centerõs web address as a Resource



TRENDS



Worldwide Obesity Epidemic: 

projections for 2010 based on 2005



Change in the Prevalence of Overweight 

and Obesity among Children, selected 

countries

Wang et al, 2006



Change in US

Childhood Overweight

>9 million U.S. youth 6 years and older
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>Tripled!



Health consequences: 

diabetes

Following our 

current lifestyle, 

CDC predicts that 1 

out of 3 children 

born in this decade 

will become 

diabetic in their 

lifetime



UC Berkeley Center for Weight & 

Health was created in 1999

To provide leadership for the 
development of interdisciplinary, 
science-based solutions to weight 
and weight-related health  
problems

Prof. Patricia Crawford, DrPH, 
RD, Director
University of California at Berkeley
Dr. Robert C. & Veronica Atkins

Center for Weight and Health



CWH conducts and translates 

evaluation research to support the field 

and the community

ÁSynthesizingliterature and disseminating

implications and lessons 

ÁProvidingtechnical/assistance for 

development of  interventions 

ÁEvaluatingpolicy and community 

interventions



Helping to clarify the dietary objectives of 

obesity prevention byé 

Conducting a review of the literature on 

dietary determinants of obesity



Dietary Determinants of

Energy Imbalance

Â Four types of evidence

Â Studies published 1992-2003 and updated on 
sweetened beverages through 2008

National food trends Mechanism studies

Observational studies Prevention trials

University of California, Berkeley



Example: Evidence re Sweetened 

Drinks
Intake 

Trend?

Plausible 

Mechanism?

Positive 

Association 

with 

Overweight?

Prevention 

Intervention

Impact?

Yes Yes Yes

ÅLongitudinal

ÅNationally 

representative

Yes

Conclusion:
High sweetened drink intake is contributing 

to overweight.

University of California, Berkeley



Editorial published 
2008é.advising limits of 1 soft 
drink per week!

Â How Discretionary Can We Be with 
Sweetened Beverages for Children ?

Â

Â Patricia B. Crawford DrPH, RD ,  Gail Woodward -Lopez MPH, 
RD, Lorrene Ritchie PhD, RD and Karen Webb PhD, MPH

Â

Accepted 4 June 2008.
Â Available online 26 August 2008. 
Â

J Am Diet Assoc. 2008 Sep;108(9):1440-4. 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=MImg&_imagekey=B758G-4T9DCR8-F-1&_cdi=12926&_user=10&_orig=search&_coverDate=09%2F30%2F2008&_sk=998919990&view=c&wchp=dGLbVtz-zSkzk&md5=528b83c52976d7cb10189d708c49c6ec&ie=/sdarticle.pdf
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=MImg&_imagekey=B758G-4T9DCR8-F-1&_cdi=12926&_user=10&_orig=search&_coverDate=09%2F30%2F2008&_sk=998919990&view=c&wchp=dGLbVtz-zSkzk&md5=528b83c52976d7cb10189d708c49c6ec&ie=/sdarticle.pdf


A review of the evidence: 

strategies to promote healthy 

eating & active living: with a 

focus on policy opportunities 

in CALIFORNIA

Lorrene Davis Ritchie, PhD, RD

Kristine Madsen, MD, MPH

Karen Webb, MPH, PhD

Pat Crawford, DrPH, RD



School Interventionsé what 
is being done?



University of California, Berkeley

School Interventions
Â comprehensive food policy

Â Large food subsidies

Â Integrated nutrition curriculum with 
parent/family outreach

Â School gardens

Â Vending machine overhaul

Â Improved meal appeal

Â Water coolers

Â Pricing strategies

Â Earmarked subsidies to 
schools for fruits and 
vegetables

Â Portion control

Â Point of purchase

Â Recess before lunch

Â Farm to school programs

Â Food marketing/corporate 

sponsorship

Â Regulation of food outlets/vendors 

near schools

Â Lunch brought from home

Â Preschool and after-school

Â E-technology communication



University of California, Berkeley

School Interventions: evidence
Â comprehensive food policy

Â Large food subsidies

Â Integrated nutrition curriculum with 
parent/family outreach

Â School gardens

Â Vending machine overhaul

Â Improved meal appeal

Â Water coolers

Â Pricing strategies

Â Earmarked subsidies to 
schools for fruits and 
vegetables 

Â Portion control

Â Point of purchase

Â Recess before lunch

Â Farm to school programs

Â Limiting Food marketing/corporate 

sponsorship

Â Regulation of food outlets/vendors 

near schools

Â Guidelines re Lunch brought from 

home

Â Preschool and after-school

Â E-technology communication



University of California, Berkeley

Case in Point:  Shape Up Somerville
School Strategies*

ÂDuring School
Â Staff training

Â Classroom curriculum

Â Enhanced recess 

equipment

Â School foodservice 

Â School wellness policy

(Source:  Economos, 2007)
*Also community activities

Non-randomized, controlled trial in 3 communities in MA

Â Before School

Â Foodservice

Â Taste tests

Â Walk to school campaign

Â After School

Â Staff training

Â Curriculum 

Â Walk from school campaign

Â Home

Â Parent education

Â Family events

Â Childôs health report card



University of California, Berkeley

Case in Point:  Shape Up Somerville

(Source:  Economos, 2007)
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University of California, Berkeley

Case in Point: 

CWH Fresh Start Evaluation 

Study
California Fresh Start, the 
nationõs first state program 
earmarking funds to increase 
consumption of fresh fruit and 
vegetables in the school 
breakfast program, reimbursed 
participating schools 10 cents 
extra for each breakfast served. 

(SB281-2005-6)



University of California, Berkeley

Â Design of evaluation
-69 randomly selected schools

-Fruits and vegetable quantity, 
variety, and cost evaluated during 
program implementation 

Â Impact:
-Quantity of f & v offered doubled

-Quantity of f & v taken increased by 
130%

-Variety of  f & v offered and taken 
increased

-Schools with better food prep and 
serving facilities were more successful

Pass permanent senate bill!

(Source:  Woodward Lopez, et al 2008

Center for Weight and Health)

Case in Point: California Fresh Start SB 281

http://spendingsmart.files.wordpress.com/2007/12/bidwell_market.jpg
http://spendingsmart.files.wordpress.com/2007/12/bidwell_market.jpg


University of California, Berkeley

Worksite Interventions- what is 

being done?



University of California, Berkeley

Worksite Interventions
Multiple nutrition education & promotion activities

Â cooking demos

Â paycheck messaging

Â events/health fairs

Â contests 

Â classes/workshops/videos

Â peer learning, self help materials

Â Posters/brochures newsletters

Implementation of a comprehensive food policy

Â meal appeal

Â menu labeling

Â point of purchase prompts

Â pricing

Â catering/ meeting policy

Other

Â Family outreach

Â Farmersô markets

Â Food outlets around worksites

Â Employee reimbursement for Wellness activities



University of California, Berkeley

Worksite Interventions

Multiple nutrition education & promotion activities
Â cooking demos

Â paycheck messaging

Â events/health fairs

Â contests 

Â classes/workshops/videos

Â peer learning, self help materials

Â Posters/brochures newsletters

Implementation of a comprehensive food policy
Â meal appeal

Â menu labeling

Â point of purchase prompts

Â pricing

Â catering/ meeting policy

Other
Â Family outreach

Â Farmersô markets

Â Food outlets around worksites

Â Employee reimbursement for Wellness activities



University of California, Berkeley

Case in Point: CWH evaluation of 

Menu Labeling in Hospital Cafeterias

$4.31891Double Cheeseburger

Item Calories Price

Turkey Burger 305 $3.20

Garden Burger 234 $3.26

Grilled Chicken 

Sandwich

363 $4.00

Hamburger 443 $2.80

Cheeseburger 513 $3.06

Chili Cheeseburger 518 $4.06

Hot Dog 267 $2.53

Grilled Cheese 374 $2.13

Grilled Ham & Cheese 424 $3.46

The Grill

Week 4 Monday                             

Item Calories Price

Beef Burrito 

Casserole

Baked Cod

Cheese 

Enchiladas (2)

Cheese 

Enchiladas 

Combo (incl. 

rice, beans & 

beverage)

Pinto Bean 

Soup

279

115

518

N/A

136

204

$3.99

$4.25

$3.99

$6.17

$1.66 Sm.

$2.33 Lg.

Hot Item Entrees



University of California, Berkeley

Design of evaluation

Å 3 arm trial

Å Menu Boards plus poster= 2 hospitals

Å Poster only=1 hospital

Å No labeling = 2 hospitals

Å Over 900 recipes evaluated in 6 wks

Å 4 wks baseline, 4 wks labeling, 4 wks 
follow-up

Å Patron survey-5 hospitals

Å Electronic cash register purchases=2 
hospitals

Å Observation of purchases= 5 hospitals

Impact

Å significant increase in purchase of low 
cal side dishes and snacks

Å Majority want cal labeling

Case in Point: Menu Labeling in Cafeterias

Refine and disseminate

http://spendingsmart.files.wordpress.com/2007/12/bidwell_market.jpg
http://spendingsmart.files.wordpress.com/2007/12/bidwell_market.jpg


University of California, Berkeley

Community Interventions
Â Comprehensive social marketing 

campaigns

Â Food store access & in-store 

promotion

Â Price alterations

Â Restaurant/menu 

labeling w/ change in 

offerings

Â Community gardens

Â Farmersô markets

Â Change in offerings at convenience/corner markets

Â Rearrangement of product placement

Â Restaurant/fast food zoning

Â Local food systems and policy councils

Â Taxation of unhealthy foods

Â Comprehensive food policy and regulatory approaches

Â Regulation of advertising/marketing of unhealthy foods, particularly to 
children

http://www.sxc.hu/browse.phtml?f=download&id=1064622


University of California, Berkeley

Community Interventions
Â Comprehensive social marketing 

campaigns

Â Food store access & in-store 

promotion

Â Price alterations

Â Restaurant/menu 

labeling w/ change in 

offerings

Â Community gardens

Â Farmersô markets

Â Change in offerings at convenience/corner markets

Â Rearrangement of product displays

Â Restaurant/fast food zoning

Â Local food systems and policy councils

Â Taxation of unhealthy foods

Â Comprehensive food policy and regulatory approaches

Â Regulation of advertising/marketing of unhealthy foods, particularly to 
children



University of California, Berkeley

Design of evaluation

Å Foodbank inventory order sheets

Å 1 year before and 2 years after 
policy introduced

Å Grouped into food groups

Å Analysis by change in pounds 
donated

Impact

Å Soda donations decreased to 
<1% of total weight of donations

Å Candy donations did not change

Å Cake donations decreased

Next steps

Add other sweetened bevs to policy

Seek increases in donations of F/V

Case in Point: CWH Evaluation of 

Foodbank donation policy- ñno soda, no 

candyò

http://spendingsmart.files.wordpress.com/2007/12/bidwell_market.jpg
http://spendingsmart.files.wordpress.com/2007/12/bidwell_market.jpg
http://images.google.co.nz/imgres?imgurl=http://www.foodhelp.wa.gov/graphics/main/food/food_banks.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.foodhelp.wa.gov/food_banks.shtml&usg=__9SlIeNkwGrvtcoDkvXMfa2eZbeo=&h=401&w=349&sz=31&hl=en&start=6&tbnid=kFFT2qplrKbESM:&tbnh=124&tbnw=108&prev=/images%3Fq%3Dfood%2Bbanks%26gbv%3D2%26hl%3Den%26sa%3DG


University of California, Berkeley

Keep in mindéé..

Â Less evidence re Environmental and policy 

changes -difficult and less often evaluated 

Â Social marketing and education can get a quick 

win

Â Yet...Policies (legislative, regulatory, funding) 

are often key for initiating and sustaining change 



University of California, Berkeley

What to do?

Plan a portfolio of interventionsé.

Â Some with stronger evidence (tried and true)

Â Some with less evidence but more policy 

focus and potential impact (innovative)

For links to resources visit our website

http://cnr.berkeley.edu/cwh/



University of California, Berkeley

Thank you to é.

Â Conference delegates

Â Sponsors- ANA, Cancer Society, NZ MOH

Â Organizers, Julia Lyons, Ali Copeman

Â The Center for Weight and Health- a great 

place to work! http://cnr.berkeley.edu/cwh



University of California, Berkeley



University of California, Berkeley

Influencing     
Policy and 
Legislation

Changing Organizational 
Practices

Fostering Coalitions and 

Networks

Educating Providers

Promoting Community 

Education

Strengthening Individual Knowledge and Skills

The Spectrum 
of Prevention

Interventions 
need to aim 
high and be 
evaluated!



University of California, Berkeley

Considerations in selecting obesity 

prevention strategies

1. Strongest evidence

2. Reduces health inequities

3. Feasible (time, capacity, and cost)

4. Wide appeal/acceptability

5. Leadership/champions

6. Californiaôs strength in agriculture



For example, the Japanese

ÂEat very little fat

ÂDrink very little red wine

ÂSuffer fewer heart attacks than the 

British or Americans

To summarize some research 
on diet and healthé 



The French

ÂEat a lot of fat

ÂDrink red wine

ÂSuffer fewer heart attacks than the 
British or Americans



The Italians

ÂDrink large quantities 

of red wine

ÂSuffer fewer heart 

attacks than the British 

or Americans



Conclusioné

Eat and drink what you like. 

Speaking English is apparently what 

kills you!



Resources

ÂCwh website

Âetc



Thank you





× Key Dietary Factors with 
Moderate Evidence

1. Dietary fat

2. Whole grains

3. Sugar

4. Protein

5. Reduced fat foods

6. Eating out

7. Fast foods

8. Caloric intake

9. Energy density

10. Portion size

11. Fruits and vegetables

12. Dairy and calcium

13. Breakfast skipping

14. Sweetened beverages

15. Fruit juice

16. Eating frequency

17. Dietary variety

18. Snacking

19. Parental restriction

20. Breast feeding



× Key Dietary Factors 
Examined

1. Dietary fat

2. Whole grains

3. Sugar

4. Protein

5. Reduced fat foods

6. Eating out

7. Fast foods/eating out

8. Caloric intake

9. Energy density

10. Portion size

11. Fruits and vegetables

12. Dairy and calcium

13. Breakfast skipping

14. Sweetened beverages

15. Fruit juice

16. Eating frequency

17. Dietary variety

18. Snacking

19. Parental restriction

20. Breast feeding



Evidence of effectiveness as a 

basis for planning interventions

Â Evidence of effectiveness is not the 
only criteria for deciding what 
programs to run or policies to 
developé.but it is a good place to 

start é.



Case in point: UC Campus 

Promoting Tap Water VS 

Sweetened Beverages

http://images.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://2.bp.blogspot.com/_R4gXlIDAvmg/SdyzDN6fN-I/AAAAAAAAAuU/vmJc_YYhSko/s320/water%2Bfountain2.jpg&imgrefurl=http://nutritionnibbles.blogspot.com/2009/04/water-fountains-in-schools-pevent.html&usg=__0G_QyRsR5NAsF9NVihYOSiSjGtA=&h=240&w=320&sz=15&hl=en&start=13&um=1&tbnid=gcIp4rKmuvahcM:&tbnh=89&tbnw=118&prev=/images%3Fq%3Dwater%2Bfountain%2Bin%2Bschool%26hl%3Den%26rlz%3D1T4DELA_enUS311US311%26sa%3DN%26um%3D1


Case in Point Menu Labeling: Impact
Patron survey, KP cafeterias after 
menu labeling

Patron views Menu board PLUS poster  
n=334

Poster only
n=220

Noticed calorie info 69% 58% P <0.05

Influenced purchases 32% 29% NS

Info is useful 76% 70% P<0.10

Eating establishments 
should provide cals

88% 82% P<0.10

With cal labeling, KP 
helping me to look after 
my health

86% 83% NS

No disadvantages to 
having cal information

90% 88% NS



After seeing the calorie labels, patrons at the 

cafeteria with menu boards and posters bought 

more low calorie side dishes and snacks 

compared to patrons at control cafeteria

% target items 
purchased at 
baseline

Change in % 
target items 
purchased 
after 

P  Value for 
adjusted diffs 
between sites

Side dishes
Control site
Menu board site

68%  ( + 11)
79%  (+5)

-8%
+7%

<0.0001

Snacks
Control site
Menu board site

28% ( +6)
40% ( +9)

-8%
+1%

0.006

Entrees
Control site
Menu board site

79% (+4)

69% (+7)
+0.05%
+0.03%

NS



 

UC Guide to Healthy Catering



McDonaldôs Model Menu Board

Restaurant Menu labeling



1.Which of the following breakfast 

items that are served at Denny's 
restaurant do you think has the 

fewest calories :

A. Ham and cheddar omelet

B. Country fried steak & eggs

C. Three slices of French toast w/ syrup & 
margarine

D. Three pancakes w/ syrup & margarine



1. Which of the following breakfast 

items that are served at Denny's 
restaurant do you think has the 
fewest calories:

A. Ham and cheddar omelet 595

B. Country fried steak & eggs 464

C. Three slices of French toast w/ syrup & 
margarine  1000

D. Three pancakes w/ syrup & margarine  
650



Evaluating a 2004 ñno soda, no 

candyò policy in a large foodbank
donations of all foods (% total pounds)

Trends in Selected Groups of Donated Food 

February 1, 2003- January 31, 2006

All Vegetables

All Fruit
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All Snack Foods
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Soda donations decreased to less than 

1% of total wt of donations after the 

policy


