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Abstract
Introduction: This study examined the association between California school nutrition policies and population-level trends in

childhood overweight/obesity by levels of urbanicity.
Methods: We used interrupted time series with Fitnessgram data on overweight/obesity from the period 2002 to 2010 pertaining to

African American, Latino, Asian, and White students in seventh grades who attended California public schools. We used multilevel
logistic regression models to examine the impact of the introduction of successive California school nutrition policies on overweight/
obesity prevalence, stratified by gender and adjusted for school district-, school-, and student-level characteristics.

Results: At the start of the study period, rural areas and second cities (i.e., population centers with lower population densities than
urban areas) had relatively low prevalence, but experienced sharp increases in 2002–2004, leading to higher prevalence of over-
weight/obesity than suburban areas. There was evidence of beneficial policy influences on overweight/obesity in most areas, except
for girls in urban areas and boys in second cities. The evidence of beneficial changes was strongest among children attending schools
located in rural areas, and boys in suburban and urban areas. These results persisted even after we accounted for differences in racial/
ethnic compositions, socioeconomic characteristics of the schools and school neighborhoods, and school sizes, as well as child-level
race/ethnicity, age, and student fitness levels.

Conclusion: Despite evidence of beneficial policy impact, childhood obesity prevalence remains high, especially in urban areas
in California. Additional policies and environmental interventions are recommended to address obesogenic risk factors unique to each area.
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Introduction

C
hildhood obesity is a major public health issue
across the world. Obesity in childhood is associated
with poor health outcomes in later life such as di-

abetes, cancer, hypertension, and atherosclerosis, as well
as premature mortality.1–3 In the United States, over 35%
of adolescents 12–19 years of age were classified as over-
weight or obese in 2015–2016, with obesity levels varying
across geographic locations and urbanicity.4

Policies to regulate ‘‘competitive’’ foods and beverages
(CF&B)—items sold separately from thus ‘‘competing’’

with federally supported school meals5–7—intend to im-
prove the nutritional content of CF&B and limit student
access to unhealthy foods and beverages in schools. Mul-
tiple national, state-level, and local studies have examined
the associations between these policies and weight status,
with varying results.7–9 A smaller body of research has
noted that the effectiveness of these policies in lowering
overweight/obesity differed across gender, grade levels,
school neighborhood socioeconomic status, or racial/
ethnic groups.10–17

Beyond individual characteristics, it is important to in-
vestigate how differences in place-level characteristics
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may interact with the food policies. Previous studies have
shown differences in the availability of CF&B and in the
presence of policies for promoting healthy lifestyles such
as diet and physical activity by urbanicity.18–21 There may
also be lower availability of policies that support healthy
eating strategies (e.g., banning food marketing and promot-
ing fruit and vegetable consumption) in rural/town schools
than urban and suburban schools.21 Differences in the levels
of financial and human resource availability may also influ-
ence the schools’ ability to adhere to new school nutrition
policies. Closer examination of area-level modifiers of the
influence of statewide nutrition policies can help inform fu-
ture strategies for obesity prevention based on localities.

California was among the first states to introduce CF&B
policies in schools, starting in 2004. Using statewide
student-level data from California public schools, we in-
vestigated whether the influence of CF&B policies on
overweight/obesity differed by levels of urbanicity among
students in the seventh grade. We hypothesized that the
policy effects would be strongest in rural areas. The find-
ings from this study highlight the areas in which the in-
fluences of the school nutrition policies may have been
weaker and where the obesity prevalence remains high.

Methods
We used an interrupted time series (ITS) approach to

evaluate the effectiveness of the California school nutri-
tion policies by urbanicity of school locations. In middle
schools, starting on July 1, 2004, Senate Bill (SB) 677
banned the sale of sugary beverages, followed by California
SB 965, effective on January 1, 2006, and California SB 12,
effective on July 1, 2007, which updated those standards to
include further restrictions on beverages (e.g., limiting milk
fat content) and snacks (e.g., limiting calories).

Sources of Data and Study Variables

Data sources. Each year from February through March,
public schools in California conduct physical fitness test
battery (Fitnessgram) and obtain annual measurements of
fitness as well as height and weight for public school stu-
dents in fifth, seventh, and ninth grades. High validity and
reliability have been shown for the BMI data collected in
schools vs. data collected by trained specialists.22,23 Stu-
dents engage in as much of the entire physical fitness test as
they are able to.24 Age, gender, race/ethnicity, and grade
information are also provided. Fitnessgram data from 2002
to 2010 were merged with information from geocoded ad-
dresses publicly available from the California Department of
Education’s (CDE) databases plus 2000 and 2010 Censuses.
The urbanicity information was obtained from Nielsen
company’s proprietary PRIZM segmentation data.25

Student-level variables. Child-level overweight/obesity
status was calculated from measured height and weight
using an established approach; BMI was calculated as
weight in kilograms divided by height in meters squared

and converted to a BMIz score, based on the CDC 2000
growth charts.26 Students were classified as ‘‘overweight
or obese’’ if their age- and gender-specific BMIz scores
were at or above the 85th percentile of the reference dis-
tribution.26 Other student-level variables included gender,
age (modeled in years), race/ethnicity (classified as White,
Latino, Black, and Asian), and fitness level (classified as
meeting or exceeding fitness standards vs. not, based on the
Cooper Institute’s guidelines for the time to run 1 mile).27

Pacer data were used to generate fitness classifications for
those students missing mile run data. Students with miss-
ing values for any of the variables included in the adjusted
models were excluded from all analyses.

Urbanicity data. Nielsen defined urbanicity of census
tracts based on population density and employment centers
and generated four classifications: urban (census tracts
located in areas that contain high density neighborhoods
and tend to be employment centers, and may expand into
densely populated areas outside the city limits); suburban
(those moderately densely populated, and while they are
connected to urban areas, they are not themselves popu-
lation centers); second cities (moderately densely popu-
lated, like suburbs, but differ in that they are the primary
population center of the surrounding areas), and rural
(those that have the lowest population density and are lo-
cated outside the outer suburban reaches of cities).

School-level variables. The models were adjusted for
several school-level variables because the implementation
of the policies may be influenced by school characteristics:
total numbers of enrolled students, racial/ethnic student
majority, and the percent of students eligible for free or
reduced price meals (FRPM). FRPM was used as a proxy
for children’s socioeconomic advantage since Fitnessgram
does not include individual-level socioeconomic informa-
tion and FRPM is associated with overweight.28 School-
level majority racial/ethnic student enrollment was based
on CDE’s data on the percentage of students in four major
racial/ethnic groups (White, Black, Latino, or Asian) at
each school. Schools were classified as ‘‘majority’’ for a
specific racial/ethnic group if 50% or more of the students
reported to be in one of these four groups. If no single
racial/ethnic group comprised at least 50% of students or
the majority of students were from a racial/ethnic group
other than White, Black, Latino or Asian, the school was
classified as ‘‘other or no majority.’’

School neighborhood socioeconomic variables. To clas-
sify each school according to the levels of socioeconomic
resources, census data for its surrounding neighborhood
were used: neighborhood income (defined and measured as
annual median household income of the residents within
the school’s census tracts); and residents’ educational at-
tainment (measured as the proportion of residents ages 25
and older, who completed 16 or more years of education
within school’s census tracts).
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School district-level variable. As an additional socio-
economic indicator, the district-level percentage of stu-
dents eligible for FRPM was included and categorized into
quartiles.

Study Population
In 2002–2010, the Fitnessgram dataset received by the

authors included 3,402,694 child-level records for White,
Black, Latino, or Asian children in the seventh grade. After
excluding missing data on variables included in the mod-
els (3.8%), 3,272,748 records, nested in 3017 schools, were
kept for the analyses. The study received approval by the
California Committee for the Protection of Human Sub-
jects and was exempted from review by the authors’ aca-
demic institutions.

Statistical Analyses
The distribution of student- and school-level character-

istics was estimated, overall and by urbanicity, using means
and standard deviations or frequencies as appropriate.

Models. Multilevel logistic regression models were fit-
ted, with child-level overweight/obesity as the dichoto-
mous outcome, to estimate the obesity effect of the school
nutrition policies and investigate the modifying effect of
urbanicity. The influence of state CF&B policies likely
accrues gradually over time; thus, the models estimated the
population-level annual changes in overweight/obesity
prevalence in the periods before and after the policies. The
policy effects were evaluated as the difference in the trend
comparing the period after to the period before the policies
took effect. This modeling approach fits within the larger
framework of an ITS design, one of the strongest designs to
evaluate nonrandomized policy interventions.29,30

To evaluate if the policies had differential impact on
overweight/obesity by urbanicity levels, the models in-
cluded two terms, one for year since 2002 to capture the
slope before the policies and a linear spline term with a
knot placed in 2005 that estimated changes in slopes after
such policies took effect and the interaction between each
of these terms and urbanicity classifications. The models
were adjusted for student characteristics, and for time-
varying school/school neighborhood- and district-level
covariates. Random intercepts and slopes (for year since
2002 and the spline terms) at the levels of districts and
schools within districts were included in the models to
account for similarity among students and for the possi-
bility of heterogeneity4 of trends before and after the pol-
icies took effect at the school and school district levels.
Random effects were assumed to have a multivariate
normal distribution with unstructured covariance matrix at
both levels. Separate models were fitted for boys and girls
because of the well-documented sex differences in growth
and adiposity.26

The model coefficients for the time and spline terms
and their interactions with urbanicity were combined to
obtain estimates and 95% confidence intervals (CI) of the

population-level trend before and after the policies for
each urbanicity and sex group. The model results are in-
cluded in Supplementary Table S1. The resulting trends or
slopes are interpreted as the annual change in the log odds
of overweight/obesity. In addition, the models were used to
estimate the prevalence of overweight/obesity for each
year of the study period after adjustment for covariates,
using p̂¼ exp X bð Þ=[ 1þ exp X bð Þð � These prevalence
estimates were then compared to enable net differences
in prevalence from 2002 to 2004 (change over 3 acade-
mic years in the prepolicy period) and from 2005 to 2010
(5 years in the postpolicy period). Analyses were conduc-
ted in 2019–2020 in R 3.5.1.

Results
Forty-six percent of the seventh graders in this study

attended schools in urban areas (Table 1). Latino students
constituted the largest racial/ethnic subgroup in urban ar-
eas and second cities, whereas White students were the
largest subgroup in suburban and rural areas. The percent-
ages of Black and Asian students were consistent with
California demographics, although smaller in rural areas.
The crude prevalence of overweight/obesity was highest
among students in urban areas and lowest in suburban
areas (Table 1). At the start of the study period, rural areas
and second cities had relatively low prevalence, but ex-
perienced sharp increases since 2002, leading to higher
prevalence than suburban areas, which experienced smal-
ler increases. These patterns generally held for each gender
separately, although there were some differences in the
patterns of crude overweight/obesity trends by sex and
urbanicity (Supplementary Fig. S1).

In suburban areas, school-neighborhoods had greater
socioeconomic resources than those in urban areas, second
cities, and rural areas. In urban and suburban areas, schools
had higher medians for the numbers of enrolled students
than second cities or rural areas, whereas those in rural
areas had the lowest (Table 2).

Figure 1 shows the estimated annual changes in log odds
of overweight/obesity by urbanicity of the school neigh-
borhoods before (2002–2004) and after (2005–2010) the
California nutrition policies took effect. Based on the
model results, the estimated trends in overweight/obesity
prevalence by urbanicity and by gender are displayed in
Figure 2. Overall, there was clear evidence of differential
influences of the policies by urbanicity among boys
( p = 0.02), but not for girls ( p = 0.2). During the baseline
period when there were no policies in effect, the over-
weight/obesity prevalence increased in all subgroups, with
the exception of boys in second cities and girls in urban
areas. In the period after the California school nutrition
policies took place (2005–2010), overweight/obesity sig-
nificantly decreased among boys in suburban areas and
plateaued among all other groups, except girls in urban
areas. The evidence of beneficial changes in overweight/
obesity trends (slope) comparing the postpolicy to the
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prepolicy periods was strongest for children in rural areas
[girls: b: 0.03 (95% CI: 0.01–0.05); boys: 0.03 (0.01–
0.05)] and boys in suburban [0.02 (0.01–0.04)] and urban
areas [0.02 (0.01–0.04)], and moderate for girls in second
cities and suburban areas. The annual log odds of over-

weight/obesity for girls in urban areas remained at the
same magnitude after the policy compared to before [0.00
(-0.01 to 0.01)], although the estimate had higher precision
in the postpolicy period. For boys in second cities, there
was no clear evidence of prepolicy and postpolicy change.

Table 1. Characteristics of California Public School Students in Seventh Grade by Levels
of Urbanicity, 2002 to 2010

Characteristics Urban Second city Suburban Rural

Total, n (%a) 1,493,368 (45.6) 643,759 (19.7) 769,510 (23.5) 366,111 (11.2)

% or mean % or mean % or mean % or mean

Age

11 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2

12 55.4 52.8 54.2 50.4

13 41.4 44 43.2 45.5

14 3 3 2.4 3.8

15 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1

Gender

Boys 49.2 49.2 49.1 49.0

Girls 50.8 50.8 50.9 51.0

Race/ethnicity

Black 9.7 7.3 7.4 3.3

Asian 11.7 5.6 11.1 2.9

Latino 59.9 44.3 38.5 42.7

White 18.8 42.8 43.1 51.2

Overweight/obeseb

2002 39.4 33.9 32.2 33.0

2003 40.2 35.7 32.9 35.2

2004 40.6 35.6 33.7 36.2

2005 41.6 37.2 34.1 37.2

2006 41.7 36.4 33.1 36.5

2007 41.4 37.2 33.1 36.3

2008 41.7 36.8 33.1 36.3

2009 41.2 36.7 33.2 36.6

2010 41.2 36.6 33.0 36.7

Physical fitnessc

Needs improvement 37.8 32.3 30.4 31.2

Meets standards 45.7 47.3 47.3 46.4

Exceeds standards 16.4 20.4 22.3 22.4

Authors’ analyses of the California Fitnessgram data.
aThe % by urbanicity in this row is based on the total population. For other percentages in table were calculated within each urbanicity subgroup.
bOverweight and obese categories are defined as having BMI z-score ‡85th and 95th percentiles in comparison to the CDC growth chart from

2000 and calculated using raw data on height and weight measures provided by the California Department of Education.
cThose categories are based on whether students exceeded, met, or did not meet the Cooper Institute’s guidelines for the time to run a mile for

each age and gender.
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Table 2. School-Level Characteristics by Urbanicity (2002–2010)a

Characteristics

Urban Second city Suburban Rural

Median Median Median Median

Free or reduced price meal program (%)

2002 69.8 55.2 38.8 57.6

2005 69.2 52.7 37.2 54.0

2010 71.8 54.1 38.9 53.1

School’s neighborhood-level education (%)b

2002 20.4 17.1 30.5 15.8

2005 21.1 17.9 30.3 16.8

2010 20.6 19.1 31.6 18.2

School’s neighborhood-level median household income (US dollars)

2002 50,160 46,507 65,139 39,792

2005 51,631 49,607 69,333 43,152

2010 54,055 52,988 75,962 50,134

Mean school enrollment (n)c

2002 873 826 853 271

2005 859 773 843 267

2010 795 731 805 272

aAuthors’ analyses of school characteristics databases, available publicly within the California Department of Education’s website.
bDefined as percentage of residents who have a bachelor’s degree.
cMean of yearly enrollment data across all years for each school.

Figure 1. Adjusted log odds of overweight/obesity per year (i.e., trend) within the periods 2002–2004 (baseline, no policies in effect) and
2005–2010 (after California School Nutrition Policies) by urbanicity by gender: seventh grade students. Positive values indicate an
increasing population-level trend in overweight/obesity prevalence; negative values indicate a decreasing trend, while values that are not
different from zero represent a plateau. The p-values are for the test of whether the annual log odds of overweight/obesity changed
significantly after the policies took effect, compared to the period before the policies were in place. Color image is available online.
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Discussion

We observed favorable changes in overweight/obesity
prevalence trends following the California school nutrition
policies for all urbanicity groups, except for boys in second
cities and girls in urban areas. The evidence of beneficial
changes in overweight/obesity trends between pre- and post-
policy periods was strongest among children attending schools
located in rural areas, and boys in suburban and urban areas.
While the policy influences did not fully mitigate the increases
in prevalence in the prepolicy period—especially the sharp
increases in rural areas from 2002 to 2004—the favorable
overweight/obesity trends are encouraging. Nevertheless, the
overweight/obesity prevalence among children remains high
in most areas in California, especially in urban areas.

A prior study found that the school nutrition policies in
California were associated with a lower annual increase in
overweight/obesity among the seventh graders overall.14

Our study builds upon those results by examining whether
policy influences on obesity varied in specific geographic
locations defined by levels of urbanicity. While studies
often dichotomize urbanicity levels—including suburban
areas from urban or rural areas4—the sizable and diverse
data used in this study enabled us to separate out less dense
second cities and suburban areas. Second cities, those with
lower population density, and suburban areas are distinct
from urban and rural areas in terms of environmental and

socioeconomic characteristics. Our analysis examined the
potential variations in the school policy’ influences on
obesity at a more granular level of urbanicity.

We observed promising changes in rural areas, where
the overweight/obesity prevalence went from increasing
to plateauing trends after the policies went into effect.
However, while we observed some evidence of beneficial
influences of these policies, the overweight/obesity prev-
alence remains high in rural areas. Previous research has
shown that rural schools may have less healthy food en-
vironments than urban or suburban schools,31 and local
policies governing foods and beverages may be weaker
and less available in rural than urban areas.21,32 Statewide
policies may have been able to improve school food en-
vironments in a more equitable manner across geographic
locations, but they may be insufficient to reverse the sharp
increases in prevalence in rural areas during the prepolicy
period. Factors outside school settings may have continued
to substantially influence children’s weight status in rural
areas. Longer distances from home to grocery stores33 as
well as difficulties in accessing supermarkets may drive
parental food purchasing decisions and subsequently in-
fluence children’s exposure to healthy and unhealthy foods
at home.34–38 Even when the school food environments
improve, these environmental factors unique to rural set-
tings may present barriers to maintaining healthy dietary
behaviors outside school settings.

Figure 2. Estimated prevalence of overweight/obesity prevalence among seventh graders by urbanicity of school locations and by gender
of students. Overweight/obesity prevalence estimates were derived from a logistic regression model, adjusted for student, school, school
neighborhood socioeconomic factors, and district-level percent of students eligible for free or reduced price meals. For each urbanicity and
sex strata, trend lines are shifted up or down on the vertical axis so that the prevalence averaged across all years matches the observed
overweight/obesity prevalence. These vertical shifts do not impact the slope of the trends. Color image is available online.
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Second, we observed weaker evidence of beneficial
changes among boys in urban areas compared to boys in
suburban areas and among girls in urban areas in com-
parison to all other areas. Food environments differ by
urbanicity39 and food environments near urban schools
may interact with students’ dietary behaviors, and thus un-
dermine policy effectiveness. Another possibility is that
some schools in urban areas may have had better initial
food environment within schools for both competitive
entrees and reimbursable school meals than rural areas.40

A longitudinal study showed that the increase in conve-
nience stores near school neighborhoods was associated
with higher BMI among girls and school children in urban
areas, but not among boys or those in nonurban areas.41

This may at least partly explain why we did not observe
changes in the upward trend in overweight/obesity among
girls in urban areas after the policies took effect.

Third, our analyses showed evidence of declining
overweight/obesity trends associated with the policies
among boys in suburban areas, highlighting the importance
of analyses disaggregated by place. This pattern among
boys may be due to prepolicy food environments within
schools, levels of policy implementation and compliance,
resource availability, food environments and consumption
patterns at home and outside of school and home settings,
and peer cultures. A national study observed the avail-
ability and purchase of CF&B in schools were higher in
suburban than other areas.42 Suburban schools in this
study on average had greater socioeconomic advantages,
suggesting that students at these schools may have greater
economic power to purchase CF&B items. In addition,
socioeconomically advantaged parents may be more likely
to limit children’s exposure to unhealthy food at home.43

Thus, schools may be one of the few places, especially in
suburban areas, where children can access, purchase, and
consume CF&B.

Finally, it is important to note that the crude overweight/
obesity prevalence data showed consistently higher prev-
alence over time in urban areas and lower prevalence in
suburban areas in comparison to other areas in California.
The high prevalence in urban areas seen in this study is
consistent with a prior cross-sectional study that used
California Fitnessgram data in 2010–2011,44 but is in con-
trast to a previous meta-analysis of US studies, which sug-
gested higher childhood obesity in rural than urban areas.4

The differences in findings may be partially due to the
ways in which urbanicity was defined in each study or
regional differences in patterns of association between
urbanicity and childhood obesity.

Implications for Research and Future Policies
While our findings support beneficial impact of the

California CF&B policies, additional work is needed to
fully mitigate the childhood obesity epidemic. There is a
need to strengthen policies to regulate the quality of foods
and beverages offered and/or sold to students in schools,

particularly among populations that have the highest prev-
alence of overweight/obesity.45,46 Greater availability of
multidimensional and cross-sectoral policies and programs
in high-risk areas can help build healthier environments
for children in communities, neighborhoods, and homes,47

and in turn promote healthy weight and increase overall
child health. Future research should examine context-
specific mechanisms that underlie the potential differ-
ences in policy effects across subgroups and geographic
locations.

Limitations
Although this study had the advantage of a large sample

size, the school nutrition policies were nonrandomized.
Thus, there was no clear comparison group since poli-
cies went into effect at the same time in California public
schools. The use of an interrupted time series design is one
of the strongest designs to evaluate nonrandomized policy
interventions; however, we cannot unequivocally infer that
the favorable changes we observed were solely attributable
to the policies. We were unable to account for local-level
policies that may have been in effect, which may explain
the observed findings; however, such policies and pro-
grams would need to have coincided with the timing of
the policies examined in this study. Moreover, information
on the implementation and compliance by urbanicity was
unavailable for the policies examined in this study, al-
though previous research found that, in California, com-
pliance with CF&B policies was acceptable (67% for
foods and 78% for beverages in 2008) and improved over
time.48 We removed students who had missing data on
covariates (3.8%); although given the large size of the data,
this is unlikely to materially change the findings..

Conclusion
To our knowledge, this is one of the first studies to in-

vestigate differential influences of the California school
nutrition policies on overweight/obesity by the levels of
urbanicity. The strengths of evidence and the magnitudes
of beneficial influences of these policies varied across
urbanicity groups. The evidence of beneficial influences
on overweight/obesity trends was strongest in suburban
areas, which also had lower prevalence throughout the
study period in comparison to other areas. Future studies
to elucidate area-specific mechanisms can support the
development of additional strategies to mitigate disparities
in childhood obesity by locality.

Authors’ Contributions
M.M. conducted the analyses and wrote the draft of the

article. B.N.S. developed the statistical plans, gave advice
on statistical methods, and prepared the datasets. M.E.A.,
B.N.S., and E.V.S.-V. reviewed and edited the draft. All
authors read the final draft. No financial disclosures were
reported by the authors of this article.

CHILDHOOD OBESITY January 2022 47



Acknowledgments

Anna Studwell at the Institute of Geospatial Information
Science at San Francisco State University prepared the
geographical data used for this study.

Funding Information
This work was supported by The National Heart, Lung,

and Blood Institute of the National Institutes of Health:
K01HL115471 and 1R01HL136718, E.V.S.-V.; and R01-
HL131610 and P01ES022844, B.S., as well as The Robert
Wood Johnson Foundation: 74375, E.V.S.-V. The funders
had no role in study design, data collection and analysis,
decision to publish, or preparation of the article.

Author Disclosure Statement
No competing financial interests exist.

Supplementary Material
Supplementary Figure S1
Supplementary Table S1

References

1. Park MH, Falconer C, Viner RM, Kinra S. The impact of child-
hood obesity on morbidity and mortality in adulthood: A system-
atic review. Obes Rev 2012;13:985–1000.

2. Kochanek KD, Murphy SL, Xu J, et al. National Center for Health
Statistics U.S. Department of Health and Human Services; 2019
Jun. Report No.: Volume 68. https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvsr/
nvsr68/nvsr68_09–508.pdf (Last accessed May 12, 2020).

3. Reilly JJ, Methven E, McDowell ZC, et al. Health consequences of
obesity. Arch Dis Child 2003;88:748–752.

4. Johnson JA, Johnson AM. Urban-rural differences in childhood
and adolescent obesity in the United States: A systematic review
and meta-analysis. Child Obes 2015;11:233–241.

5. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Competitive foods
and beverages in U.S. schools: A State policy analysis. Atlanta:
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services; 2019. https://
www.cdc.gov/healthyschools/nutrition/pdf/School_Nutrition_
Framework_508tagged.pdf (Last accessed May 12, 2020).

6. Ortiz DV. SB 677 Senate Bill—CHAPTERED. SB677 Sep 17,
2003. www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/03–04/bill/sen/sb_0651–0700/sb_
677_bill_20030917_chaptered.html (Last accessed January 23, 2020).

7. Chriqui JF. Obesity prevention policies in U.S. states and locali-
ties: Lessons from the field. Curr Obes Rep 2014;2:200–210.

8. Micha R, Karageorgou D, Bakogianni I, et al. Effectiveness of
school food environment policies on children’s dietary behaviors:
A systematic review and meta-analysis. PLoS One 2018;13:
e0194555 [cited Jan 14, 2020].

9. Welker E, Lott M, Story M. The school food environment and
obesity prevention: Progress over the last decade. Curr Obes Rep
2016;5:145–155.

10. Sildén KE. Impact of competitive foods in public schools on child
nutrition: Effects on adolescent obesity in the United States an
integrative systematic literature review. Global Health Action
2018;11:1477492.

11. Sallis JF, McKenzie TL, Conway TL, et al. Environmental inter-
ventions for eating and physical activity. Am J Prev Med 2003;24:
209–217.

12. Marcus C, Nyberg G, Nordenfelt A, et al. A 4-year, cluster-
randomized, controlled childhood obesity prevention study:
STOPP. Int J Obes (Lond) 2009;33:408–417.

13. Sanchez-Vaznaugh EV, Sanchez BN, et al. Association be-
tween competitive food and beverage policies in elementary
schools and childhood overweight/obesity trends differences by
neighborhood socioeconomic resources. JAMA Pediatr 2015;169:
e150781.

14. Sanchez-Vaznaugh EV, Sanchez BN, Baek J, Crawford PB.
‘‘Competitive’’ food and beverage policies: Are they influencing
childhood overweight trends? Health Affairs 2010;29:436–446.

15. Bauhoff S. The effect of school district nutrition policies on dietary
intake and overweight: A synthetic control approach. Econ Hum
Biol 2014;12:45–55.

16. An R, Guan C, Ji M, Donovan S. State laws governing competitive
foods and beverages sold in schools and childhood obesity among
children with special healthcare needs, 2007–2016. Am J Health
Behav 2018;42:124–133.

17. Foster GD, Sherman S, Borradaile KE, et al. A policy-based school
intervention to prevent overweight and obesity. Pediatrics 2008;
121:e794–e802.

18. Adachi-Mejia AM, Longacre MR, Skatrud-Mickelson M, et al.
Variation in access to sugar-sweetened beverages in vending ma-
chines across rural, town and urban high schools. Public Health
2013;127:485–491.

19. Metos J, Nanney MS. The strength of school wellness policies:
One state’s experience. J Sch Health 2007;77:367–372.

20. Schwartz MB, Henderson KE, Falbe J, et al. Strength and compre-
hensiveness of district school wellness policies predict policy im-
plementation at the school level*. J Sch Health 2012;82:262–267.

21. Nanney MS, Davey CS, Kubik MY. Rural disparities in the dis-
tribution of policies that support healthy eating in US secondary
schools. J Acad Nutr Dietet 2013;113:1062–1068.

22. Morrow JR, Martin SB, Jackson AW. Reliability and validity
of the FITNESSGRAM: Quality of teacher-collected health-
related fitness surveillance data. Res Q Exerc Sport 2010;81:S24–
S30.

23. Berkson SS, Espinola J, Corso KA, et al. Reliability of height and
weight measurements collected by physical education teachers for
a school-based body mass index surveillance and screening sys-
tem. J Sch Health 2013;83:21–27.

24. Meredith MD, Welk GJ. Fitnessgram and Activitygram Test
Administration Manual-Updated 4th Edition. Human Kinetics.
Human Kinetics; [cited Jul 27, 2020]. http://dl.icdst.org/pdfs/files/
2801e301e713d36f204bd16b56d7055b.pdf (Last accessed July 27,
2020).

25. The Nielsen Company. Selected Prizm Segment Distributions Data
(Census Tract Level). NY: The Nielson Company, New York, 2013.

26. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. 2000 CDC Growth
Charts for the United States: Methods and Development. Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services; 2002 May. Report No.:
Series 11, Number 246. https://www.cdc.gov/growthcharts/2000
growthchart-us.pdf (Last accessed May 13, 2020).

27. California Department of Education. Documentation of Changes
in FITNESSGRAM� Healthy Fitness Zones. 2013 [cited Feb 3, 2020].
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/pf/documents/hfzchanges1213.doc (Last
accessed February 3, 2020).

28. Wang Y. Cross-national comparison of childhood obesity: The
epidemic and the relationship between obesity and socioeconomic
status. Int J Epidemiol 2013;30:1129–1136.

48 MATSUZAKI ET AL.

https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvsr/nvsr68/nvsr68_09&ndash;508.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvsr/nvsr68/nvsr68_09&ndash;508.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/healthyschools/nutrition/pdf/School_Nutrition_Framework_508tagged.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/healthyschools/nutrition/pdf/School_Nutrition_Framework_508tagged.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/healthyschools/nutrition/pdf/School_Nutrition_Framework_508tagged.pdf
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/03&ndash;04/bill/sen/sb_0651&ndash;0700/sb_677_bill_20030917_chaptered.html
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/03&ndash;04/bill/sen/sb_0651&ndash;0700/sb_677_bill_20030917_chaptered.html
http://dl.icdst.org/pdfs/files/2801e301e713d36f204bd16b56d7055b.pdf
http://dl.icdst.org/pdfs/files/2801e301e713d36f204bd16b56d7055b.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/growthcharts/2000growthchart-us.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/growthcharts/2000growthchart-us.pdf
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/pf/documents/hfzchanges1213.doc


29. French B, Heagerty PJ. Analysis of longitudinal data to evaluate a
policy change. Stat Med 2008;27:5005–5025.

30. Shadish WR, Cook TD, Campbell DT. Experimental and quasi-
experimental designs for generalized causal inference. 2001 [cited
Jul 21, 2020]. Available at paper/Experimental-and-Quasi-
Experimental-Designs-for-Shadish-Cook/4e950e026f5199219facb
36d1886c3d096944f43

31. Finkelstein DM, Hill EL, Whitaker RC. School food environments
and policies in US public schools. Pediatrics 2008;122:e251–e259.

32. Nanney MS, Bohner C, Friedrichs M. Poverty-related factors as-
sociated with obesity prevention policies in Utah secondary
schools. J Am Diet Assoc 2008;108:1210–1215.

33. Calancie L, Leeman J, Jilcott Pitts SB, et al. Nutrition-related
policy and environmental strategies to prevent obesity in rural
communities: A systematic review of the literature, 2002–2013.
Prev Chronic Dis 2015;12:E57.

34. Morland KB, Evenson KR. Obesity prevalence and the local food
environment. Health Place 2009;15:491–495.

35. Morland K, Wing S, Diez Roux A, Poole C. Neighborhood char-
acteristics associated with the location of food stores and food
service places. Am J Prev Med 2002;22:23–29.

36. Morland K, Diez Roux AV, Wing S. Supermarkets, other food
stores, and obesity: The atherosclerosis risk in communities study.
Am J Prev Med 2006;30:333–339.

37. Franco M, Diez-Roux AV, Nettleton JA, et al. Availability of
healthy foods and dietary patterns: The Multi-Ethnic Study of
Atherosclerosis. Am J Clin Nutr 2009;89:897–904.

38. Dean WR, Sharkey JR. Rural and urban differences in the asso-
ciations between characteristics of the community food environ-
ment and fruit and vegetable intake. J Nutr Educ Behav 2011;43:
426–433.

39. Powell LM, Slater S, Mirtcheva D, et al. Food store availability
and neighborhood characteristics in the United States. Prev Med
2007;44:189–195.

40. Cohen JFW, Schwartz MB, Leider J, et al. Meal quality of entrées
that can be sold as competitive foods in schools and potential
impact of the proposed USDA rollbacks. Nutr Multidiscip 2020;
12:3003.

41. Jia P, Xue H, Cheng X, Wang Y. Effects of school neighborhood
food environments on childhood obesity at multiple scales: A longi-
tudinal kindergarten cohort study in the USA. BMC Med 2019;17:99.

42. Turner LR, Chaloupka FJ. Student access to competitive foods in
elementary schools: Trends over time and regional differences.
Arch Pediatr Adolesc Med 2012;166:164–169.

43. MacFarlane A, Crawford D, Ball K, et al. Adolescent home food
environments and socioeconomic position. Asia Pac J Clin Nutr
2007;16:748–755.

44. Strochlic R, Au L, Ritchie L. Is urban-rural location associated
with weight status in school children? An examination of 42 small
and rural Californian counties. Rural and Remote Health 2017;17:
3966.

45. Lott M, Miller L, Arm K, Story M. Rapid health impact assessment
on USDA proposed changes to school nutrition standards. Durham,
NC; 2020. https://healthyeatingresearch.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/
03/her-hia-report-final-1.pdf (Last accessed September 12, 2020).

46. Kumanyika SK. A framework for increasing equity impact in
obesity prevention. Am J Public Health 2019;109:1350–1357.

47. Mikkelsen BE, Novotny R, Gittelsohn J. Multi-level, multi-
component approaches to community based interventions for
healthy living—A three case comparison. Int J Environ Res Public
Health 2016;13:1023.

48. Samuels SE, Hutchinson KS, Craypo L, et al. Implementation of
California state school competitive food and beverage standards.
J Sch Health 2010;80:581–587.

Address correspondence to:
Mika Matsuzaki, PhD

Department of International Health
Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health

615 North Wolfe Street
Baltimore, MD 21205

USA

E-mail: mmatsuz2@jhu.edu

CHILDHOOD OBESITY January 2022 49

https://healthyeatingresearch.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/her-hia-report-final-1.pdf
https://healthyeatingresearch.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/her-hia-report-final-1.pdf

