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Hypelr-caloric diets

Twenty Years Ago: Today:
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Average consumption of sugar
Per vear, per person

Data source: Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations
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Sources of added sugars in the diets of US
population, ages 2 and older, NHANES 2005-2006

All other foods
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Yeast breads
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Grain- or dairy-———""_
based desserts

19% Fruit drinks

49 11% Source: Dietary Guidelines
for Americans, 2010
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Effects of an intervention aimed at reducing the
intake of sugar-sweetened beverages in primary
school children: a controlled trial

- Table 1 Overview of activities in the water campaign and regular health promotion programme

B mbisibine [ R e LT ET Dl
\ Effect evaluation: measurements & time points
j
‘ START INTERVENTION WATER CAMPAIGN
i May 2011
=

April 2011 September 2011 Jupe 2012
i BASELINE MEASUREMENT: END MEASUREMENT:
i - Questionnaire Parent - Questionnaire Parent
. children grode 3-7 children grode 3-7
. - Questionnaire Child - Questionnaire Child
! children graode 5-7% children grode 5-7
children grade 2-7* children grode 2-7

* Combined basefine measwement of the ciild guestionneire and the absersahions were necessary due o the duratian of the intervention over diffevent sohoal pears:
Questionnaire chid: haseline measerement in Apnl 2011 far chiéicren grades & ond 7 and i September 2011 for chifdren grode & fand children grades 6 aond 7 who were absent during the Aprd measorement)
Ohservotions: baseiing measwrement in Aonf 2001 for childvenr groges 3 Fand b September 2011 for children grode 2 {ond chilgren grodes 3-F who were absent during the Aord memsurement)

games involving water consumption, and a special water show provided by children’s ole models

For parents: storytelling about promoting water consumption, different fun games involving water
consumption and other aspects of water, including a water magazine for mothers; and promation by
water ambassadaors
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Assessment of Rolicy on a ban of S8B
Boston Public Schools
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A 88.3%
highsc

Percentage of Students

79.2% of

A Overal
Stan d a T Elemsantary Middla High All

n = 31,848) (n = &866) {n = 17,545]) [n = 56,259)

Type of School and Number of Students

] Access to noncompliant competitive beverages, including SSBs
| Access to nencompliant compatitive bewerages, but not SSEs

B Access only to competitive beverages that met standards

B Mo access to any competitive beverages

Mozaffarian BS et al Prev Chronic Dis 2016




Small
“Healthy
Picks™
Labels m
Vending
Machine o
San
Francisco
Kaner
Permanente.

Full calone
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“Healthy
Picks™
vendmg
machine,

Figure 1 "Healthy Picks' vending initiative at Kaiser Permanente Hospital, San
Francisco.

Wojcicki JM Acta Ped 2013
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Taxationreal life data



The WMHMEW EMNMGLAND JTOURNAL of MEDICINE

HEALTH POLICY REPORT

The Public Health and Economic Benefits

of Taxing Sugar-Sweetened Beverages
Kelly . Brownell, Ph.D., Thomas Farley, M.D., M.P.H., Walter C. Willett, M.D., Dr.P.H.,
Barry M. Popkin, Ph.D.., Frank J. Chaloupka, Ph.D., Joseph W. Thompson, M.D. M.P.H.,
and Davwvid S. Ludwig, M.D., Ph.D.

Children Adults
4004 400+
300 Milk 300+
g Sugar-sweetenad
beverages
¥ 200 200
| Sugar-sweetened
—
beverages
100+ : 100+
Juices
__m—8—=n
——8
o 0
1965 1977 1989 2002 2006 1965 1977 1989 2002 2006

Figure 1. U.5. Trends in Per Capita Calories from Beverages.

Drata are for U.S. children 2 to 18 years of age and adults 19 years of age or older. Data have been weighted to be na-
tionally representative, with the use of methods that generate measures of each beverage that are comparable over
time. Data for 1965-2002 are from Duffey and Popkin®; data for 2005-2006 have not been published previously.




Ounces of Prevention 8 The Public Policy Case for Taxes on Sugared Beverages
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The increasing affordability of soda and the decreasing
affordability of fresh fruits and vegetables probably contributes
to the rise in obesity in the US

Brownell KD NEJM 2009



Taxing Sugared Beverages Would Help Trim State
Budget Deficits, Consumers’ Bulging Waistlines, and
Health Care Costs

State Budget Deficits (FY2010) and Potential Revenues ]
from a Nickel-a-Drink* Tax on 2008 State Obesity Rates
SUQGF-SWEEtEHEﬂ BEVETGQES Siate o
o
State FY2010 Agnual New “e“’s';?r':"“e Alabams o
Budget Gap svenue of Budget Gap Arizona 24.8
Alabama $1,200,000,000 $111.000.000 0.25% Arkansas 287
Plaska $1,300,000,000 $16,000,000 1.23% California 23.7
Arizona $4.000.000.000 $155.000.000 3.88% Colorado 18.5
Arkansas $146.000.000 $62.000,000 48.58% Connecticut 21
California $53. 700,000,000 $875.000,000 1.84% Delaware 27
Colorado 5$1,400,000,000 $112,000,000 B 43% District of Columbia 218
Connecticut $4.100,000,000 584,000,000 2.05% Florida 24.4
Delaware $557.000.000 521.000.000 37T% Georgia 273
District of Columbia $800.000.000 514.000.000 1.75% Hawaii 228
Florida $5,800,000,000 $438.000,000 7.42% Idaho 245
Georgia $3,800,000,000 $231,000,000 5.00% Winois 26.4
Hawaii $675.000.000 531.000.000 31T% Indiana 26.3
Idaha $411.000.000 5$36.000.000 5.76% lowa 28
Minois $9,200,000,000 $302.000,000 3.35% Kansas 574
Indiana $1,100,000,000 $152,000,000 13.82% Kentucky 208
lowa $772.000.000 572,000,000 0.04% Louiciana 283
Kansas $1.400.000.000 567.000.000 4.79% Maine 352
Kentucky $1.100.000.000 $102.000.000 0.27% Maryland >
Louisiana $1,800,000,000 $105.000,000 5.83%
Maine $840,000,000 531,000,000 1.84% :?:'::‘;:"se“s ggg
Maryland $1.500.000.000 $135.000.000 711% TT—— e
Massachusetts $5.000.000.000 $155.000.000 3.10% nnesota_ -
Michigan $2,400,000,000 $239.000.000 ©.06% Mississippi 328
Minnesota $3,200,000,000 $125,000,000 3.01% Missouri 28.5
Mississippi $480,000,000 $70,000,000 14.58% Montana 23.0
Missouri $823.000.000 $141.000.000 15.28% Nebraska 26.9
Montana — §23,000.000 — Nevada 25
Mebraska $150,000,000 $43,000,000 28.67% New Hampshire 24
Nevada $1,200,000,000 362,000,000 5.17% New Jersey 228
New Hampshire $250,000.000 $31,000.000 12.40% New Mexico 25.2
New Jersey $2.800.000.000 $207.000.000 2.35% New York 244
New Mexico $245.000.000 547.000.000 13.62% North Carolina 20
New York 517.900,000.000 $465.000,000 2.60% North Dakota 271
North Carolina $4,800,000,000 $220.000,000 4.78% Ohio 28.7
North Dakota — 515.000.000 — Oklahoma 303
Ohig $3.300.000.000 $274.000.000 5.30% Dregon 242
Oklahoma $800.000.000 567.000.000 14.50% Pennsylvania 77
Oregon — $01.000.000 — Rhode Island 215
Pennsylvania $4,800,000,000 $207.000,000 B.10% South Caroling 301
Rhode Island $500.000.000 525.000.000 4.24% South Dakota 75
South Carolina $725.000.000 $107.000.000 4.76% S — 05
South Dakota 532,000,000 519,000,000 50.38% Texas 53
Tennessee $1,000,000,000 $148,000,000 14.80% Ty =
Texas $3.500.000.000 $581.000.000 16.60% T — T
Utah $1.000.000.000 $65.000.000 5.50% erma :
Vermont $272.000.000 515.000.000 5 40% Virginia 28
Virginia $1,800,000,000 $186.000,000 10.33% Washington 25.4
Washington $3,600,000,000 $156,000,000 433% West Virginia 312
West Virginia $200.000.000 $43.000.000 21.50% Wisconsin 254
Wisconsin 53,200,000,000 $134.000.000 3.10% Wyoming 248
Wyoming 532,000,000 512.000.000 40.63% Source: hiip . od gowbbesity/datairends him
Total U.S. $166,216,000.000 | §7,257,000,000 4.37% * A ca ovRes e sla —
* A “drink” is defined as a 12-0z serving.




SUGAR-SWEETENED BEVERAGES INITIATIVES SINCE 2009

Category i Location, notes
Excise tax States which hawve filed 19 AF, CA, CT, HL, IL, IN, KS, MS, NH, NM, NY, OR, RI, TN, TX,
legislation WA, VT, WA, W
Cities which have filed excise 8 - Baldwin Park CA
or business privilege (BP) - El Monte CA (BP)
- Redlands CA (BP)
- Richmeond CA (BP)
- Baltimore, MD
- Chicago IL
- Philadelphia PA
- Washington D.C.
Sales tax States which have filed 13 AF, CO, CT, MA, MI, MS, NE, NM, NY, RI, TN, UT, WT
legislation
Cities which hawve filed Seattle Wwa
School reduction Public schools: policy AL, CT, District of Columbia, MA, San Francisco CA
or elimination eliminating sale of SSBs on
school property
Public schools: restrictions on 23 AF, AR, CA, CO, HI, IL, IN, 1A, KY, LA, MD, M5, NV, N1, MM,
SSB sales on school property MNew York NY, NC, OH, OR, RI, SC, TN, TX, Wa, WV
Universities 1 University of Wermont: 1/3 of vended beverages must
meet healthier nutrition standards
Social marketing, City, county, and state social 31 | See Healthy Beverage Campaigns List
media marketing and media
campaigns, campaigns
pledges, contests | ggp art, essay and video 6 | See Healthy Beverage Campaigns List
etc. contests
Pledges and challenges to 16 | See Healthy Bewverage Campaigns List
reduce consumption
City/county Mutrition standards to limit 29 See Healthy Beverage Campaigns List
nutrition S5Bs or increase healthy
standards for beverages sold in city/county
vending vending machines and at
machines, other events
city property, Mo SSBs sold in city/county 12 See Healthy Beverage Campaigns List
licensed facilities, | wending machines or at events
and events Cities with enacted bans on 1 Boston MA
SSB sales on municipal
properties
Day camps: restriction on 1 New York NY
prowvision of SSBs
Preschools and/or daycare 1 New York NY
facilities: total ban on SSBs
Limit on serving Reasonable limit placed on 1 Mew York MY
sizes sizes of SSB served: ENACTED
Reasonable limit placed on 1 Cambridge MA

sizes of SSB served:
PROPOSED




Taxation on SSB Mexico

Taxeaed bevarages
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Taxation on SSB South Africa

Age

Change in average energy intake

in kdJ/person/day

(95% uncertainty intervals)

Change in BMI in kg/m2

(95% uncertainty intervals)

All

Female

-32.04 (-43.26, -22.43)
-45.78 (-80.14, -12.04)
-43.28 (-75.71, -9.64)

-43.02 (-74.37, -9.55)
-35.48 (-67.73, -0.89)
-35.45 (-68.67, -1.80)
-33.04 (-63.36, -0.15)
-a4a.0 B 07, -U.00
-27.73 (-57.71, 3.65)
-27.93 (-58.14, 4.07)
-15.98 (-45.74, 15.56)
-16.03 (-47.13, 16.83)
-16.23 (-46.99, 16.43)
-15.78 (-45.16, 15.29)

-0.17 (-0.32, 0.04)
-0.17 (-0.32, 0.04)
-0.16 (-0.29, -0.03)
-0.16 (-0.28, -0.03)
-0.13 (-0.26, 0.00)
-0.13 (-0.26, 0.01)
-0.12 (-0.24, 0.00)
1 024, 0.0
-0.10 (0.22, 0.01)
-0.10 (0.22, 0.01)
-0.06 (-0.17, 0.06)
-0.06 (-0.18, 0.06)
-0.06 (-0.18, 0.06)
-0.06 (-0.18, 0.06)

-0.19 (-0.35, -0.05)
-0.19 (-0.35, -0.05)
-0.18 (-0.32, -0.04)
-0.18 (-0.32, -0.04)
-0.15 (-0.29, 0.00)

-0.15 (-0.28, -0.01)
-0.14 (<027, 0.00)

T 027, 0.00

-0.12 (-0.25, 0.02)
-0.12 (-0.25, 0.02)
-0.07 (-0.20, 0.07)
-0.07 (-0.20, 0.07)
-0.07 (-0.20, 0.07)
-0.07 (-0.19, 0.07)




The Impact of a Tax on Sugar-Sweetened
Beverages on Health and Health Care Costs:
A Modelling Study
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Fig 5. Health care cost savings over time after implementation of a 20% tax on sugared drinks in
Australia.

Fig 3. Projected number of existing (prevalent) cases of disease prevented over time after
implementation of a 20% tax on sugar sweetened drinks in Australia.



Tax on sugar sweetened beverages
reduces the obesity rate: a meta-analysis

A Ninearticles met the criteria for the metanalysis6
from USA& 1 each (MexicoBrazil and France.

A Higherpriceswere associated with séower demand
for SSBs.

A Sixarticles from the USA showehat ahigher price
could also lead to a decrease in BMI, and decrease
the prevalence of overweight and obesity.

Escobar MA et al. BMC public health 2013
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