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Abstract: Ultra-processed food (UPF) consumption poses a potential risk to public health and may
be related to shelter-in-place orders. This study utilized the level of food processing as a lens by
which to examine the relationships between diet, weight change, and lifestyle changes (including
cooking, snacking, and sedentary activity) that occurred during regional shelter-in-place orders. This
study used a cross-sectional, retrospective survey (n = 589) to assess baseline demographics, changes
in lifestyle behaviors using a Likert scale, and changes in dietary behaviors using a modified food
frequency questionnaire from mid-March to May 2020; data were collected in the California Bay Area
from August to October 2020. Foods were categorized by level of processing (minimally processed,
processed, and ultra-processed) using the NOVA scale. Stepwise multiple linear regression and
univariate linear regression models were used to determine the associations between these factors.
Increased snacking was positively associated with a change in the percent of the calories derived
from UPF and weight gain (β = 1.0, p < 0.001; β = 0.8 kg, p < 0.001) and negatively associated with
the share of MPF calories consumed (β = −0.9, p < 0.001). These relationships have public health
implications as interventions designed around decreased snacking may positively impact diet and
weight management and thereby mitigate negative health outcomes.

Keywords: ultra-processed foods; shelter-in-place; snacking; COVID-19; diet; lifestyle behaviors

1. Introduction

The recent pandemic caused by coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) poses a sub-
stantial risk to public health. While stay-at-home orders [1] issued to protect individuals
from COVID-19 have limited the spread of the virus [2] and hospitalizations [3], they may
impact the lifestyle, dietary behaviors, and physical and mental health of individuals [4,5].
Furthermore, the shift to work-from-home labor practices has led to a decrease in time
spent outside the home and may alter daily habits [6–8]. Of particular concern during this
time are adverse changes to the diet attributable to the challenges posed by the pandemic.
One type of adverse change would be an increased consumption of ultra-processed foods
(UPF). Ultra-processed foods, as described by the NOVA classification system, “Are not
modified foods, but formulations made mostly or entirely from substances derived from
foods and additives, with little if any intact [natural] food” [9]. These exist in contrast to
minimally processed foods (MPF), which require little modification to become edible, and
are distinct from processed foods (PF) that use various types of preservation or cooking
methods to enhance taste and durability [9]. Consumption of UPF, whose low cost and
convenient qualities have been marketed by corporate food entities [10], leads to increased
caloric consumption and weight gain [11]. UPF consumption is a valuable indicator for diet
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quality given its studied relationship to several chronic diseases. Evidence demonstrates
that high UPF intake is associated with an increased risk of weight gain [12,13], type
2 diabetes mellitus (T2DM) [14], cardiovascular disease [15], all types of cancer [16], and
all-cause mortality [17–19]. It is worth noting that there are several potential benefits of
UPF consumption including their reduced cost, potential to provide important nutrients,
long shelf-life, and convenience [11].

Presently, multiple studies have aimed to characterize the effect of the COVID-19
pandemic on dietary and lifestyle behaviors, such as cooking, snacking, and sedentary
activity. Researchers have investigated the effects of COVID-19 public health measures on
diet, lifestyle behaviors [20–28], and weight change [20,21,24–29]. Studied diet outcomes
include specific foods, food groups [20,21,25–27,29], and/or scores of diet quality such as
the Healthy Eating Index-2015 (HEI-2015) [30] or Mediterranean diet adherence [22,24].
Much of the research in this area has been conducted outside the U.S., with a smaller
number of studies analyzing the effects of stay-at-home orders on dietary and lifestyle
behaviors in the U.S. general population [20,23,28,31,32]. The current body of research
shows a lack of consensus on the effect of stay-at-home orders on diet quality, with some
studies reporting an average shift toward increased quality [20,22,30] and others a shift
toward decreased [33] quality, while others did not identify an average change despite
a substantial proportion of participants reporting either improving or worsening diet
quality [25,28,34]. No studies to date conducted within the U.S. have focused on UPF as
a primary outcome or indicator for diet quality. Considering the potential detriment to
health associated with increased UPF intake, an examination of factors related to UPF
is warranted.

The purpose of this study was to utilize the level of food processing as a lens by
which to examine the relationships between lifestyle changes that occurred during regional
shelter-in-place orders, diet, and weight change. Specifically, we quantified the changes
in UPF consumption and examined the lifestyle factors that were associated with these
changes. Recognizing the potential detrimental nature of UPF to public health, we aimed
to examine the relationships between lifestyle behaviors and UPF consumption to help
inform public health strategies and prompt future research into the relationship between
lifestyle behaviors and UPF consumption

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Study Design and Study Site

This study used a cross-sectional survey design and was administered remotely to
participants. Study participants were chosen from a database of 8423 California Bay Area
adults that consented to be on an e-mail listserv used for notification of opportunities to
participate in research conducted by the Stanford Nutrition Studies Research Group. The
inclusion criterium was individuals 18 and over; there were no exclusion criteria. The
survey was administered in three phases. The first phase was a preliminary pilot test to
assess comprehension of survey items. From the e-mail listserv database, 500 individuals
were randomly selected to be invited to complete pilot testing; 88 chose to participate. Based
on initial feedback, the wording of specific questions and available responses were modified
to improve comprehension. The revised survey was then distributed to 2000 individuals
for a second round of pilot testing; 195 chose to participate. Following this phase, new
questions were introduced concerning self-reported mental health challenges, the presence
of children in the household, and whether or not participants faced adverse life events
during the shelter-in-place order. The final revised survey was distributed to the remaining
5969 from the listserv. All participants were briefed with a participant information sheet
outlining the procedures and possible risks of the study before consenting to take the
survey. No protected health information was collected, and participation was anonymous
and voluntary.
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2.2. Survey Description

This survey utilized a self-administered online questionnaire that was administered
via Qualtrics (Qualtrics, Provo, UT, USA; www.qualtrics.com (accessed on 20 August 2021))
and distributed via MailChimp (The Rocket Science Group LLC., Atlanta, GA, USA;
www.mailchimp.com (accessed on 20 August 2021)). It consisted of three components
(details provided in Section 2.4). Participants were first asked to record anthropometric
and demographic information such as height, weight, sex, income level, and education
level. Next, participants self-reported any changes in their behavior during shelter-in-place.
The third section of the survey was a self-administered, modified, two-part food frequency
questionnaire (FFQ).

2.3. Data Collection

Data were collected over a two-month period from 26 August until 21 October 2020
using questions asking about participants’ behaviors from mid-March through the end of
May, the period of time during which seven California Bay Area counties were ordered to
shelter-in-place [35]. This study specifically investigated a shelter-in-place order; although
quarantine measures vary dramatically in scope and implementation, they will be hereafter
referred to as “shelter-in-place.” Study staff invited participants to take the survey via
an introductory email that described the aims of the study and provided a link by which
to participate. Potential participants who did not open the email were sent a follow-up
reminder 24 h after the initial email. Upon beginning the survey, respondents were allowed
one week to complete the survey before entries were saved.

2.4. Key Outcome Measures
2.4.1. Demographic, Anthropometric, and Behavioral Measures

Participants were asked to complete a set of 11 questions to gather anthropometric and
demographic information on factors such as height, weight, sex, education, race, and house-
hold income. To calculate BMI, self-reported weight and height data collected in pounds
and inches were converted to BMI in units of kg/m2. Weight change was self-reported
using 7 discrete answer choices (originally presented in imperial units) to participants as
follows: lost > 4.5 kg, lost 2.7–4.5 kg, lost 0.45–2.25 kg, no change, gained 0.45–2.25 kg,
gained 2.7–4.5 kg, and gained > 4.5 kg (1 lb = 0.45 kg). Eighteen questions assessed baseline
behaviors such as physical activity and smoking status before the COVID-19 pandemic as
well as changes in behavior during the shelter-in-place order (Supplementary Methods).
Likert scales with five possible options were used for behavioral change questions. For
example, participants were asked how frequently they cooked during shelter-in-place and
were provided with the following options: “significantly less, moderately less, at equal
frequency, moderately more, significantly more”.

2.4.2. Dietary Intake

To estimate reported caloric intake, we followed the methodology of Jay et al. 2019 [36].
The first step in calculating the shift in percent calories across NOVA categories was
assessing pre-pandemic diet using an adapted version of the Harvard-Willett FFQ intended
to quantify food group consumption (Supplemental Table S1) [37]. For the purpose of
minimizing participant burden, individual items from the 178-item Harvard-Willett FFQ
were combined to create 21 items that represented a selection of the major food groups
of interest. This abridged FFQ was reviewed for content by 12 members of the Gardner
Nutrition Studies Lab Group, including registered dietitians and nutrition researchers, in
addition to the study team. The modified FFQ was created following the methodology
listed in Malan et al. [38]. Participants reported dietary intake using a range of servings
per day for each of the 21 items. Possible responses for consumption of each item in
servings included “Never”, “1–4 times monthly”, “2–6 times weekly”, “1–2 times daily”,
and “3+ times daily”. To calculate calories, the midpoint of the range provided was used,
except for the case of “3+ times daily” in which data were operationalized to 4 servings
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daily (Supplemental Table S2). Next, the caloric density for one serving of each item was
calculated (Supplemental Table S3) and multiplied by participants’ consumed servings
of each item. Calories for survey items in the same NOVA group (Supplemental Table S1)
were summed to determine calorie consumption for each group and percent of total calories
for each group.

To assess diet shift during the COVID-19 shelter-in-place order, a new assessment tool
was employed. Developed internally by registered dietitians from the Stanford Nutrition
Studies Research Group, this questionnaire asked participants to describe their changes
in consumption of each item from the modified Harvard-Willett FFQ using a Likert scale.
Respondents could respond that their consumption for each item increased or decreased
“significantly” or “moderately” during the shelter-in-place order, or that their consumption
for that item did not change. Reporting a “significant” increase was coded as a 50% increase,
while a “moderate” increase was coded as a 25% increase in the calories consumed for
each item. The same process was used for reported decreases. For “no change” responses,
calories were maintained at pre-pandemic levels. This system was applied to each FFQ
item, thus resulting in data that captured caloric consumption during the shelter-in-place
order. Using the same process as the pre-pandemic FFQ, calories were summed by NOVA
group and used to calculate percent of total calories for each group.

Finally, to assess change in percent calories by NOVA group, percent calories pre-
pandemic were subtracted from percent calories during shelter-in-place for minimally
processed foods (MPF), processed foods (PF), and ultra-processed foods (UPF). These data
were used as the outcome measure for diet change. Utilizing an approach that quantified
caloric shifts for each FFQ item rather than a simple increase or decrease allowed each item
to be properly weighted in terms of its caloric contribution.

2.5. Statistical Analysis

All analyses for this study were conducted utilizing the software R (Version 4.0.2, The
R Foundation, Vienna, Austria, 2021) in conjunction with RStudio (Version 1.3.959, RStudio
Team, Boston, MA, USA 2021). Stepwise multiple linear regression models and univariate
linear regression models were conducted independently using the same independent and
dependent variables to assess the associations between demographic factors, behavioral
factors, and the enumerated outcomes of change in MPF, PF, UPF, and weight. Stepwise
multiple regression models added and dropped independent variables in succession to
find the model with the greatest fit as quantified by the Akaike information criterion
(AIC); the model with the lowest AIC was selected and presented. Both models included
continuous independent variables whose data were captured using a discrete Likert scale.
The independent variables that were analyzed satisfied all conditions for multivariate
normality, homoscedasticity, and multicollinearity and were linearly related to the outcome
measures. Two-sided tests were used for association; significance was set at p < 0.05. Beta
coefficients from stepwise multiple regression models are presented in the text.

3. Results
3.1. Demographics

Of the 5969 potential participants contacted for enrollment, 812 opened the question-
naire, and 589 participants completed all of the survey, resulting in a response rate of 9.9%.
The participants were predominantly female (73.9%), Caucasian (73.7%), living in a home
without children (83.4%), and at least college educated (81.3%). Mean (sd) for BMI was
27.33 (5.85). Demographic characteristics are presented in Table 1.
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Table 1. Participant characteristics.

Question Response % (n = 589)

Sex
Male 26.1% (154)

Female 73.9% (435)

Race or ethnicity

Black 2.0% (12)

Native American 0.3% (2)

Asian 10.7% (63)

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0.2% (1)

Hispanic 4.8% (28)

Caucasian 73.7% (434)

Bi- or Multi-racial 5.1% (30)

Other 3.2% (19)

BMI (kg/m2) Mean (SD) 27.36 (5.91)

Smoking status Smokers 2.5% (15)

Parents of children requiring attention Yes 16.6% (98)

Self-reported mental health challenges Yes 35.3% (208)

Highest educational attainment

<Bachelor’s degree 18.7% (110)

Bachelor’s degree 36.5% (215)

Graduate degree 44.8% (264)

Monthly household income

<USD 1000 2.7% (16)

USD 1000–2499 5.4% (32)

USD 2500–4999 16.6% (98)

USD 5000–9999 30.6% (180)

USD 10,000–24,999 25.8% (152)

>USD 25,000 18.8% (111)

Exercise frequency

Never 2.5% (15)

1–4 sessions per month 11.9% (70)

1–3 sessions per week 32.1% (189)

4–7 sessions per week 46.5% (274)

>7 sessions per week 7.0% (41)
Continuous variables are presented as mean (SD). Categorical variables are presented as % (n).

3.2. Changes in Lifestyle Behaviors, Diet, and Weight during Shelter-in-Place

A large proportion of the participants changed their behavior during the shelter-
in-place order; both healthy and unhealthy behavior shifts were common (Table 2). As
expected, >80% of participants reported spending less time outside the home during the
shelter-in-place order, confirming that the public health order changed participants’ daily
routines. Notably, it was more common for participants to increase snacking, cooking, and
sedentary behaviors than to decrease these activities. Reported changes in participants’
lifestyle behaviors and weight are listed in Table 2. On average, participants decreased the
share of calories from MPF in their diet and increased the share of calories coming from UPF.
Finally, more participants self-reported gaining weight than losing weight; this finding
was consistent across weight change categories (0.45–2.25, 2.7–4.5, 4.5+ kg). Changes in the
percent of calories contributed by MPF, PF, and UPF are shown in Table 2.
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Table 2. Changes in lifestyle behaviors, diet, and weight.

Health Behaviors
Changes % (n)

Increased Decreased No Change

Lifestyle Behaviors

Takeout food 24.1% (142) 52.8% (311) 22.5% (149)

Ready-to-eat packaged food 14.4% (85) 48.9% (288) 47.6% (315)

Cooking 64.3% (379) 10.9% (64) 25.1% (166)

Snacking 36.7% (216) 16.1% (95) 47.3% (313)

Sedentary activity 67.1% (395) 9.7% (57) 22.8% (151)

Hours outside the home 1.5% (9) 82.2% (484) 17.2% (114)

Proportion of Calories
Consumed by Level of

Processing

Proportion MPF calories 35.3% (208) 50.4% (297) 14.2% (90)

Proportion PF calories 42.3% (268) 43.3% (255) 14.0% (91)

Proportion UPF calories 49.1% (289) 36.3% (214) 14.2% (92)

Weight

Weight 48.4% (285) 25.1% (148) 27.4% (181)

3.3. Demographic and Behavioral Factors Related to Diet Change

Changes in calories consumed by level of processing were associated with demo-
graphic and behavioral factors (Figures 1 and 2). An increase in snacking was associated
with an increase in the share of calories from UPF (β = 1.0, p < 0.001) and a decrease in the
share of calories from MPF (β = 0.9, p < 0.001). Increasing cooking activity was associated
with a decrease and an increase in the share of PF and MPF calories, respectively (β = −0.2,
p = 0.027, β = 0.4, p < 0.01). Finally, increased sedentary activity was associated with
an elevated proportion of PF calories (β = 0.2, p < 0.01). For all univariate and stepwise
analysis outputs including beta coefficient values, see Supplemental Tables S4 and S5.

3.4. Anthropometric, Demographic, and Behavioral Factors Related to Weight Change

Weight change, reported by 74.9% of the participants, was associated with anthro-
pometric, demographic, and behavioral variables (Figures 3 and 4). Stepwise multiple
regression models revealed that weight gain was associated with a moderate increase in
snacking (0.8 kg, p < 0.001), sedentary activity (0.5 kg, p < 0.001), alcohol consumption
(0.3 kg, p < 0.001), and ready-to-eat packaged food consumption (0.4 kg, p < 0.01), in addi-
tion to self-reported mental health challenges (0.5 kg, p < 0.05). For every unit of standard
deviation increase in the number of UPF calories consumed daily, there was an associated
weight gain of 0.7 kg (p < 0.001).
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Figure 4. Combined stepwise linear regression outputs presenting the relationships between be-
havioral, demographic, and anthropometric factors to change in weight in kilograms. This analysis
was conducted in six separate models for each type of calorie, separating factors into either demo-
graphic/anthropometric factors or behavioral factors. Changes in alcohol consumption, sedentary
activity, cooking, takeout food consumption, baseline exercise, and ready-to-eat packaged food
consumption were included in the behavioral model, while the remaining variables were included in
the demographic/anthropometric model. Factors dropped from models are not shown. Results are
presented as beta coefficients in kg with 95% confidence intervals. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.

4. Discussion

The primary aim of this study was to quantify the changes to California Bay Area resi-
dents’ UPF consumption during the COVID-19 shelter-in-place order and determine which
demographic and behavioral factors were associated with these changes. In summary, this
study found a divergence in health behaviors and outcomes; some participants engaged
in more healthy behaviors during the shelter-in-place order, while even more engaged in
more unhealthy behaviors. Average UPF calories consumed increased, while MPF calories
consumed decreased; more participants gained than lost weight, and a greater share of
individuals engaged in unhealthy snacking activity. Increased snacking activity was the
strongest factor related to an increase in UPF and a decreased proportion of MPF in the
diet, as well as weight gain.

The present body of evidence concerning the effects of shelter-in-place orders on diet
shows mixed results. As expected, the differences observed here and reported elsewhere in
the literature may reflect the heterogeneous experiences of different individuals, subpopu-
lations, or geographic regions during this pandemic. Public health measures and rates of
COVID-19 incidence vary drastically country to country and regionally within a country.
A study of Americans during shelter-in-place [20] reported a positive shift in general diet
quality. Conversely, a French, study showed a decrease in adherence to the French dietary
guidelines mainly attributable to an increase in consumption of processed meat, sweet-
ened beverages, and alcoholic beverages. Other studies conducted in the U.S. [28], the
UK [28,34], and France [25] show a divergence in outcomes similar to what was observed
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in our study, with some participants displaying healthier diet shifts and others reporting
unhealthy shifts in their diet [25,28,34]. While changes in the consumption of UPF during
shelter-in-place were reported by Deschasaux-Tanguy et al. and Smaira et al., there is a
paucity of available data on this perspective of UPF [25,39]. Our sample demonstrated
a shift, on average, toward unhealthy diet changes as measured by UPF consumption,
though great variation was observed as 46.6% of the participants reported increasing and
36.0% of the participants reported decreasing the share of calories accounted for by UPF.
This unhealthy diet shift was echoed in a study of New Yorkers [31] that reported an
increase in the energy density—a characteristic of UPF—of female participants’ diets. Our
study did not detect different associations of sex on UPF consumption.

Increased snacking activity was the most strongly related factor to elevated UPF intake.
One of two studies that specifically considered UPF consumption during the COVID-19
pandemic reported that those who snacked more frequently during the pandemic were
more likely to consume a high amount of UPF before COVID-19 [25]. The other study of
Brazilian women found that snacking and “replacing meals with snacks” were linked to
increased UPF and decreased MPF consumption [39]. Taken together, these data suggest
snacking could factor importantly into a dietary shift toward unhealthy foods. This is
further supported by a past analysis of snacking in the U.S. that shows UPF as the primary
source of calories in many snack foods [40]. The prevalence of increased snacking, observed
in more than a third of the studied sample, echoes previous findings identifying this shift
in European [21,26,27,34] and international [23] populations during shelter-in-place orders.

The effects of snacking were not limited to UPF. An increase in snacking activity was
associated with a decrease in the share of MPF in the diet and an increase in weight. The
2015 Brazilian Dietary Guidelines suggest that MPF form the basis of a healthy diet, with
special emphasis on plant-based MPF that have a low energy density and high content of
dietary fiber [41]. Identifying that snacking displayed the strongest link between decreased
consumption of healthy MPF and elevated intake of UPF further contextualizes the robust
relationship between snacking and weight gain during shelter-in-place [21,26,28]. While
increased snacking was associated with weight gain and observed in almost half of the
studied sample, a decrease in snacking was associated with weight loss and improved diet
quality. While increased snacking behavior can be viewed as concerning, it also poses an
opportunity for intervention. Past research has shown single implementation interventions
are effective at curbing snacking behavior [42]. Looking forward to future shelter-in-place
situations, further investigation and public health guidance against excess snacking may
provide an opportunity to improve diet and limit weight gain.

Weight gain has been widely reported during COVID-19 shelter-in-place orders [21,23,
26,27,34]. In addition to the relationship identified above between increased snacking and
weight gain, additional factors that were significantly and positively associated with weight
gain were sedentary activity and a positive change in UPF consumption. As previously
discussed, the relationship between UPF and weight gain is well documented [12,13].
More than two thirds of the participants reported increasing their sedentary behavior
during shelter-in-place, a finding replicated in the U.S. [20,43,44], France [25], and within
an international sample [23]. Moreover, out of these studies, the two that analyzed the
relationship between sedentary activity and weight gain found that greater increases in
sedentary activity were associated with weight gain [20,25]. Self-reported mental health
challenges, which reportedly increased during shelter-in-place orders in the U.S. [20], were
associated with weight gain in this study, a finding echoed in a prior study [26].

The strengths of this study include investigating changes in diet quality using the lens
of food processing, which has not been a focus of research during the pandemic and is a
topic of growing clinical importance. Furthermore, this study collected data on a range of
lifestyle behaviors that were strongly related to changes in diet quality and weight gain.

There were several limitations to this research. First, the participants were drawn from
a convenience sample of individuals who agreed to be contacted for nutrition research
purposes, which biased the sample toward individuals more interested in nutrition. Ad-
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ditionally, sampling exclusively California Bay Area residents, who were predominantly
women and white, limited the generalizability of this study. Second, the survey tool utilized
for this study was non-exhaustive and abridged. Thus, the survey did not capture all possi-
ble changes in participants’ diets and has not been as extensively validated as the original
Harvard-Willett FFQ. To limit participant burden, the modified FFQ was administered
once to assess caloric intake of specified food groups before shelter-in-place with options
for participants to note which items changed. Thus, the collected data allowed the team to
assess trends in diet shift during shelter-in-place though not a specific value to represent
caloric change for each participant’s response. However, the survey included food group-
ings that were carefully selected to represent major contributors to and differentiators of
MPF, PF, and UPF, the outcomes of focus in this study. Finally, the measured response rate
for our survey was low, <10% [45].

In conclusion, this study identified significant relationships between UPF consump-
tion and recommends that individuals curb snacking activity and sedentary behaviors
and increase cooking activity during shelter-in-place. Individuals facing mental health
challenges may be especially vulnerable to detrimental health changes that occur during
shelter-in-place. Looking forward to potential future shelter-in-place orders, there exists the
potential that individuals will further change lifestyle behaviors and spend more time at
home [7]. Considering this, future investigations focused on the efficacy and dietary effects
of increasing cooking and decreasing snacking behaviors could inform future approaches
aimed at mitigating the public health threats that accompany shelter-in-place orders. Fur-
thermore, interventions to support individuals suffering from mental health challenges
during shelter-in-place would inform factors affecting diet quality and aid clinicians in
improving both diet and mental health outcomes in stay-at-home.
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.3390/foods10112553/s1, Supplemental Table S1: Food groups and items included in the original FFQ
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Author Contributions: Conceptualization, W.S. and C.D.G.; methodology, W.S., C.D.G. and K.M.C.;
formal analysis, W.S. and K.M.C.; writing—original draft preparation, W.S. and M.J.L.; writing—review
and editing, W.S., M.J.L., K.M.C., A.M. and C.D.G.; visualization, W.S.; supervision, C.D.G.; project
administration, W.S. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: MJL was supported by a training grant from the NIH National Heart, Lung, and Blood
Institute (T32 HL007034).

Institutional Review Board Statement: This study was conducted in accordance with the Decla-
ration of Helsinki, and the protocols were approved by the Stanford Institutional Review Board
(protocol #57537) on 23 July 2020. This study was categorized as exempt, and a study information
sheet was provided to participants.

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.

Data Availability Statement: The data that support the findings of this study are available from the
corresponding author (CDG) upon reasonable request.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Gostin, L.O.; Wiley, L.F. Governmental Public Health Powers During the COVID-19 Pandemic: Stay-at-home Orders, Business

Closures, and Travel Restrictions. JAMA 2020, 323, 2. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
2. Kanu, F.A.; Smith, E.E.; Offutt-Powell, T.; Hong, R.; Delaware Case Investigation and Contact Tracing Teams; Dinh, T.; Pevzner, E.

Declines in SARS-CoV-2 Transmission, Hospitalizations, and Mortality After Implementation of Mitigation Measures—Delaware,
March–June 2020. MMWR Morb. Mortal. Wkly. Rep. 2020, 69, 1691–1694. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

3. Sen, S.; Karaca-Mandic, P.; Georgiou, A. Association of Stay-at-Home Orders with COVID-19 Hospitalizations in 4 States. JAMA
2020, 323, 2522. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/foods10112553/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/foods10112553/s1
http://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2020.5460
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32239184
http://doi.org/10.15585/mmwr.mm6945e1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33180757
http://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2020.9176
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32459287


Foods 2021, 10, 2553 12 of 13

4. Brooks, S.K.; Webster, R.K.; Smith, L.E.; Woodland, L.; Wessely, S.; Greenberg, N.; Rubin, G.J. The psychological impact of
quarantine and how to reduce it: Rapid review of the evidence. Lancet 2020, 395, 912–920. [CrossRef]

5. Pfefferbaum, B.; North, C.S. Mental Health and the Covid-19 Pandemic. N. Engl. J. Med. 2020, 383, 510–512. [CrossRef]
6. Brynjolfsson, E.; Horton, J.; Ozimek, A. COVID-19 and Remote Work: An Early Look at US Data; National Bureau of Economic

Research: Boston, MA, USA, 2020; Volume 3.
7. Ozimek, A. The Future of Remote Work. SSRN J. 2020. [CrossRef]
8. Bick, A.; Blandin, A.; Mertens, K. Work from Home after the COVID-19 Outbreak; Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas: Dallas, TX, USA,

2020; Volume 23.
9. Monteiro, C.A.; Cannon, G.; Moubarac, J.-C.; Levy, R.B.; Louzada, M.L.C.; Jaime, P.C. The UN Decade of Nutrition, the NOVA

food classification and the trouble with ultra-processing. Public Health Nutr. 2018, 21, 5–17. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
10. White, M.; Nieto, C.; Barquera, S. Good Deeds and Cheap Marketing: The Food Industry in the Time of COVID-19. Obesity 2020,

28, 1578–1579. [CrossRef]
11. Hall, K.D.; Ayuketah, A.; Brychta, R.; Cai, H.; Cassimatis, T.; Chen, K.Y.; Chung, S.T.; Costa, E.; Courville, A.; Darcey, V.; et al.

Ultra-Processed Diets Cause Excess Calorie Intake and Weight Gain: An Inpatient Randomized Controlled Trial of Ad Libitum
Food Intake. Cell Metab. 2019, 30, 67–77.e3. [CrossRef]

12. Elizabeth, L.; Machado, P.; Zinöcker, M.; Baker, P.; Lawrence, M. Ultra-Processed Foods and Health Outcomes: A Narrative
Review. Nutrients 2020, 12, 1955. [CrossRef]

13. Askari, M.; Heshmati, J.; Shahinfar, H.; Tripathi, N.; Daneshzad, E. Ultra-processed food and the risk of overweight and obesity:
A systematic review and meta-analysis of observational studies. Int. J. Obes. 2020, 44, 2080–2091. [CrossRef]

14. Srour, B.; Fezeu, L.K.; Kesse-Guyot, E.; Alles, B.; Debras, C.; Druesne-Pecollo, N.; Chazelas, E.; Deschasaux, M.; Hercberg, S.;
Galan, P.; et al. Ultraprocessed Food Consumption and Risk of Type 2 Diabetes among Participants of the NutriNet-Santé
Prospective Cohort. JAMA Intern. Med. 2020, 180, 283. [CrossRef]

15. Srour, B.; Fezeu, L.K.; Kesse-Guyot, E.; Alles, B.; Méjean, C.; Andrianasolo, R.M.; Chazelas, E.; Deschasaux, M.; Hercberg, S.;
Galan, P.; et al. Ultra-processed food intake and risk of cardiovascular disease: Prospective cohort study (NutriNet-Santé). BMJ
2019, 365, l1451. [CrossRef]

16. Fiolet, T.; Srour, B.; Sellem, L.; Srour, B.; Sellem, L.; Kesse-Guyot, E.; Alles, B.; Méjean, C.; Deschasaux, M.; Fassier, P.; et al.
Consumption of ultra-processed foods and cancer risk: Results from NutriNet-Santé prospective cohort. BMJ 2018, 360, k322.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

17. Schnabel, L.; Kesse-Guyot, E.; Allès, B.; Touvier, M.; Srour, B.; Hercberg, S.; Buscail, C.; Julia, C. Association between Ultra-
processed Food Consumption and Risk of Mortality Among Middle-aged Adults in France. JAMA Intern. Med. 2019, 179, 490.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

18. Kim, H.; Hu, E.A.; Rebholz, C.M. Ultra-processed food intake and mortality in the USA: Results from the Third National Health
and Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES III, 1988–1994). Public Health Nutr. 2019, 22, 1777–1785. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

19. Blanco-Rojo, R.; Sandoval-Insausti, H.; López-Garcia, E.; Graciani, A.; Ordovás, J.M.; Banegas, J.R.; Rodríguez-Artalejo, F.;
Guallar-Castillón, P. Consumption of Ultra-Processed Foods and Mortality: A National Prospective Cohort in Spain. Mayo Clin.
Proc. 2019, 94, 2178–2188. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

20. Flanagan, E.W.; Beyl, R.A.; Fearnbach, S.N.; Altazan, A.D.; Martin, C.K.; Redman, L.M. The Impact of COVID-19 Stay-At-Home
Orders on Health Behaviors in Adults. Obesity 2021, 29, 438–445. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

21. Kriaucioniene, V.; Bagdonaviciene, L.; Rodríguez-Pérez, C.; Petkeviciene, J. Associations between Changes in Health Behaviours
and Body Weight during the COVID-19 Quarantine in Lithuania: The Lithuanian COVIDiet Study. Nutrients 2020, 12, 3119.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

22. Rodríguez-Pérez, C.; Molina-Montes, E.; Verardo, V.; Artacho, R.; García-Villanova, B.; Guerra-Hernández, E.; Ruíz-López, M.D.
Changes in Dietary Behaviours during the COVID-19 Outbreak Confinement in the Spanish COVIDiet Study. Nutrients 2020, 12,
1730. [CrossRef]

23. Ammar, A.; Brach, M.; Trabelsi, K.; Chtourou, H.; Boukhris, O.; Masmoudi, L.; Bouaziz, B.; Bentlage, E.; How, D.; Ahmed, M.; et al.
Effects of COVID-19 Home Confinement on Eating Behaviour and Physical Activity: Results of the ECLB-COVID19 International
Online Survey. Nutrients 2020, 12, 1583. [CrossRef]

24. Di Renzo, L.; Gualtieri, P.; Pivari, F.; Soldati, L.; Attina, A.; Cinelli, G.; Leggeri, C.; Caparello, G.; Barrea, L.; Scerbo, F.; et al. Eating
habits and lifestyle changes during COVID-19 lockdown: An Italian survey. J. Transl. Med. 2020, 18, 229. [CrossRef]

25. Deschasaux-Tanguy, M.; Druesne-Pecollo, N.; Esseddik, Y.; de Edelenyi, F.S.; Alles, B.; Andreeva, V.; Baudry, J.; Charreire,
H.; Deschamps, V.; Egnell, M.; et al. Diet and physical activity during the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) lockdown
(March–May 2020): Results from the French NutriNet-Santé cohort study. Am. J. Clin. Nutr. 2021, 113, 924–938. [CrossRef]

26. Pellegrini, M.; Ponzo, V.; Rosato, R.; Scumaci, E.; Goitre, I.; Benso, A.; Belcastro, S.; Crespi, C.; De Michieli, F.; Ghigo, E.; et al.
Changes in Weight and Nutritional Habits in Adults with Obesity during the “Lockdown” Period Caused by the COVID-19
Virus Emergency. Nutrients 2020, 12, 2016. [CrossRef]

27. Sidor, A.; Rzymski, P. Dietary Choices and Habits during COVID-19 Lockdown: Experience from Poland. Nutrients 2020, 12, 1657.
[CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(20)30460-8
http://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMp2008017
http://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3638597
http://doi.org/10.1017/S1368980017000234
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28322183
http://doi.org/10.1002/oby.22910
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cmet.2019.05.008
http://doi.org/10.3390/nu12071955
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41366-020-00650-z
http://doi.org/10.1001/jamainternmed.2019.5942
http://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.l1451
http://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.k322
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29444771
http://doi.org/10.1001/jamainternmed.2018.7289
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30742202
http://doi.org/10.1017/S1368980018003890
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30789115
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.mayocp.2019.03.035
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31623843
http://doi.org/10.1002/oby.23066
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33043562
http://doi.org/10.3390/nu12103119
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33065991
http://doi.org/10.3390/nu12061730
http://doi.org/10.3390/nu12061583
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12967-020-02399-5
http://doi.org/10.1093/ajcn/nqaa336
http://doi.org/10.3390/nu12072016
http://doi.org/10.3390/nu12061657


Foods 2021, 10, 2553 13 of 13

28. Mazidii, M.; Leeming, E.; Merino, J.; Nguyen, L.; Selvachandran, S.; Maher, T.; Kadé, K.; Murray, B.; Graham, M.; Sudre, C.; et al.
Impact of COVID-19 on Health Behaviours and Body Weight: A Prospective Observational Study in a Cohort of 1.1 Million UK
and US Individuals. Res. Sq. 2021. In Review. [CrossRef]

29. Robinson, E.; Boyland, E.; Chisholm, A.; Harrold, J.; Maloney, N.G.; Marty, L.; Mead, B.R.; Noonan, R.; Hardman, C.A. Obesity,
eating behavior and physical activity during COVID-19 lockdown: A study of UK adults. Appetite 2021, 156, 104853. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

30. Lamarche, B.; Brassard, D.; Lapointe, A.; Laramée, C.; Kearney, M.; Côté, M.; Bélranger-Gravel, A.; Desroches, S.; Lemieux, S.;
Plante, C. Changes in diet quality and food security among adults during the COVID-19–related early lockdown: Results from
NutriQuébec. Am. J. Clin. Nutr. 2021, 113, 984–992. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

31. Poskute, A.S.; Nzesi, A.; Geliebter, A. Changes in food intake during the COVID-19 pandemic in New York City. Appetite 2021,
163, 105191. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

32. Murphy, B.; Benson, T.; McCloat, A.; Mooney, E.; Elliott, C.; Dean, M.; Lavelle, F. Changes in Consumers’ Food Practices during
the COVID-19 Lockdown, Implications for Diet Quality and the Food System: A Cross-Continental Comparison. Nutrients 2020,
13, 20. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

33. Marty, L.; de Lauzon-Guillain, B.; Labesse, M.; Nicklaus, S. Food choice motives and the nutritional quality of diet during the
COVID-19 lockdown in France. Appetite 2021, 157, 105005. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

34. Buckland, N.J.; Swinnerton, L.F.; Ng, K.; Price, M.; Wilkinson, L.L.; Myers, A.; Dalton, M. Susceptibility to increased high energy
dense sweet and savoury food intake in response to the COVID-19 lockdown: The role of craving control and acceptance coping
strategies. Appetite 2021, 158, 105017. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

35. Fracassa, D. Bay Area Shelter-in-Place Orders will Be Extended to End of May. SF Chronicle. Available online: https://
www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/article/Bay-Area-counties-extend-coronavirus-stay-at-home-15229291.php (accessed on 19
April 2021).

36. Jay, J.A.; D’Auria, R.; Nordby, J.C.; Rice, D.A.; Cleveland, D.A.; Friscia, A.; Kissinger, S.; Levis, M.; Malan, H.; Rajagopal, D.; et al.
Reduction of the carbon footprint of college freshman diets after a food-based environmental science course. Clim. Chang. 2019,
154, 547–564. [CrossRef]

37. Willett, W.C.; Sampson, L.; Stampfer, M.J.; Rosner, B.; Bain, C.; Witschi, J.; Hennekens, C.H.; Speizer, F.E. Reproducibility and
alidity of a Semiquantitative Food Frequency Questionnaire. Am. J. Epidemiol. 1985, 122, 51–65. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

38. Malan, H.; Amsler Challamel, G.; Silverstein, D.; Hoffs, C.; Spang, E.; Pace, S.A.; Malagueño, B.L.R.; Gardner, C.D.; Wang, M.C.;
Slusser, W.; et al. Impact of a Scalable, Multi-Campus “Foodprint” Seminar on College Students’ Dietary Intake and Dietary
Carbon Footprint. Nutrients 2020, 12, 2890. [CrossRef]

39. Smaira, F.I.; Mazzolani, B.C.; Esteves, G.P.; André, H.C.S.; Amarante, M.C.; Castanho, D.F.; Campos, K.J.; Benatti, F.B.; Pinto, A.J.;
Roschel, H.; et al. Poor Eating Habits and Selected Determinants of Food Choice Were Associated With Ultraprocessed Food
Consumption in Brazilian Women During the COVID-19 Pandemic. Front Nutr. 2021, 8, 672372. [CrossRef]

40. Dunford, E.; Popkin, B. Disparities in Snacking Trends in US Adults over a 35 Year Period from 1977 to 2012. Nutrients 2017,
9, 809. [CrossRef]

41. Alves Melo, E. Dietary Guidelines for the Brazilian Population; Ministry of Health Brazil: Brasilia, Brazil, 2015; Volume 152.
42. Verhoeven, A.A.C.; Adriaanse, M.A.; de Ridder, D.T.D.; de Vet, E.; Fennis, B.M. Less is more: The effect of multiple implementation

intentions targeting unhealthy snacking habits: Multiple implementation intentions. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 2013, 43, 344–354.
[CrossRef]

43. Meyer, J.; McDowell, C.; Lansing, J.; Brower, C.; Smith, L.; Tully, M.; Herring, M. Changes in Physical Activity and Sedentary
Behavior in Response to COVID-19 and Their Associations with Mental Health in 3052 US Adults. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public
Health 2020, 17, 6469. [CrossRef]

44. Meyer, S.M.; Landry, M.J.; Gustat, J.; Lemon, S.C.; Webster, C.A. Physical distancing 6= physical inactivity. Transl. Behav. Med.
2021, 11, 941–944. [CrossRef]

45. Keller, A. What is an Acceptable Survey Response Rate? National Social Norms Center. Available online: http://socialnorms.
org/what-is-an-acceptable-survey-response-rate/ (accessed on 20 April 2021).

http://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-179013/v1
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2020.104853
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33038479
http://doi.org/10.1093/ajcn/nqaa363
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33398347
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2021.105191
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33667497
http://doi.org/10.3390/nu13010020
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33374619
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2020.105005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33068666
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2020.105017
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33161044
https://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/article/Bay-Area-counties-extend-coronavirus-stay-at-home-15229291.php
https://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/article/Bay-Area-counties-extend-coronavirus-stay-at-home-15229291.php
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-019-02407-8
http://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.aje.a114086
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/4014201
http://doi.org/10.3390/nu12092890
http://doi.org/10.3389/fnut.2021.672372
http://doi.org/10.3390/nu9080809
http://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.1963
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17186469
http://doi.org/10.1093/tbm/ibaa134
http://socialnorms.org/what-is-an-acceptable-survey-response-rate/
http://socialnorms.org/what-is-an-acceptable-survey-response-rate/

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Study Design and Study Site 
	Survey Description 
	Data Collection 
	Key Outcome Measures 
	Demographic, Anthropometric, and Behavioral Measures 
	Dietary Intake 

	Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	Demographics 
	Changes in Lifestyle Behaviors, Diet, and Weight during Shelter-in-Place 
	Demographic and Behavioral Factors Related to Diet Change 
	Anthropometric, Demographic, and Behavioral Factors Related to Weight Change 

	Discussion 
	References



