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Abstract 

Background  Community-based obesity prevention interventions (CBOPIs) demonstrate promise as effective, 
cost-effective approaches to prevent obesity. Whilst CBOPI actions often focus on obesity-related outcomes, they 
may also have positive impacts on climate change. Actions that simultaneously address obesity and climate change 
are known as double-duty actions. For example, switching to active modes of transport benefits individual health, 
while also reducing emissions from vehicle use. Support from CBOPI funding decision-makers is crucial for interven-
tion success; the factors influencing funding decisions are currently not well understood. This study aimed to identify 
factors that influence funding decisions within organisations, to determine whether funders recognise double-duty 
actions in CBOPIs, and which double-duty actions are preferred.

Methods  Potential participants with CBOPI funding decision-making roles were purposively sampled and invited 
to participate. Potential interview participants from government and non-government organisations were identified 
by search engine (Google) and invited via email to partake in an interview. Sixty-five invites were emailed and seven 
interviews with eight participants were conducted between April–May 2023. The participating stakeholders all had 
health roles; four State-wide and four local government. Semi-structured interviews with eight participants were con-
ducted over Zoom between February-May 2023. Interviews were transcribed using Zoom Transcription and analysed 
with the assistance of NVivo. Reflexive Thematic Analysis underpinned the data analysis and the Social Ecological 
Model was used to further develop the theory.

Results  Results suggested that participants recognised double-duty actions and believed inclusion of climate 
change action in CBOPIs would improve both intervention outcomes and participant acceptability. However, partici-
pants believed that stringent funding models limit flexibility to include climate change action. This could be mitigated 
by incorporating climate change into strategic health plans. Community partnerships may also be an effective tool 
to enhance double-duty actions in CBOPIs, as they allow participants to tailor interventions to community concerns 
including climate change.

Conclusion  CBOPIs that use double-duty actions to intentionally target obesity prevention and climate change 
action may play an important role in addressing two critical public health issues at the community level. Whilst CBOPI 
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funders are supportive of double-duty actions, modifications from strategy and partnerships may be required to real-
ise the successful implementation.

Keywords  Obesity, Climate change, Funding, Community-based obesity prevention interventions, Double-duty 
actions

Background
Obesity carries a significant disease burden due to its 
high prevalence and contribution to causing, or wors-
ening, many disease states [1]. Obesity was once viewed 
as solely the responsibility of the individual and a prod-
uct of individual behavioural choices. Now obesity is 
understood to be a modifiable consequence of modern 
society and systems [2]. Community-based obesity pre-
vention interventions (CBOPIs) use a socio-ecological 
lens to address modifiable risk factors through a variety 
of actions across multiple settings [3, 4]. A socio-eco-
logical lens considers how factors beyond the individual 
influence health and behaviours and articulates how poli-
cies, systems and community resources can influence and 
affect health [4, 5].

Community‑based obesity prevention interventions
CBOPIs are defined as multi-component and multi-set-
ting interventions, designed to actively target and engage 
a minimum of two different community sectors (e.g. fam-
ily/ household, media, community/ recreation centres, 
schools, after school activities, local business, local gov-
ernment) [6]. Key features of successful CBOPIs are the 
incorporation of community capacity building and the 
engagement of community stakeholders [7, 8]. CBOPIs 
have shown moderate success in reducing the prevalence 
of obesity, particularly childhood obesity, however the 
sustainability of CBOPIs and their long-term impact on 
obesity prevalence are challenging to measure [3, 9–11].

The primary and secondary outcomes of CBOPIs are 
usually measured by anthropometry (e.g. body mass 
index), diet (e.g. serves of fruit per day) and/ or physical 
activity (e.g. minutes spent being active/ week). Addi-
tional broader benefits that are not an intended out-
come are considered co-benefits. Co-benefits may arise 
from the intervention’s implementation (e.g. commu-
nity capacity building), or can be benefits that are addi-
tional to the primary obesity prevention objective of the 
intervention (e.g. a CBOPI targeting children may also 
improve the health of adults in the same residence) [12]. 
Measuring co-benefits may generate a more accurate and 
comprehensive picture of the impact of CBOPIs across 
communities. For instance, the Gardeneers was a CBOPI 
that aimed to increase fruit and vegetable consumption 
[13]. This study also collected data on the social and 

emotional co-benefits of the intervention, such as self-
management and social skills [13]. Co-benefit outcomes 
are less likely to be studied (using either qualitative or 
quantitative methods), may only be anecdotally recog-
nised or may not be recognised explicitly at all [14]. This 
may be due to a range of factors, including researchers’ 
perspectives of which co-benefits are most important, 
finite resources with which to conduct evaluations and 
consideration of time and cognitive burden required to 
complete data collection [15–17]. Climate change, like 
obesity, is a serious public health issue and together they 
form a global syndemic [2]. Syndemics are formed by 
concurrent epidemics that share drivers and related out-
puts [2]. The important links between obesity and climate 
change have only been recognised relatively recently and 
currently there is limited evidence on how they interact 
[2, 18]. Actions that simultaneously impact obesity pre-
vention and climate change are known as double-duty 
actions [2]. For example, energy-dense and nutrient-poor 
sugar sweetened beverages (SSBs) are commercially pro-
duced and distributed using large amounts of energy, and 
excessive packaging. Reducing SSB intake may reduce 
obesity prevalence through a reduction in kilocalories 
consumed, whilst reducing the green-house gas emis-
sions associated with their production, distribution and 
disposal of packaging. Studies focused on double-duty 
actions are a rapidly emerging field, as exemplified by 
The Lancet’s Countdown on Health and Climate Change 
series and other key recent publications on the global 
syndemic [2, 18–20].

Double‑duty actions
Double-duty actions in CBOPIs are implemented with 
the primary intention to reduce the prevalence of obesity, 
though some may also offer the potential broader ben-
efit of improving climate change [14, 15]. Double-duty 
actions have been identified as occurring in CBOPIs. It is 
plausible that if an intervention is effective and the effect 
is sustained over time CBOPIs may result in climate 
change benefits. Currently, this is hypothetical as limited 
evidence exists on how interventions targeting obesity, 
like CBOPIs, might implicitly or explicitly impact on cli-
mate change and other environmental adversities [2, 18]. 
To assist different stakeholders to recognise and explicitly 
incorporate double-duty actions in CBOPIs, the DoublE-
duty actions in CommunIty-baSed obesity InterVEntions 
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(DECISIVE) framework was developed [21]. A system-
atic approach was taken to identify and classify double-
duty actions to build the framework. The framework 
details nine double duty action areas, plus a final Other 
category to capture additional actions in this emerging 
area [21]. For each action area, the framework provides 
descriptions on the potential impact on both obesity and 
climate and example community-based implementation 
strategies for each double-duty action. DECISIVE may 
be applied to CBOPIs by stakeholders, including funders, 
implementers and policy makers, to recognise if inter-
ventions have elements of climate change action, and, if 
these elements can be promoted so CBOPIs can simulta-
neously address both important issues to improve public 
health [2].

Community‑based obesity prevention funding
Funding decision-makers may have a role in deciding 
which CBOPI interventions are funded for implemen-
tation in the community. Funding community-based 
interventions is complex due to competition for resource 
allocation, limited setting-specific evidence for the effec-
tiveness of CBOPIs, varying community needs and evolv-
ing government priorities [8, 22–24]. Funders, who are 
usually from government or non-government organisa-
tions must consider community needs, policies, existing 
and required resources, intervention effectiveness and 
feasibility of implementation in the community, as well as 
the political and social landscape [23, 25].

In Australia, community-based health interventions 
are usually resourced through state funding models [26]. 
Ananthapavan et  al. [11] and Lui [27] have both stud-
ied the application of economic evaluation by preven-
tion decision-makers, however to date there is limited 
research on what motivates and influences funding deci-
sions specifically in relation to CBOPIs. Given the mul-
tiple considerations and limited resources for allocation, 
decision-makers with funding influence have a challeng-
ing yet pivotal role in the implementation and continuity 
of CBOPIs [25]. Whilst the literature indicates that stake-
holders see the benefits of incorporating climate change 
action in CBOPI [28], it is unclear if funders consider cli-
mate change in their decision-making process and how 
this influences other factors they must consider when 
allocating resources.

Currently, to our knowledge, there is no literature on 
funder preferences for CBOPIs so it is unknown whether 
stakeholders with funding responsibilities recognise 
the potential impact that CBOPIs may have on climate 
change and if so, how they view the addition of climate 
change benefits. This study therefore seeks to determine 
if stakeholders with funding capacity in CBOPIs, rec-
ognise the potential for including double-duty actions. 

Additionally, it also seeks to understand whether the 
inclusion of double-duty actions changes how funders 
perceive the benefits of CBOPIs, and to ascertain which 
double-duty actions are preferred. The findings will con-
tribute to a better understanding of what funders per-
ceive as beneficial to CBOPIs, both in the context of 
climate change action and more broadly.

Methods
The COnsolidated criteria for REporting Qualitative 
research (COREQ) checklist for reporting qualitative 
research was used to ensure standardised qualitative 
reporting [29]. Semi-structured interviews were con-
ducted with funders or potential funders of CBOPIs. 
This study did not include research funding decision-
makers. Individual interviews were used instead of focus 
groups to provide an opportunity for greater under-
standing of the influences on stakeholders’ decision-
making and their perceptions [29]. Participants were 
recruited via purposive sampling based on their own or 
their organisation’s role in funding CBOPIs. Organisa-
tions that fund CBOPIs were identified via an internet 
search (Google) and researchers’ knowledge. State and 
local governments and agencies were approached as 
they most commonly fund CBOPIs in Australia so were 
identified as the most suitable participants. An interview 
invitation was emailed to the identified organisations’ 
general administration addresses, unless an individual’s 
email address could be publicly sourced. The invita-
tion detailed the interview topics and indicated that the 
interview would be held over Zoom for no longer than 
60 min. Complete knowledge of funding allocation pro-
cesses and financial jurisdiction was not a requirement 
to participate. Interviewees were not screened for their 
level of funding knowledge and any participant agreeing 
to be interviewed was included in the study. Participants 
from government and non-government organisations 
at state and local levels, from the eight Australian states 
and territories were invited to participate, with the aim 
of providing a broad range of views. Snowball sampling 
was also used, with participants asked to suggest addi-
tional participants both via return email and during the 
interview.

Interview invitations were emailed in February to 
April 2023. If no response was received, a single follow-
up email invitation was sent one week after the original 
invitation. For stakeholders who agreed to participate, 
interviews were scheduled at a mutually agreeable time 
with an interviewer experienced with CBOPI design 
and delivery (NW). Prior to interview each partici-
pant provided their consent to participate in the study 
via returned signed consent form. Interviews were 
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conducted online using Zoom software (San Jose, CA, 
Zoom Video Communications Inc).

Interview questions and techniques were developed 
to ensure consistency was maintained across the inter-
viewees. An interview schedule (see Additional file  1, 
Appendix 1) was developed by the lead author (NW) 
and refined with the research team. The schedule was 
based on current literature in the field, including the 
work developing the DECISIVE framework. The inter-
view schedule aimed to understand if funders and 
potential funders recognise interventions as containing 
double-duty actions and how funders perceive double-
duty actions as being viewed by different stakeholders 
or community groups (e.g. parents or older persons). 
Participants were asked questions about their experi-
ence with CBOPIs; factors considered in funding deci-
sions; prior consideration of additional co-benefits of 
CBOPIs; recognition of double-duty actions; perceived 
effectiveness of double-duty actions; perceived com-
munity engagement and acceptability of double-duty 
actions; and if the inclusion of double-duty actions 
would affect funding decisions. The nine double-duty 
actions as identified by the DECISIVE framework, and 
example strategies for each double-duty action, were 

emailed to participants prior to the interview for their 
reference (Table 1).

All interviews were transcribed using the Zoom auto-
mated transcription function and checked for accuracy 
and consistency by the lead researcher (NW). Each par-
ticipant was provided with the interview transcript to 
check and given the opportunity to redact any informa-
tion from the interview. A dual-staged coding system 
using the six stages of Reflexive Thematic Analysis [30] 
was used by two researchers (NW and JJ) to analyse the 
data, using Nvivo software (Lumivero, Denver, USA). In 
the initial stage, semantic codes were developed by NW 
using the research questions. A second stage of coding 
was then undertaken using Reflexive Thematic Analysis 
to deduce semantic and then latent codes [30] by NW 
and JJ. Further code development was refined through 
discussions with the research team, where discrepancies 
were resolved.

Finally, the Social Ecological Model was applied 
to review and interpret the data. A social ecological 
approach considers how social environments influ-
ence individuals’ choices and behaviour [5, 31] making 
it appropriate for the CBOPI community setting. The 
model was used as it identifies the constructs within the 

Table 1  Participant interview handout of DECISIVE double-duty actions and example strategies

Nude foods days: Events to encourage and support the consumption of fresh and unpackaged foods e.g. fruit. Other double-duty action: This category was 
intentionally added to accommodate additional double-duty actions that may be identified through the testing and development of DECISIVE in this study and 
beyond, as the health and climate change field continues to evolve

Double-duty actions Example strategies

Eat locally • Consume fresh foods
• Purchase seasonal fruit and vegetables that have less food miles
• Promote local food markets and ensure local markets are accessible to all community members

Eat more fruit and vegetables • Price promotion for fruits and vegetables
• Local government funding for school fruit and vegetable gardens
• Nude food days at schools and workplaces

Eat less ultra-processed food (UPF) • Restrict access to fast food
• Healthy food swaps
• (swap energy dense packaged foods for fresh alternatives)
• Healthy catering; avoid reliance on UPFs for workplace events

Eat less meat and more plant-based protein • Cooking classes, recipes and demonstrations for meat alternatives
• ‘Meat-free’ days
• Plant-based protein choices on menus

Reduce consumption of sugar sweetened beverages • Price, promotion and placement of water to increase intake
• Encourage reusable drink bottles
• Ensure free drinking water is widely available at clubs

Improve education opportunities • Facilitate education on traditional Indigenous diets
• Add health and climate change into curriculum including renewable energy

Reduce screen time • Promote active play
• Encourage incidental physical activity

Modal shift from motorised to active transport • Local council to install and maintain footpaths in high pedestrian traffic areas
• Promote and encourage cycling through safe cycling infrastructure and campaigns
• Encourage public transport use with regular services and competitive pricing

Improve green space • Local government community planning to incorporate green space in urban planning
• Local funding for community gardens

Other
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community, such as policies, infrastructure and inter-
organisational relationships, that influence an individual’s 
health. The Social Ecological Model encapsulates these 
broad areas that may influence health outcomes whilst 
maintaining agency to the individual [5, 31]. This mirrors 
the approach CBOPIs use as they implement supportive, 
environmental modifications that influence the individ-
ual. This inductive and deductive approach to data analy-
sis enabled the participants’ views on double-duty actions 
and on how they potentially influence funding decisions 
to be understood. The process then allowed for broader 
themes that were important to participants to be identi-
fied. Quotes from interview participants were included to 
accurately illustrate their viewpoints [29].

Results
Sixty-five potential participants were invited via email, 
with eight agreeing to participate. No data was collected 
about those who declined to participate or did not reply. 
All of the interviews, conducted between February and 
May 2023, were with single participants, except for one 
interview where two participant colleagues were inter-
viewed together. Six participants were recruited from 
direct email invitations and two via purposive sampling. 
Stakeholders were from state-wide (n = 5), or local health 
roles (n = 3). There were two interviewees each from the 
states of Victoria, Queensland and South Australia, and 
one each from New South Wales and Tasmania. All inter-
viewees held government funded health positions and 
none were responsible for direct CBOPI delivery. Inter-
view durations ranged from 28 to 38 min. When partici-
pants were provided with the interview transcripts, four 
provided minor amendments.

The overall finding of the study was that participants 
believed double-duty actions could be explicitly incor-
porated into CBOPIs and that this would enhance the 
benefits of the intervention, however the inclusion of 
double-duty actions may not influence funding decisions. 
The analysis of the interviews identified five themes as 
outlined below.

Theme one: Climate change as part of CBOPI
All participants were able to recognise double-duty 
actions from the provided list and most had considered 
the ability of CBOPIs to influence climate change. Par-
ticipants felt promoting the co-benefits of climate change 
action in CBOPIs would be beneficial and that the inter-
vention communities would be interested and receptive 
to actions that benefit climate change. Some actions, such 
as modal shift from motorised to active transport, were 
more readily recognised as double-duty actions than oth-
ers, such as improving green space.

Participants were motivated and engaged with explic-
itly promoting double-duty actions in CBOPIs as they 
believed community members were also connected with 
these messages.

“Climate is going to be so closely connected with 
nutrition and obesity prevention, and it’s going to 
become a bigger and bigger focus. It’s also what we 
heard during our [community] consultation” Partici-
pant 6.

“Eat locally kind of action is a strong one. Especially 
with people who are passionate about the environ-
ment. And passionate about their state” Participant 8.

Among the identified double-duty actions, participants 
felt that most would be reasonably acceptable to commu-
nities, but there were notable variations in the expected 
acceptability across categories. Participants believed that 
community members would value the ‘Eat locally’ dou-
ble-duty action the most. They also felt ‘Increase fruit 
and vegetables’ and ‘Improve education opportunities’ 
would be most accepted by the community, particularly 
in schools and by parents. However, participants felt the 
action of ‘Reducing ultra-processed foods (UPFs)’ would 
not be as readily accepted by all members of the com-
munity, as messaging around restricting foods is not well 
received compared to messaging around encouraging 
foods and activities.

“It’s politically palatable to promote fruit, vegetables 
and water but it’s less easy to get action on restrict-
ing access to these things [UPFs]. So we get less trac-
tion on that kind of activity” Participant 4.

‘Promoting active transport’ was deemed another 
acceptable action; however, some participants raised 
that infrastructure constraints (e.g., availability of regu-
lar, inexpensive public transport), environmental fac-
tors (weather and adequate shade) and safety concerns 
could limit actionability. ‘Eat less meat and more plant-
based protein’ was the action thought by participants 
least acceptable to community members as they believed 
most Australians enjoyed a meat-containing diet. Whilst 
participants appeared confident to suggest which double-
duty actions would be accepted by communities in gen-
eral, participants found it challenging to speculate which 
double-duty actions would be more acceptable to differ-
ent population sub-sets, for example school children or 
retirees.

Overall, participants believed that most members of 
the community were motivated to some degree by cli-
mate change action and felt the incorporation of health 
and climate change was well regarded by both health 
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professionals delivering CBOPIs and the community. 
Participants believed the incorporation of double-duty 
actions in CBOPIs would enhance the benefits of an 
intervention.

Theme two: Strategy as a priority
The importance of aligning a CBOPI to their organi-
sation’s strategies was a crucial consideration for par-
ticipants. Participants explained that funding is usually 
provided to fulfil a set of objectives that have been set by 
policy-makers. CBOPI funding is generally derived from 
obesity prevention strategies. Funders must ensure the 
intervention and the evaluation of the intervention meet 
the original obesity-focused objectives set by policy and 
the organisation’s strategic plan.

“We prioritise, based on our strategic plan and what 
our strategic goals are” Participant 7.

Objectives and benefits that were perceived to be out-
side of the strategy, like climate change, were unable to be 
considered by funders even if they felt there was value in 
the intervention.

“Funding has to come through a certain source, and 
that is often tied to a certain priority ……if all the 
participants are …enjoying just being outdoors and 
meeting and making friends, and that’s all really 
valuable stuff, but it doesn’t necessarily help you…” 
Participant 2.

“How it is valued [would change] if those benefits 
aligned to the strategic priorities… we often find [if 
it is] broader than just obesity that potential pro-
viders will come to us with a program but because 
they are not clear on our priorities we find it chal-
lenging to fit the program within the funding buck-
ets” Participant 1.

Participants believed it would be beneficial to include 
climate change in CBOPIs. However only funders whose 
work was guided by an overarching strategy that included 
climate change (such as the Victorian Public Health and 
Wellbeing Plan 2019–2023 [24]) felt that they were able 
to consider explicitly incorporating, implementing and 
promoting climate change actions into their CBOPIs.

“It really depends on the objective of the organisa-
tion. So if our organisation had signed up to the sus-
tainable development goals it would make an inter-
vention more attractive [to fund]” Participant 1.

Where climate change objectives were not included 
in their strategy or policies, participants expressed 
they were not able to prioritise interventions based on 
potential climate change impacts even if they believed 

community participants would engage more with climate 
change objectives. Participants saw opportunity in pre-
senting the double-duty actions of an intervention as this 
would allow climate change actions to be promoted with-
out deviating from the original obesity prevention mes-
saging. Generally, participants did not believe they had 
the flexibility to modify programs in a manner that best 
met the immediate needs of their communities if this was 
not aligned to their organisation’s strategy or policy. Par-
ticipants whose organisations had a strategic plan that 
included climate change were more likely to consider 
including climate action in CBOPIs.

“Commissioning has to be done within quite tight 
restrictions that the Commonwealth set out….it can 
mean that we have less flexibility” Participant 1.

Theme three: Importance of effectiveness
Participants noted it was essential that they could be con-
fident an intervention would be effective in their commu-
nity setting before supporting its funding. As the primary 
objective of CBOPI is obesity prevention, participants 
were interested in obesity-related effectiveness for their 
communities. Participants believed limited resourcing 
meant funders were unlikely to fund interventions where 
there was little or no demonstrated evidence of success. 
There were mixed views from participants as to the level 
of evidence required for decision-making. Some partici-
pants would consider anecdotal evidence whereas others 
required objective evaluations based on results from the 
intervention community or a community with a similar 
demographic.

“Evidence, or…promising even anecdotal evidence of 
what might be effective for a particular place-based 
approach to a particular community” Participant 2.

“There needs to be some evidence of effectiveness” 
Participant 6.

“Everything we do is evaluated…it really is impor-
tant… everything we drive is based on evidence” Par-
ticipant 8.

It was, however, also acknowledged by some partici-
pants that an intervention must be appropriate for their 
specific community setting and positive evaluation from 
another setting may not necessarily mean an intervention 
was appropriate for their communities; due to differences 
in community infrastructure (for example, resourcing), 
demographics or population needs.

If a newer intervention had not had the opportunity 
to demonstrate effectiveness, some participants may 
still consider supporting it. However, it would not be 
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prioritised over existing programs and would be more 
likely to be considered if it aimed to meet a need in the 
community that was not currently being met by other 
established programs.

“Some evidence, or promising even anecdotal evi-
dence of what might be effective for a particular 
place-based approach to a particular community…
It’s always difficult getting exactly the evidence you 
need in prevention” Participant 2.

Interventions that promoted double-duty actions could 
be considered but they would be assessed on the effec-
tiveness of the obesity component. Climate change co-
benefits were viewed as a valuable addition but were seen 
as a “bonus” benefit. As double-duty actions were not 
included in strategic priorities, they were not subjected 
to the same critical evaluation that the obesity compo-
nent of the CBOPI would be.

Theme four: Forming community partnerships
The formation of partnerships was sought and highly 
valued by all participants. Participants reported that the 
rigidity of funding models where funding was linked to 
organisational strategies (as described above), and the 
disconnect between strategies and perceived imminent 
community needs, were catalysts for the formation of 
community alliances and partnerships. Partnerships were 
viewed as a vehicle to promote objectives such as climate 
change that were perceived as valuable yet sat outside of 
an organisation’s own strategy. Participants observed that 
the intent behind the intervention could be different for 
different organisations. For example, in a community gar-
den initiative some organisations valued climate change 
action, some obesity prevention, and some mental health, 
yet all worked together by pooling resources and promot-
ing the intervention to successfully establish a commu-
nity garden.

All participants reported benefits from forming com-
munity alliances and partnerships to enhance community 
interventions. Partnerships were formed after previous 
successful collaboration on different projects or if the 
organisational objectives aligned and the intervention 
was unable to be funded by one organisation.

“Bringing the local service providers together so that 
they’re supporting each other and working together. 
We’re actually seeing quite an increase in the number 
of events and activities being offered” Participant 6.

“We just started thinking how we could work 
together [with council] and we just shared…and 

now we have a [partnership] website and extra 
volunteers” Participant 3.

Partnerships allowed resources, including funding, to 
be shared amongst several organisations so additional 
objectives could be met while maintaining the integ-
rity of the original funding. This is particularly impor-
tant for CBOPIs as it allows co-benefits such as climate 
change to be promoted. The inclusion of local govern-
ments in partnerships was seen as instrumental for suc-
cess of community interventions, as local governments 
could drive local infrastructure changes and were 
actively engaged with different stakeholder groups. One 
participant noted how their local government was the 
main driver for a “greening” initiative.

“So we’ve been working with the Council, and with 
a whole lot of other stakeholders, and we’ve been 
successful in getting a grant ...” Participant 5.

The "greening” idea was initiated by a researcher 
who was working in partnership with the community 
and presented the health benefits of climate change 
to the local group. Through the formation of partner-
ships with researchers, obesity-focused groups, climate 
change focused groups, local health organisations, 
local council, government departments and other local 
groups, they are currently investigating how they can 
implement “greening” to simultaneously benefit obesity 
and climate change.

Partnerships were seen as a solution to overcom-
ing funding silos and single objectives such as obesity 
prevention, whilst optimising resource allocation to 
implement CBOPIs that best meet the needs of the 
community. This was achieved by enabling funding, 
existing resources and community connections to be 
pooled together. Another benefit of partnerships and 
alliances was that double-duty actions and additional 
health messaging were shared to wider audiences. 
Therefore, forming partnerships and alliances were 
seen as an effective tool to overcome funding restraints 
and strategy rigidity whilst strengthening community 
messaging through cross-promotion of interventions.

“We need all the communities to come together to 
change the environment that we work in” Partici-
pant 5.

“It can get people more engaged in their commu-
nity, in a social sense or even just to incorporate 
some walking or team sports or gym or something 
um that activity gets you more connected to the 
community as well” Participant 1.
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Theme five: Negative connotations of obesity
Participants emphasised that they avoid using the term 
‘obesity,’ given it is negatively viewed by community 
members and some health professionals. Interventions 
labelled as obesity prevention were seen as punitive, 
and participants believed community members would 
be discouraged from participating in interventions 
which included the term ‘obesity’.

“People don’t necessarily want to come along to 
something where you’re talking about obesity” Par-
ticipant 2.

“We can get push back from community…. about 
using the word obesity” Participant 3.

To navigate this challenge of community members 
being “nervous or suspicious” (Participant 1) of obesity 
interventions, obesity interventions were commonly 
framed to focus on the positive benefits of the inter-
vention for general wellbeing. Interventions with an 
explicit focus on increasing physical activity, improv-
ing nutrition and better sleep hygiene (as opposed to an 
explicit focus on addressing obesity) were considered a 
solution to reduce the negative connotations associated 
with the term ‘obesity’.

‘We might use that language [obesity] internally ... 
But…community framing is generally about well 
being’ Participant 4.

Explicitly promoting the climate change benefits of 
double-duty actions presents another opportunity to 
increase the positive intervention benefits without 
using obesity terminology given the focus on climate 
change. Furthermore, given the community interest in 
climate change the promotion of double-duty actions 
may enhance the CBOPI’s community engagement.

Notably, some participants commented on the 
positive language selected for use in the DECISIVE 
framework. The language of encouragement and pro-
motion of positive behaviour change used in DECI-
SIVE, instead of providing prescriptive instructions, 
was viewed as being achievable and therefore consist-
ent with messaging that would be better received by the 
community.

Discussion
This study sought to determine if stakeholders with 
CBOPI funding decision-making capacity recognised 
double-duty actions in CBOPIs for their dual obesity pre-
vention and climate change action roles, and if so, how 
the inclusion of double-duty actions alters their percep-
tions of CBOPIs. The study also investigated community 

preferences for double-duty actions from the interview 
participants’ viewpoints.

Participants were able to identify actions commonly 
undertaken as part of CBOPIs as double-duty and were 
motivated to incorporate double-duty actions in CBO-
PIs. The benefits of promoting double-duty actions were 
clear to participants and they were aware of the benefits 
for both obesity prevention and climate change action. 
Participants were aware of the needs of their intervention 
communities and were committed to ensuring interven-
tions met these needs. The participants understood that 
climate change action was an important issue for many 
in their communities. However, despite this awareness 
of community concerns, participants found it more chal-
lenging to identify which DECISIVE double-duty actions 
would be most accepted by particular groups within their 
communities.

Influences on funding decisions
This study found the main influences on funding deci-
sions were organisational strategy and policy, and evi-
dence of effectiveness of interventions. This aligns to 
research that indicates that intervention effectiveness, 
political priorities, community values as well as decision-
makers beliefs influence funding decisions [32, 33]. Fund-
ing was channelled to align with strategy and measures 
of intervention effectiveness. The primary objective of 
the strategies was obesity prevention, therefore funding 
and intervention effectiveness were focused on obesity 
related outcomes. To simultaneously incorporate obe-
sity prevention and climate change action benefits in 
CBOPIs, organisational strategies need to enable both 
of these significant issues to be explicitly funded and tar-
geted with CBOPIs. To date, there is little evidence of 
this occurring [34]. Notably some strategies, such as the 
Victorian Health and Wellbeing Plan, do incorporate cli-
mate change objectives [35] so there is potential for more 
organisations to add climate change objectives to health 
strategies. An overarching health strategy that incorpo-
rates climate change would allow stakeholders to include 
climate change objectives in CBOPIs. Double-duty 
actions were seen as an advantageous method to include 
climate change action in obesity prevention interventions 
to increase the benefits from an intervention. Funding 
for CBOPIs with double-duty actions could be secured 
through obesity objectives if participants could be con-
fident on intervention effectiveness related to obesity 
prevention.

Views on double‑duty actions
The presentation of the double-duty actions was raised 
as an important consideration by participants. Partici-
pants suggested that actions that proposed restricting 
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foods or activities were likely to be met with resistance 
from community members. Actions aimed at restrict-
ing unhealthy behaviours were reported to be viewed by 
community members as removing their personal choice 
or as constituting a criticism of their health status. This is 
reflected in the literature where it is reported that health 
promotion programs can be perceived by the community 
as dictating behaviour [15]. The inclusion and promotion 
of the benefits of climate change in CBOPIs may show-
case the benefits for others and therefore enhance com-
munity members’ willingness to modify behaviour and 
implement the ‘restrictive type’ actions. Further research 
is required about whether community members are more 
motivated to change behaviour in CBOPIs if they see the 
primary purpose of this behaviour change as benefiting 
climate change. However, due to strategy and funding 
constraints participants viewed climate change actions as 
extra benefits to CBOPI as opposed to a critical part of 
the CBOPI.

Tension from policy for community
Participants’ reliance on being answerable to organisa-
tional strategies to set priorities and subsequently fund 
interventions may create tension in their decision-mak-
ing as participants may want to prioritise other inter-
ventions that they believe will better meet the individual 
needs of their communities. Whilst strategies were broad 
and rarely specific to individual communities, partici-
pants sought to ensure interventions were compatible 
with the individual needs of their communities. This gen-
erates an increasingly challenging space to navigate for 
funders as communities become more diverse and guid-
ance is provided by multiple policies [24]. This may mean 
funded CBOPIs need to be modified in certain commu-
nities to meet their cultural or linguistic needs. Alterna-
tively, recruitment strategies may need to be altered to 
better engage different communities. Furthermore, the 
needs that a community identifies as important may be 
incongruent to the priorities identified by health strate-
gies. Participants felt that climate change action was val-
ued by communities, however they felt that the tensions 
from competing factors in strategic plans impacts on how 
funders can prioritise double-duty actions.

Partnerships
A solution to this tension was found in partnerships. 
Partnerships enable organisations to share resources and 
coordinate interventions, which optimise resource allo-
cation and generates more support allowing organisa-
tions to “do more” [15, 36, 37]. All participants noted the 
value they have observed and/or experienced from the 
formation of partnerships. The strongest example of this 
was a multi-agency double-duty intervention of greening 

where different community groups with different agen-
das and resources came together to achieve multiple 
outcomes. For organisations whose strategy did not artic-
ulate certain priorities including climate change, form-
ing partnerships allowed these priorities to be addressed. 
This provided the flexibility to meet community needs 
without compromising on strategy intent which was an 
important protector in order to secure future funding. 
This is supported by the literature which suggests that 
considering the individuality of local communities is cru-
cial for the success of CBOPIs and that positive collabora-
tion is key to driving change [4, 15, 36, 38]. Furthermore, 
partnerships create greater intervention visibility in the 
community which is vital for intervention success [4]. For 
double-duty actions this means the intervention is reach-
ing both obesity prevention and climate change focused 
groups. Whilst participants spoke of the gains they expe-
rienced from partnerships, the formation of partnerships 
were decribed as serendipitous as opposed to intentional. 
Partnerships with formalised agreements have strong 
outcomes including effectiveness and community trans-
formation [37]. The OPAL CBOPI in South Australia 
attributed gains to building successful partnerships and 
subsequently a recommendation from the evaluation 
was skills training to foster community partnerships [15]. 
This creates an opportunity for potential partnerships to 
be formally identified in communities and actively built.

Discussion summary
The needs of the community were prioritised by partici-
pants when making funding decisions. The assessment of 
evidence as relevant to their communities, negative con-
notations of obesity, and climate change in CBOPI were 
all themes that were derived from perceived individual 
community needs or community. Whilst strategies pro-
vided direction, it is important that interventions can be 
molded to fit to the needs of communities [24].

Participants worked to ensure resources were well 
used, and valued interventions that they believed to be 
effective in their communities. This is consistent with the 
literature which reiterates the importance of intervention 
evidence and evaluation for funding and policy decision-
making [4]. Where the intervention evidence was not 
from a similar community to the participant’s, partici-
pants sought flexibility in program implementation to be 
able to meet the needs of their community. Flexibility to 
make funding decisions that benefit the local commu-
nity, like explicitly incorporating double-duty actions is 
essential as stronger outcomes are achieved where com-
munities are empowered to adapt interventions to their 
own needs [4, 8]. Interestingly, participants were sup-
portive of climate change objectives in CBOPIs although 
the evidence for double-duty actions is still emerging 
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[2]. This may be because participants felt the climate 
change actions were a “bonus” to the health outcomes of 
CBOPIs, and that climate change actions matter to their 
communities.

Participants noted that the negative connotations of 
the term ‘obesity’ influenced how CBOPIs are delivered. 
Much of the work in CBOPIs is focused on a more gen-
eral concept of wellness through improved nutrition, 
physical activity and sleep as opposed to a direct reduc-
tion in obesity or other chronic disease risk factors. 
This may be related to the stigma associated with obe-
sity, where obesity is viewed as a personal failing [2] and 
the participants’ awareness that further stigmatisation 
could have adverse impacts on communities [39]. Pres-
ently much of the work around obesity prevention is not 
combined with other non-health objectives such as cli-
mate change [2]. Introducing double-duty actions as an 
explicit focus in CBOPI may present a way to promote 
behaviour changes that may have double-duty impacts, 
without focusing on obesity. This concept of motivat-
ing obesity-related behaviour change through the soci-
etal benefits of climate change has been documented by 
Thomas Robinson as “stealth interventions”. The proposal 
is that interventions that focus on the benefits of inter-
vention participation or outcomes unrelated to obesity 
may be more engaging for communities than interven-
tions focused on obesity-related outcomes [40]. Whether 
this results in greater engagement from the community 
warrants further investigation. The participants saw ben-
efits in including and promoting the co-benefits of CBO-
PIs including climate change and believed climate change 
action was valued by many members of their local com-
munities. This concept is supported by Patrick and King-
sley [28] who found community health practitioners are 
motivated to incorporate climate change actions into the 
health agenda.

Strengths and limitations
A key strength of the study was the applicability of the 
research outcomes to policy-makers, partnerships, 
funders and CBOPI implementers and participants. The 
research identified key opportunities that each group 
could implement to enhance the climate change actions 
in CBOPI. These recommendations are presented in 
Table 2.

Another strength was the focus on funders. Funders 
provide a unique lens adjunct to policy-makers and 
implementers. Funders were, however, a challenging 
group to target and some participants expressed con-
cern about disclosing funding agreements. Others who 
declined to participate stated they did not feel that they 
had the jurisdiction to comment.

The limitations of the study were the small sample size 
of eight participants in health roles. As the interviews 
required an opt-in approach, it is possible that funders 
with a professional or personal interest in climate 
change were more likely to participate in the study. Par-
ticipants were speaking about their own experiences in 
their professional context and were not directly asked 
about funding sources. However, the themes presented 
in the interview data were consistent across partici-
pants who worked in different settings and geographi-
cal locations, suggesting the themes are relevant to 
many CBOPI funders. Participants could nominate the 
DECISIVE actions that they felt were more acceptable 
to communities though they felt it harder to determine 
if certain population groups would be more engaged 
with specific double-duty actions. This may have been 
because participants were not implementing CBOPIs 
and therefore did not receive this insight from commu-
nity members. Exploring the views of CBOPI partici-
pants and implementers is an area for future work. The 
motivation of community members to make behavior 

Table 2  Practical recommendations for stakeholders

Stakeholder group Recommendations for each stakeholder group

Policy-makers and funders • Include climate change objectives in obesity prevention strategies
• Encourage and support formation of partnerships
• Allow flexibility in CBOPI implementation
• Advocate for climate change action in obesity prevention strategies
• Consider strategy and community needs
• Encourage and support partnerships
• Identify needs of community

Community organisations and partnerships • Create and maintain partnerships to foster climate change action 
in CBOPIs that meet community needs
• Consider both strategy objectives and community needs 
when forming partnerships

CBOPI Implementers • Advocate for climate change action in obesity prevention strategies
• Seek and support opportunities for partnerships
• Listen to needs of the community
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changes based on health versus climate change benefits 
was not clear to the decision-makers and also warrants 
further investigation. Finally, double-duty actions are 
an emerging area and there is limited evidence, particu-
larly in the community sector. There are currently no 
CBOPIs that have measured the intervention’s impact 
on both obesity and climate change, and this is an area 
for significant further work.

This study has contributed important policy and 
practice opportunities. Double-duty actions are present 
in many CBOPIs and it may be practical and beneficial 
to simultaneously promote the benefits of obesity and 
climate change in CBOPI. Understanding how organi-
sational strategy is used in funding decision-making 
may encourage the designers of interventions to include 
climate change objectives in obesity strategies. It could 
also act as a catalyst for those working at the commu-
nity level to advocate for the inclusion of community 
priorities in overarching strategies. For community 
organisations that are positioned to form partnerships, 
this study has articulated the benefits of partnerships 
and how they can be used to achieve multiple objec-
tives, such as aligning obesity and climate change.

Conclusion
Funders recognised the potential climate change bene-
fits of CBOPIs and believed climate change action to be 
a potential positive benefit of a CBOPI. However, the 
identification and promotion of double-duty actions 
of obesity prevention and climate change actions in a 
CBOPI would only influence funding decisions if it was 
directed by organisational strategy. Funders align CBO-
PIs with organisational strategies, but experience shows 
this may be too inflexible to meet the diverse needs of 
individual communities. Forming partnerships is a via-
ble solution to overcoming this as it enables resources 
to be pooled and therefore can generate outcomes that 
meet both the funding organisation’s requirements and 
community needs. Finally, in order to ensure CBOPIs 
have the flexibility to simultaneously support obesity 
prevention and climate change action, climate change 
needs to be included as an objective in health strategies 
linked to obesity prevention.

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1186/​s12889-​025-​22599-2.

Additional file 1: Appendix 1, Interview schedule.

Acknowledgements
Not applicable

Authors’ contributions
NW made substantial contributions to the conception and design of the 
work; the acquisition, analysis, and interpretation of data; drafting the paper; 
and final approval of the version to be published; and agreement to be 
accountable for all aspects of the work in ensuring that questions related to 
the accuracy or integrity of any part of the work are appropriately investigated 
and resolved. VB, KR, JJ, MN, MM contributed to the conception or design of 
the work; the analysis, or interpretation of data; and reviewing the final paper.

Funding
This work was supported by the National Health and Medical Research 
Council (NHMRC) Ideas grant PRECIS: PRecison Evidence for Childhood obesity 
prevention InterventionS at Deakin University [GNT2002234].

Data availability
The data used in this study is interview transcripts. These interview transcripts 
datasets are securely stored on a Deakin University password protected drive. 
To protect interview participants raw data sets are not available however the 
de-identified transcripts may be made available on request.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
This study was approved by the Deakin University Human Research Ethics 
Advisory Group (HEAG-H 199_2022) in accordance with the requirements of 
National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research 2007 (Updated 
2018).
Participants consented to the participation by return of a signed plain 
language statement and consent form approved by Deakin University Human 
Research Ethics Advisory Group prior to interview participation.

Consent for publication
Participants consented to publication by return of a signed plain language 
statement and consent form approved by Deakin University Human Research 
Ethics Advisory Group prior to interview participation.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Author details
1 Deakin Health Economics, Institute for Health Transformation, Deakin 
University, Geelong, Australia. 2 Global Centre for Preventive Health and Nutri-
tion, Institute for Health Transformation, Deakin University, Geelong, Australia. 
3 School of Health and Social Development, Deakin University, Geelong, 
Australia. 

Received: 19 February 2024   Accepted: 2 April 2025

References
	1.	 Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, Australian Burden of 

Diseases Study: Impact and Causes of Illness and Death in Australia, 
Australian Government, Editor. 2018: Canberra, https://​www.​aihw.​gov.​
au/​getme​dia/​5ef18​dc9-​414f-​4899-​bb35-​08e23​94176​94/​aihw-​bod-​29.​
pdf.​aspx?​inline=​true

	2.	 Swinburn BA, Kraak VI, Allender S, Atkins VJ, Baker PI, Bogard JR, 
Brinsden H, Calvillo A, De Schutter O, Devarajan R, Ezzati M, Friel S, 
Goenka S, Hammond RA, Hastings G, Hawkes C, Herrero M, Hovmand 
PS, Howden M, Jaacks LM, Kapetanaki AB, Kasman M, Kuhnlein HV, 
Kumanyika SK, Larijani B, Lobstein T, Long MW, Matsudo VKR, Mills SDH, 
Morgan G, Morshed A, Nece PM, Pan A, Patterson DW, Sacks G, Shekar 
M, Simmons GL, Smit W, Tootee A, Vandevijvere S, Waterlander WE, 
Wolfenden L, Dietz WH. The global syndemic of obesity, undernutri-
tion, and climate change: the lancet commission report. Lancet. 
2019;393(10173):791–846. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​s0140-​6736(18)​
32822-8.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-025-22599-2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-025-22599-2
https://www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/5ef18dc9-414f-4899-bb35-08e239417694/aihw-bod-29.pdf.aspx?inline=true
https://www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/5ef18dc9-414f-4899-bb35-08e239417694/aihw-bod-29.pdf.aspx?inline=true
https://www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/5ef18dc9-414f-4899-bb35-08e239417694/aihw-bod-29.pdf.aspx?inline=true
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(18)32822-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(18)32822-8


Page 12 of 13Ward et al. BMC Public Health         (2025) 25:1526 

	3.	 Karacabeyli D, Allender S, Pinkney S, Amed S. Evaluation of complex 
community-based childhood obesity prevention interventions. Obes Rev. 
2018;19(8):1080–92. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​obr.​12689.

	4.	 Haby MM, Doherty R, Welch N, Mason V. Community-based interventions 
for obesity prevention: lessons learned by Australian policy-makers. BMC 
Res Notes. 2012;5:20. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​1756-​0500-5-​20.

	5.	 Fenta ET, Tiruneh MG, Anagaw TF. Exploring enablers and barriers of 
healthy dietary behavior based on the socio-ecological model, a qualita-
tive systematic review. Nutr Suppl. 2023;15:13–23. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
2147/​nds.​S3954​44.

	6.	 Whelan J, Love P, Romanus A, Pettman T, Bolton K, Smith E, Gill T, Coveney 
J, Waters E, Allender S. A map of community-based obesity prevention 
initiatives in Australia following obesity funding 2009–2013. Aust N Z J 
Public Health. 2015;39(2):168–71. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​1753-​6405.​
12296.

	7.	 Millar L, Robertson N, Allender S, Nichols M, Bennett C, Swinburn B. 
Increasing community capacity and decreasing prevalence of over-
weight and obesity in a community based intervention among Austral-
ian adolescents. Prev Med. 2013;56(6):379–84. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​
ypmed.​2013.​02.​020.

	8.	 Fraser P, Whelan JM, Brown AD, Allender SE, Bell C, Bolton KA. System 
approaches to childhood obesity prevention: ground up experience of 
adaptation and real-world context. Public Health Nutr. 2022;26(4):886–9. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1017/​S1368​98002​20025​31.

	9.	 Allender S, Millar L, Hovmand P, Bell C, Moodie M, Carter R, Swinburn 
B, Strugnell C, Lowe J, de la Haye K, Orellana L and Morgan S, Whole of 
Systems Trial of Prevention Strategies for Childhood Obesity: Who Stops 
Childhood Obesity. Int J Environ Res Public Health, 2016;13(11)https://​
doi.​org/​10.​3390/​ijerp​h1311​1143.

	10	 Flego A, Keating C, Moodie M. Cost-effectiveness of whole-of-community 
obesity prevention programs: an overview of the evidence. Expert Rev 
Pharmacoecon Outcomes Res. 2014;14(5):719–27. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1586/​14737​167.​2014.​953933.

	11.	 Ananthapavan J, Nguyen PK, Bowe SJ, Sacks G, Mantilla Herrera AM, Swin-
burn B, Brown V, Sweeney R, Lal A, Strugnell C, Moodie M. Cost-effective-
ness of community-based childhood obesity prevention interventions 
in Australia. Int J Obesity (Lond). 2019;43(5):1102–12. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1038/​s41366-​019-​0341-0.

	12.	 Sultana M, Nichols M, Moodie M, Allender S and Brown V. A systematic 
review of economic evidence for community-based obesity prevention 
interventions in children. Obes Rev, 2023: e13592. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1111/​obr.​13592

	13.	 Schultz C, Rosen AE. School gardens’ impact on students’ health out-
comes in low-income Midwest schools. J Sch Nurs. 2022;38(5):486–93. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​10598​40522​10809​70.

	14.	 Howse ECP, Rychetnik L, Wilson A, The Value of Prevention: An Evidence 
Check Rapid Review, T.A.P.P. Centre, Editor. 2021, The Australian Preven-
tion Partnership Centre,

	15.	 Jones M, Verity F. Partnerships in obesity prevention: maximising co-
benefits. Health Promot J Austr. 2017;28(1):44–51. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1071/​HE160​47.

	16.	 Raine KD, Plotnikoff R, Schopflocher D, Lytvyak E, Nykiforuk CI, Storey K, 
Ohinmaa A, Purdy L, Veugelers P, Wild TC. Healthy Alberta Communities: 
impact of a three-year community-based obesity and chronic disease 
prevention intervention. Prev Med. 2013;57(6):955–62. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/j.​ypmed.​2013.​08.​024.

	17.	 Finn O and Brockway PE, Much broader than health: surveying the 
Diverse Co-Benefits of Energy Demand Reduction in Europe. ERSS, 2023. 
95,https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​erss.​2022.​102890.

	18.	 VenegasHargous C, Strugnell C, Allender S, Orellana L, Corvalan C, Bell C. 
Double- and triple-duty actions in childhood for addressing the global 
Syndemic of obesity, Undernutrition, and climate change: a scoping 
review. Obes Rev. 2023;4(24):e13555. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​obr.​13555.

	19.	 Dietz WH, Pryor S. How can we act to mitigate the global syndemic 
of obesity, undernutrition, and climate change? Curr Obes Rep. 
2022;11(3):61–9. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s13679-​021-​00464-8.

	20	 Romanello M, McGushin A, Di Napoli C, Drummond P, Hughes N, Jamart 
L, et al. The 2021 Report of the Lancet Countdown on Health and Climate 
Change: Code Red for a Healthy Future. Lancet. 2021;398(10311):1619–
62. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​s0140-​6736(21)​01787-6.

	21.	 Ward N, Nichols M, Moodie M, Swinburn B, Bolton KA, Fraser P and Brown 
V. Are climate-change actions present in community-based obesity pre-
vention interventions? Development and application of the double-duty 
actions in community-based obesity interventions (Decisive) Framework. 
J Public Health (Oxf ), 2024. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10389-​023-​02177-9

	22.	 Bryant M, Burton W, Cundill B, Farrin AJ, Nixon J, Stevens J, Roberts K, Foy 
R, Rutter H, Hartley S, Tubeuf S, Collinson M, Brown J. Effectiveness of an 
Implementation Optimisation Intervention Aimed at Increasing Parent 
Engagement in Henry, a Childhood Obesity Prevention Programme - the 
Optimising Family Engagement in Henry (Often) Trial: Study Protocol for a 
Randomised Controlled Trial. Trials. 2017;18(1):40. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​
s13063-​016-​1732-3.

	23.	 Webb EJD, Stamp E, Collinson M, Farrin AJ, Stevens J, Burton W, Rutter H, 
Schofield H, Bryant M. Measuring commissioners’ willingness-to-pay for 
community based childhood obesity prevention programmes using a 
discrete choice experiment. BMC Public Health. 2020;20(1):1535. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1186/​s12889-​020-​09576-7.

	24.	 Jaramillo ET, Willging CE, Green AE, Gunderson LM, Fettes DL, Aarons GA. 
“Creative Financing”: Funding Evidence-Based Interventions in Human 
Service Systems. J Behav Health Serv Res. 2019;46(3):366–83. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1007/​s11414-​018-​9644-5.

	25.	 Bryant M, Dharni N, Dickerson J, Willan K, McEachan R, Duffy J, Howell 
M. Use of progression criteria to support monitoring and commission-
ing decision making of public health services: lessons from better start 
Bradford. BMC Public Health. 2019;19(1):835. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​
s12889-​019-​7149-7.

	26.	 Ananthapavan J, Sacks G, Moodie M, Nguyen P, Carter R. Preventive 
health resource allocation decision-making processes and the use of 
economic evidence in an Australian state government-a mixed methods 
study. PLoS One. 2022;17(9):e0274869. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1371/​journ​al.​
pone.​02748​69.

	27.	 Liu H, Muhunthan J, Ananthapavan J, Hawe P, Shiell A, Jan S. Exploring 
the use of economic evidence to inform investment in disease preven-
tion - a qualitative study. Aust N Z J Public Health. 2018;42(2):200–6. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​1753-​6405.​12748.

	28.	 Patrick R, Kingsley J. Health promotion and sustainability Programmes 
in Australia: barriers and enablers to evaluation. Glob Health Promot. 
2019;26(2):82–92. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​17579​75917​715038.

	29	 Tong A, Sainsbury P, Craig J. Consolidated criteria for reporting qualitative 
research (Coreq): a 32-Item checklist for interviews and focus groups. 
IJQHC. 2007;19(6):349–57. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​intqhc/​mzm042.

	30.	 Braun V, Clarke V. Thematic Analysis: A Practical Guide to Understanding 
and Doing. 2nd ed. United Kingdom: Sage; 2021.

	31.	 Golden SD, Earp JA. Social ecological approaches to individuals and their 
contexts: twenty years of health education & behavior health promotion 
interventions. Health Educ Behav. 2012;39(3):364–72. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1177/​10901​98111​418634.

	32.	 Segal L, Dalziel K, Mortimer D. Fixing the game: are between-silo differ-
ences in funding arrangements handicapping some interventions and 
giving others a head-start? Health Econ. 2010;19(4):449–65. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1002/​hec.​1483.

	33.	 Clarke B, Kwon J, Swinburn B, Sacks G. Understanding the dynamics of 
obesity prevention policy decision-making using a systems perspective: 
a case study of healthy together victoria. PLoS One. 2021;16(1):e0245535. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1371/​journ​al.​pone.​02455​35.

	34.	 Ward N, Nichols M, Moodie M, Brown V. Is climate change action present 
in obesity prevention policy? Aust N Z J Public Health. 2023;47(1):100015. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​anzjph.​2022.​100015.

	35.	 Victorian Government, Victorian Public Health and Wellbeing Plan 
2019–2023, 2019, Prevention and Population Health Branch, Victoria, 
Australia, https://​www.​health.​vic.​gov.​au/​health-​strat​egies/​public-​health-​
and-​wellb​eing-​plann​ing

	36.	 Kavanagh SA, Hawe P, Shiell A, Mallman M, Garvey K. Soft infrastructure: 
the critical community-level resources reportedly needed for program 
success. BMC Public Health. 2022;22(1):420. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​
s12889-​022-​12788-8.

	37.	 Nagorcka-Smith P, Bolton KA, Dam J, Nichols M, Alston L, Johnstone 
M, Allender S. The impact of coalition characteristics on outcomes in 
community-based initiatives targeting the social determinants of health: 
a systematic review. BMC Public Health. 2022;22(1):1358. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1186/​s12889-​022-​13678-9.

https://doi.org/10.1111/obr.12689
https://doi.org/10.1186/1756-0500-5-20
https://doi.org/10.2147/nds.S395444
https://doi.org/10.2147/nds.S395444
https://doi.org/10.1111/1753-6405.12296
https://doi.org/10.1111/1753-6405.12296
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2013.02.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2013.02.020
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1368980022002531
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph13111143
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph13111143
https://doi.org/10.1586/14737167.2014.953933
https://doi.org/10.1586/14737167.2014.953933
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41366-019-0341-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41366-019-0341-0
https://doi.org/10.1111/obr.13592
https://doi.org/10.1111/obr.13592
https://doi.org/10.1177/10598405221080970
https://doi.org/10.1071/HE16047
https://doi.org/10.1071/HE16047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2013.08.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2013.08.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2022.102890
https://doi.org/10.1111/obr.13555
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13679-021-00464-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(21)01787-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10389-023-02177-9
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13063-016-1732-3
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13063-016-1732-3
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-020-09576-7
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-020-09576-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11414-018-9644-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11414-018-9644-5
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-019-7149-7
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-019-7149-7
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0274869
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0274869
https://doi.org/10.1111/1753-6405.12748
https://doi.org/10.1177/1757975917715038
https://doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzm042
https://doi.org/10.1177/1090198111418634
https://doi.org/10.1177/1090198111418634
https://doi.org/10.1002/hec.1483
https://doi.org/10.1002/hec.1483
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0245535
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anzjph.2022.100015
https://www.health.vic.gov.au/health-strategies/public-health-and-wellbeing-planning
https://www.health.vic.gov.au/health-strategies/public-health-and-wellbeing-planning
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-022-12788-8
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-022-12788-8
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-022-13678-9
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-022-13678-9


Page 13 of 13Ward et al. BMC Public Health         (2025) 25:1526 	

	38.	 Roussy V, Riley T, Livingstone C, Russell G. A system dynamic perspective 
of stop-start prevention interventions in Australia. Health Promot Int. 
2020;35(5):1015–25. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​heapro/​daz098.

	39.	 Willer F. The weight stigma heat map: a tool to identify weight stigma 
in public health and health promotion materials. Health Promot J Austr. 
2023;35(2):293–302. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​hpja.​745.

	40.	 Robsinson T, Stealth Interventions for Obesity Prevention and Control: 
Motivating Behavior Change. Obesity Prevention, the Role of Brain and 
Society on Individual Behavior, ed. A.B. Laurette Dubé, Alain Dagher, 
Adam Drewnowski, Jordan Lebel, Philip James, Rickey Y. Yada. USA: Aca-
demic Press. 2010

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub-
lished maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1093/heapro/daz098
https://doi.org/10.1002/hpja.745

	Including climate change in community-based obesity prevention interventions: a qualitative exploration of the perspectives of Australian funders
	Abstract 
	Background 
	Methods 
	Results 
	Conclusion 

	Background
	Community-based obesity prevention interventions
	Double-duty actions
	Community-based obesity prevention funding

	Methods
	Results
	Theme one: Climate change as part of CBOPI
	Theme two: Strategy as a priority
	Theme three: Importance of effectiveness
	Theme four: Forming community partnerships
	Theme five: Negative connotations of obesity

	Discussion
	Influences on funding decisions
	Views on double-duty actions
	Tension from policy for community
	Partnerships
	Discussion summary
	Strengths and limitations

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	References


