
PROPOSAL:
Values-based

beverage system
at UC Berkeley

A no-contract approach

BUSINESS PARTNER

EVALUATION
 

CORPORATE RESPONSIBILITY

CRITERIA:a demonstrated commitment to...

(1) Environmental Sustainability

Must meet at least one:

Sustainable sourcing, resource efficiency,

energy efficiency, sustainable packaging,

waste management, sustainable

transportation, business environmental

certification, certified products (organic)

(2) Health

Promotes food safety & has diverse offering

of healthy beverages that comply with UCB

Food & Beverage Choices Policy

(3) Just Labor Practices

Has non-discrimination policy & must meet

at least one: Fair trade certified, promotes

gender equality, diversity & inclusion in

hiring practices, promotes worker

safety/health, livable compensation &

benefits, democratic governance

ADDITIONAL CRITERIA:

Fair Pricing: bevs affordable to UCB &

consumers (promotes equity)

Appropriate Offerings: bev options fulfill

consumer preferences (promotes inclusivity)

 

HEALTH INSURER SPONSOR CRITERIA:

Promotes health equity: Supports community

health initiatives & Increases access to care

FINANCIAL

MODEL*
*Complete model attached
 

Under Current Pepsi System:

Bev expenses balance out bev revenues

Admin costs (not tangible): $240k/yr

Overall Revenue: $1.55 M/yr
 

Under Proposed System:

Bev expenses balance out bev revenues

Admin costs (not tangible): $480k/yr

Cost of 2 new staff: $120k/yr

Cost of equipment: $150k one-time fee

Overall Revenue: $1.535 M/yr

COST BENEFIT

ANALYSIS*
*Complete analysis attached
 

We considered health, environmental, &

financial costs & benefits
 

Under Current Pepsi System:

COSTS outweigh benefits by $460B/yr
 

Under Proposed System:

BENEFITS outweigh costs by $356M/yr
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KEY FINDINGS
(Literature Review)
 

- SSBs --> obesity, diabetes (1)

- Big Soda manipulates studies (2),

  targets marketing at minorities (3),

  preempts soda taxes (4), & uses

  unsustainable sugar production (3)

- UCSF, SFSU, & U of Vermont

  have no-contract models (5,6,7)
 

STUDENTS: 93% want

SSBs in FEWER places on campus

(see Spring 2019 Campus Beverage Student

Survey) --> addresses risk assessment
 

STAFF: Multiple distributor model -->

more flexibility, better prices, more admin
 

FACULTY: Pepsi contract sends message

that Cal supports SSB consumption. Ideal

to eliminate SSB marketing across campus

& increase tap water marketing.

S T A K E H O L D E R
E N G A G E M E N T

PROBLEM

STATEMENT
 

HOW DO WE DESIGN A

CAMPUS BEVERAGE

SYSTEM THAT:

(1) does NOT rely on a

contract w/ Big Soda;

(2) aligns w/ campus

values; and

(3) replaces Pepsi

sponsorship to ensure

UCB's financial

stability?

- Expires January 31, 2021

- Pepsi has exclusive right

  to sell/promote beverages

- Pepsi provides $1.3M in

  sponsorship each year

- Pepsi does NOT reflect our

  campus values of health (see

  Food/Bev Choices Policy),

  sustainability (see Zero Waste 2020),

  equity/inclusivity (see Principles

  of Community), & corporate

  responsibility (see UPP

  Guiding Principles)

U C B ' S  P E P S I
C O N T R A C T

RISK ASSESSMENT
Must ensure that a limited SSB model

is what consumers really want
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