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A B S T R A C T

Livestock feed production for the intensive dairy industry has a significant environmental impact. This study
evaluated the potential to reduce the environmental impacts of milk production in Guanajuato, Mexico, by
incorporating broccoli stems (BS), an abundant agro-industrial waste product with high nutritional value, into
dairy cattle feed. The potential reduction of environmental impacts from adding BS to cattle diet formulation was
estimated using a life cycle assessment and a linear programming model which considered nutritional re-
quirements as constraints. Two scenarios for milk production were considered: an optimized conventional diet
and an optimized diet including BS. The results indicated that incorporating BS in cattle feed could reduce
greenhouse gas emissions by 118 g CO2 eq kg�1 fat-and-protein corrected milk (FPCM and agricultural land
occupation by 0.002 m2a kg�1 FPCM but increased fossil depletion by 4 g oil eq kg�1 FPCM. BS can replace 11.1%
of conventional feeds and maximize the incorporation feeds with low environmental impacts in the diet, such as
alfalfa hay and maize silage. A sensitivity analysis of the economic allocation showed that the maximum price of
BS to remain environmentally viable was 19.28 USD t�1 on a fresh matter basis.
1. Introduction

Cattle are responsible for generating 7.1 Gt of CO2 eq y�1, corre-
sponding to 14.5% of global greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions; approxi-
mately a third of this is attributed to dairy cattle (Gerber et al., 2013). The
Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) stated that the livestock in-
dustry is a severe environmental problem; it uses approximately 75% of
direct and indirect agricultural land (Foley et al., 2011) and contributes
to high percentages of global GHG emissions (9% of CO2, 37% of CH4,
eria Quimica, Facultad de Cienci
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and 65% of N2O). These emissions mainly come from deforestation,
enteric fermentation, and nitrification and denitrification processes in
manure. Likewise, the livestock industry generates two-thirds of the
anthropogenic emissions of ammonia (NH3), which is responsible for
terrestrial and water acidification (FAO, 2017).

Life cycle assessment (LCA) is a methodology used to design alter-
natives to decrease environmental impacts of processes or services. LCA
is a systematic approach that estimates potential environmental impacts
and resource consumption at all stages of a process or service, that is,
from raw material extraction to manufacturing, use, and final disposal
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Nomenclature

AFacBPS Allocation factor of the broccoli production system
AFacDPS Allocation factor of the dairy production system
BPS Broccoli production system
BS Broccoli stems
DM On a dry matter basis
FM On a fresh matter basis
FPCM Fat-and protein-corrected milk
FUBPS Functional unit of the broccoli production system
FUDPS Functional unit of the dairy production system
GHG Greenhouse gas
DPS Intensive dairy production system
LCA Life cycle assessment
OCD Optimized conventional diet
ODBS Optimized diet with broccoli stems
PM Particulate matter formation

Subscripts
a a-th livestock category
i i-th nutrient in livestock diet
j jth livestock feed
j' j'th livestock feed (forage)

Constraints
bai Minimum percentages of the i-th nutrient in the livestock

diet for the a-th livestock category
dai Maximum percentages of the i-th nutrient in livestock diet

for the a-th livestock category
wa Minimum amount of dry matter intake for the a-th livestock

category
ya Maximum amount of drymatter intake for the a-th livestock

category
va Minimum percentage of forage in diet of the a-th livestock

category
ha Maximum percentage of forage in diet of the a-th livestock

category

Variables
Z Environmental impact of the diet [Pt FUDPS

�1 ]
xaj Amount of the jth livestock feed for the a-th livestock

category [kg DM FUDPS
�1 ]

cj Environmental impact indicator of the jth livestock feed [Pt
kg�1 DM]

eA Ratio of the a-th livestock category to the livestock total on
the farm

nij Contribution of the i-th nutrient in livestock diet of the jth
livestock feed

DMj Dry matter content of the jth livestock feed [kg DM kg�1

FM]

S. Quintero-Herrera et al. Cleaner Environmental Systems 2 (2021) 100035
(ISO, 2006a; 2006b). LCA studies of intensive dairy production systems
(DPS) found production of livestock feed generates the largest percentage
of environmental impacts (Wattiaux et al., 2019). In Mexico, Rivas--
García (2014) reported that livestock feed production was responsible for
36%, 60%, and 48% of GHG emissions, terrestrial acidification, and
freshwater eutrophication of the DPS, respectively. Another study iden-
tified that forage and grain crop production generates 60% of GHG
emissions of the DPS, mainly nitrous oxide (N2O) emissions from nitro-
gen (N) fertilization (Yue et al., 2017).

Several strategies have been proposed to mitigate the environmental
impacts of dairy production. For example, reducing waste in the supply
chain (Baj�zelj et al., 2014), minimizing the use of fertilizers and pesti-
cides for increasing crop production efficiency (R€o€os et al., 2017),
implementing manure management strategies such as anaerobic diges-
tion systems (Rivas-García et al., 2015), and replacing conventional feeds
in livestock diets with feeds with less environmental impact.

Food waste used a substitute for conventional feeds has a carbon
footprint 94% (1010 kg of CO2 eq t�1) lower than when sent to landfills
(Kim and Kim, 2010). Another study suggested that replacing feed grain
with food waste could decrease agricultural land use in Europe by up to
20%, equivalent to 1.8 million hectares (ha) (zu Ermgassen et al., 2016).
Furthermore, fruit and vegetable waste can replace 6%–18% of con-
ventional concentrated feeds without decreasing the nutritional quality
(Angulo et al., 2012).

The pre- and post-harvest steps in the food supply chain generate 39%
of the total food loss and waste in North America (CEC, 2017).
Agro-industrial wastes have nutritional compositions that make them
suitable for use as partial substitutes for conventional feeds in cattle diets
(Díaz et al., 2013), with advantages such as lower environmental impact,
greater abundance, and lower cost compared to conventional feeds
(García-Rodríguez et al., 2019). However, agro-industrial wastes are
rarely used in livestock diets because of drawbacks such as variability in
nutritional composition and the need for thermal processes such as
dewatering that have high costs (Fausto-Castro et al., 2020; ReFED,
2016). Agro-industrial wastes could be considered as strategic alterna-
tives in cattle diets if certain conditions are met, such as: (1) high
2

availability, (2) produced in the dairy-producing region, (3) sufficient
nutritional characteristics, and (4) economically viable treatments to
convert them into feed (Hyland et al., 2017).

Broccoli stems (BS) are by-products of broccoli production systems
(BPS) (i Canals et al., 2010, 2008) that have recently been incorporated
into animal diets in Ecuador (Diaz Monroy et al., 2014), China (Yi et al.,
2015), and Canada (Mustafa and Baurhoo, 2016). In Mexico, Guanajuato
produces the most broccoli (420,770 t in 2018); (SIAP, 2019), and it is
estimated to produce a similar amount of BS. Additionally, 920,000m3 of
milk was produced in 2018 in Guanajuato (SIAP, 2019). These conditions
have encouraged BS as a substitute for conventional feeds in cattle diets,
leading to the formation of a semi-formal market for its commercializa-
tion and reducing the amount BS sent to sanitary landfills and open
dumps. This scheme has reduced the environmental impacts of the dairy
industry; however, no studies have estimated the environmental impacts
of the use of BS and its incorporation into the DPS.

The reduction of environmental impacts by incorporating agro-
industrial wastes into cattle diets can be studied using mathematical
optimization models. Although solution strategies mainly focus on opti-
mizing costs (Guevara, 2004; Munford, 1996), minimizing environ-
mental impacts has also been considered as an objective Tozer and Stokes
(2001) reduced environmental impact by reducing N and phosphorus (P)
excretion in manure; Moraes et al. (2012) minimized methane (CH4)
emissions from enteric fermentation; and Babi�c and Peri�c (2011) and
Castrodeza et al. (2005) used feed-ration optimization to avoid the
overestimation of nutrients in diet formulations.

Changes proposed by optimization models are subject to constraints
such as for livestock nutritional requirements (Lara, 1993; Munford,
1996; Pratiksha Saxena, 2011), pollutant emissions (Moraes et al., 2012),
environmental policies (Castrodeza et al., 2005), and feed proportions in
the diet (Uyeh et al., 2018; von Ow et al., 2020). The rigidity of these
constraints makes it challenging to obtain feasible solutions; therefore, it
is necessary to use iterative models that can modify constraints
depending on the variables (Rahman et al., 2010; Uyeh et al., 2018).

Studies that evaluated the environmental impact on the milk supply
chain when BS was used as a partial substitute in the cattle diet were not
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identified through our state-of-the-art review. Additionally, no studies
have determined the environmental profile of broccoli and its co-
products (BS). The novelty of this work lies in assessing the DPS and
BPS in parallel, which exchanges material flows that influence the
environmental profile of products.

This study uses the LCA methodology and a linear programming
model with nutritional and environmental criteria to estimate the envi-
ronmental impacts of the DPS supply chain in Mexico when BS is
incorporated into the cattle diet. Additionally, we present sensitivity
studies that determine the effects of BS price and different allocation
methods of environmental burdens in the DPS. The model, developed
with appropriate specific constraints, can be applied to different dairy
cattle diets, agro-industrial wastes, and livestock categories.

2. Materials and methods

2.1. Dairy production system

2.1.1. Description of the study scenario for DPS
This work considers a supply chain in the dairy basin of central

Mexico in Leon, Guanajuato. The dairy farm under studied is located at
21�00019.500 “N 101�36053.900 W (Figures S1 and S3). The study system
was divided into three modules: agricultural production, feed-processing
plants, and dairy farm operations, including transport between the
modules (Fig. 1a).

The agricultural production module was forage maize, grain maize,
sorghum, and alfalfa, which are the crops most consumed by the regional
dairy industry (SADER-SIAP, 2019). The transport distance between
agricultural fields, the feed-processing plant, and the farm was estab-
lished using the procedure described in Table S2 the Supplementary
Material section. Crops of forage maize, grain maize, and sorghum are
transported to a feed-processing plant, where they are transformed into
maize silage, rolled maize, and sorghum grain, respectively. Subse-
quently, these feeds are transported to dairy farms. Alfalfa is transported
directly to dairy farms as alfalfa hay.

The dairy farm contained 1000 heads of cattle (Table S2). The per-
centage distribution of each livestock category was determined according
to the characteristics of the regional dairy farms andMoraes et al. (2012).
Based on data from the DPS of the study region, cows had a mean milk
production of 25 L milk d�1. Activities on the farm include raising cattle,
mechanized milking, and manure management. The most common
Fig. 1. System boundaries of (a) Dairy production system (DPS) a

3

manure management strategy in Mexico is solid storage for several
months in open air piles for later use as a soil improver (Rivas-García
et al., 2015).

2.1.2. Definition and scope of the product system for the DPS
The LCA boundaries of the DPS were set from the cradle to the farm

gate, that is, from supply production up to raw milk production in the
farm (Fig. 1a). The functional unit (FUDPS) was defined as the production
of 1 kg of fat-and-protein-corrected milk (FPCM) leaving the farm
without any processing, following the recommendations of the Interna-
tional Dairy Federation (IDF, 2015). Capital goods (machinery and
infrastructure) and veterinary medicines were not considered within the
system due to the lack of information and to achieve consistency with
other dairy production LCA studies which did not consider these factors
(Baldini et al., 2017; Yan et al., 2011).

2.1.3. DPS inventory analysis
For the agricultural production module, the amount of fertilizers,

pesticides, and seeds used to produce each crop were taken from agri-
cultural production guidelines of Guanajuato State (SAGARPA, 2017)
and the Terralia platform (Terralia, 2019). The average yield of each crop
in the state was obtained from the Agri-food and Fisheries Information
Service (SIAP, 2019), the diesel consumption by tillage practices was
estimated using the factors of West and Marland (2002), and the envi-
ronmental burdens of seed production were assessed using an allocation
factor determined according to the procedure of Lech�on et al. (2005).
Irrigation water requirements for each crop were predicted using the
CROPWAT© model (v. 8.0; FAO, Rome, Italy), using historical weather
data from the study region (CONAGUA, 2020), as well as crop data from
Allen et al. (1998). Electricity use for irrigation was estimated as per the
World Food LCA Database (Nemecek et al., 2014).

GHG emissions from N fertilization were estimated based on the
guidelines for GHG inventories of Chapter 11 of the 2019 refinement to
the 2006 IPCC Guidelines using a Tier 1 approach (IPCC, 2019). Emis-
sions of NH3, NOx, non-methane volatile organic components (NMVOC),
and particulate matter (PM) resulting from N fertilization and tillage
practices were estimated according to Chapter 3D of the EMPEP/EEA
Guidebook (EMEP/EEA, 2019a). Agricultural machinery emissions were
predicted using the GREET model (GREET, 2018). It is essential to
mention that the EMEP/EEA Guidebook evaluates non-GHG emission
factors in a European agricultural context; this inevitably brings
nd (b) Broccoli production system (BPS). FU: Functional unit.
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uncertainty in environmental burden assessments in the Mexican
context. The absence of methodologies for estimating non-GHG in-
ventories in the agricultural sector in Mexico and Latin America is a
research gap.

The leaching and runoff of nitrate (NO3
�) and dissolved NH3 were

calculated based on the IPCC Guidelines emission factors assuming that
50% of N (by mass) is leached and drained as NH3 and the remaining
50% as NO3

�. It was assumed that 1.8% of the P applied to soils in the
study region was lost by leaching and runoff, as reported by Zamudio--
Gonz�alez et al. (2007). Pesticide emissions to water bodies were esti-
mated using the Pesticide Water Calculator v 1.52 (PWC US
Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC, USA) based on the
physicochemical properties of pesticides from the Pesticide Properties
Database (University of Hertfordshire, 2016).

Emissions from transport (Table S2) were predicted using the GREET
model. On the dairy farm, water consumption by livestock was estimated
according to the method of Dahlborn et al. (1998), electric consumption
according to the method of by Nemecek et al. (2014) using Tier 1, and
fuel consumption according to the method of Rivas-García et al. (2015).

GHG emissions from enteric fermentation and manure management
on the farm were estimated as per chapter 10 of the IPCC Guidelines
(IPCC, 2019) using Tier 2. Emissions to air (NH3, NOx, NMVOC, and PM)
and water (NH3 and NOx) by manure management were estimated ac-
cording to Chapter 3B of the EMPEP/EEA Guidebook (EMEP/EEA,
2019b) and Chapter 10 of the IPCC Guidelines (IPCC, 2019) respectively,
using Tier 1 and considering the solid storage system.

2.1.4. DPS impact assessment
The LCA followed an attributional approach and was carried out

using SimaPro® software v. 8.3, (PR�e Consultants bv, Amersfoort, The
Netherlands). Eco-inventories for the production of materials and energy
were taken from ecoinvent v. 3.3 (Wernet et al., 2016). Environmental
impact was assessed using the ReCiPe method v. 1.13, with the objective
of transforming a long list of life cycle inventory results into a limited
number of indicator scores. These indicator scores express the relative
severity of the environmental impact categories. The ReCiPe method
works with two levels of 18 midpoint and three endpoint indicators. In
this study, all the midpoint indicators were used to calculate a single
score (Pt), an environmental impact score estimated through a ponder-
ation process considering the midpoint to endpoint factors of the hier-
archist (H) perspective proposed by Goedkoop et al. (2013), which is
based on short-term interest, undisputed impact types, and technological
optimism concerning human adaptation.

Economic allocation factors (AFacDPS) were used to estimate the
environmental burdens of DPS products —milk and livestock (newborn
calves and dry cows)— that leave the product system. To this end, we
used the price of these products in the Mexican market (April 2019),
corresponding to 0.41 USD L�1 for milk and 2.25 USD kg�1 animal live
weight for livestock (Secretaría de Economía, 2019) as well as their
annual production (Table S3).

2.2. Broccoli production system

2.2.1. Description of the study scenario for BPS
The BPS consisted of two modules: agricultural production and

broccoli-processing plants, including transport between both modules
and the DPS (Fig. 1b). The broccoli processing plant is in Irapuato,
Guanajuato, located at 20�40011.100 N, 101�20006.200 W.

Agricultural production of broccoli includes land preparation activ-
ities, greenhouse germination of seedlings, transplantation, and tillage
and harvest practices. Once the agricultural cycle is complete, broccoli is
transported 20 km to the processing plant, where 50% (bymass) becomes
BS (R. Covarrubias-Kaim, 2018; personal communication, 29 October).
The remaining biomass becomes broccoli florets, which are frozen,
packed, and exported; however, these activities were excluded from the
study because the LCA scope ended at the cutting stage when BS were
4

removed from the plants. Finally, the BS without any stabilization
treatment are transported 60 km to the dairy farm.

2.2.2. Definition and scope of the product for BPS
LCA boundaries of the BPS were established from the cradle to the

dairy farm gate, that is, from supply production to BS transport, to the
dairy farm (Fig. 1b). FUBPS was defined as the production of 1 t of
broccoli florets on a fresh matter basis (FM) without any subsequent
cooking or packaging. FUBPS was chosen because the main product of the
BPS are the broccoli florets, and BS are the co-products of low economic
value.

2.2.3. BPS inventory analysis
For the agricultural production module and transport, the amount of

fertilizers and pesticides, crop yields, water, energy requirements for
irrigation, diesel consumption, as well as the environmental burdens of
seedling and broccoli production were estimated using the same tools,
procedures, and assumptions described for the DPS (Section 2.1.3).

In the broccoli-processing plant module, water requirements were
estimated by an expert (R. Covarrubias-Kaim, 2018; personal commu-
nication, 29 October). Electricity used to separate BS from florets was
estimated with the technical specifications of a Silex Single Lane (AIT®
brand) Broccoli Floretting Machine.

2.2.4. BPS impact assessment
The BPS impact assessment was performed in the same way as for the

DPS (Section 2.1.4). The production of broccoli and BS and their
respective sales prices (corresponding to 425 USD t�1 FM for broccoli and
1.5 USD t�1 FM for BS) were used to estimate the economic allocation
factors (AFacBPS). The prices came from a broccoli-producing company in
the region (R. Covarrubias-Kaim, 2018; personal communication, 29
October).

2.3. Optimization model

The cattle diet formulation model optimizes the environmental im-
pacts of incorporating BS into the dairy cattle diet by considering
nutritional criteria. The model considers:

� Four livestock categories (a¼ {1,2,3,4}): calves, replacement heifers,
cows in production, and dry cows (Table S2).

� Five nutrients within the constraints (i¼ {1,2,3,4,5}): metabolizable
energy (ME, Mcal kg�1), crude protein (CP%), crude fiber (CF%),
calcium (Ca%), and P (%) (Timpka et al., 2001).

� Five livestock feeds (j¼ {1,2,3,4,5}): four conventional feeds (maize
silage, alfalfa hay, sorghum grain, and rolled maize) and BS as an
agro-industrial waste

� Forage crops are considered a subset of the feed (j’¼ {1,2,3}).
2.3.1. Parameters
Contributions of the i-th nutrient in the livestock diet of the jth

livestock feed (nij) were determined (Table S4). Data for conventional
feeds were obtained from the Animal Feed Resources Information System
database developed for the FAO (Heuz�e et al, 2015, 2016, 2017a,
2017b), while data for BS were obtained from the Food Composition
Database of the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA, 2018);
and Hu et al. (2011).

Requirements of the i-th nutrient in the livestock diet were deter-
mined according to an in-depth bibliographic review which considered
the specific characteristics of each livestock category (Table S5). The
constraints differed in nomenclature to facilitate the construction and
comprehension of the optimization model.

2.3.2. Objective function
The objective function determined the environmental impact of the
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cattle diet formulation (Eq. (1)):

MinZ¼
X4

a¼1

X5

j¼1

xajcjea (1)

where Z is the environmental impact of the diet [Pt FUDPS
�1 ]; xaj is the

amount of the jth livestock feed for the a-th livestock category, [kg DM
FUDPS

�1 ]; cj is the environmental impact indicator of feed j, [Pt kg�1 DM],
which is calculated using the single score indicator of the ReCiPe
Endpoint (H) method (Sections 2.1.3 and 2.1.4); and ea is the ratio of the
a-th livestock category to the livestock total on the farm.

2.3.3. Constraints
Nutrition requirements: ME includes requirements for mainte-

nance, growth, gestation, and lactation, which were constrained as fol-
lows (Eq. (2)):

bai � xajnij � dai; 8a; i ¼ 1 (2)

When i¼ 1 (Table S5), ba1 and da1 are the minimum and maximum
requirements of ME for the a-th livestock category [Mcal FUDPS

�1 d�1], and
n1j is the ME contribution of the jth livestock feed [Mcal kg�1 DM].

The nutritional requirements of CP, CF, Ca, and P (i¼ 2 to 5, Table S5)
were presented as intervals in percentages of DM andwere constrained as
follows (Eq. (3)):

bai � xajnij
P5

j¼1
xaj

100 � dai;8a;8i 6¼ 1 (3)

where bai and dai are the minimum and maximum percentages of the i-th
nutrient in the livestock diet for the a-th livestock category, respectively.

Dry matter intake: it is the sum of all feeds on a dry matter basis [kg
DM d�1] for the a-th livestock category. (Eq. (4)):

wa �
X5

j¼1

xja � ya; 8a (4)

where wa and ya are the minimum and maximum amounts of dry matter
intake for the a-th livestock category [kg DM d�1].

Moisture: feeds with high moisture could fill an animal's rumen
without supplying all nutritional requirements; to avoid this, as-fed
intake [kg FM d�1] was constrained as follows, assuming that an ani-
mal consumes a maximum of 10% of its weight per day (Timpka et al.,
2001) (Eq. (5))

X5

j¼1

xja
DMj

� ga;8a (5)

where DMj is the dry matter content of the jth livestock feed [kg DM kg�1

FM], and ga is the maximum as-fed intake of the a-th livestock category
[kg FM d�1] (10% of animal live weight).

Feed: the maximum proportion of each feed in the cattle diet is
defined as follows (Eq. (6))

xaj
P5

j¼1
xaj

� laj;8a (6)

where laj is the maximum proportion of the jth livestock feed in the cattle
diet formulation for the-th livestock category.

These constants laj were defined according to Moraes et al. (2012)
(Table S4). For BS, the laj maximum was 0.20, according to Yi et al.
(2015).

Forage: the appropriate forage: concentrate ratio between energy-
concentrated feeds was constrained using Eq. (7), which models the
percentage of the jth forage in the total mass of the feed
5

P3
0

xaj0
va � j ¼1

P5

j¼1
xaj

100 � ha; 8a (7)

where xaj’ is the amount of the jth livestock feed (forage) for the a-th
livestock category, [kg DM FUDPS

�1 d�1], and va and da are the minimum
and maximum percentages of forage in the a-th livestock category,
respectively.

2.3.4. Solution
Microsoft Excel's Solver Tool was used to solve the model using the

Simplex LP resolution method. The two scenarios were defined as
follows:

� An optimized conventional diet (OCD), in which the cattle diet is
formulated from the four conventional feeds j (j¼ 1 to 4) and

� An optimized diet with BS (ODBS), in addition to the four conven-
tional feeds, BS can be used as a substitute feed (j¼ 1 to 5).

2.4. Sensitivity analysis of BS price and environmental impacts of DPS

A sensitivity analysis was performed to assess the influence of BS
price and its associated environmental impacts. The analysis considered a
gradual increase in BS price until its environmental impact was such that
the formulation model did not allow incorporation of BS in the livestock
diet, according to their constraints (from 0 to 7 USD t�1 FM). For this
evaluation, the economic allocation was used (Eq. (8)).

AFack ¼ ξωk

Pn

k¼1
ξωk

(8)

where ξ is the quantity of BS per year [t y�1] and ωk is its unit price [USD
t�1]. The subscript k denotes the different BS prices considered in the
sensitivity analysis.

2.5. Sensitivity analysis of allocation method

One of the most debated issues in LCA studies of the dairy industry is
how to study its co-products (i.e., milk and livestock) because the allo-
cation method (e.g., economic, mass-based, or protein-based) can
significantly influence the results (Baldini et al., 2017). Three environ-
mental burden allocation cases were tested based on three criteria to
assess the effect of the allocation method on the environmental impacts
of the dairy production system's co-products, these were: (I) economic
data from the Mexican market (ODBS scenario) and (II) economic and
(III) protein-content correlations from Thoma et al. (2013). The Thoma
et al. correlations of are empirical relationships for the causal allocation
ratio based on 536 dairy farms in the United States.

3. Results and discussion

3.1. Environmental impact assessment of feeds in the diet

3.1.1. Life cycle inventory
Crops grown primarily for their biomass (alfalfa hay andmaize silage)

required the least inputs (e.g., fertilizers, pesticides, seeds, water, elec-
tricity for irrigation, and diesel for farming activities) while grain pro-
duction required more (Tables S6 and S7). The consumption of supplies
to produce feeds was inversely proportional to their yields (t FM ha�1).
Notably, broccoli had a high moisture content of 90.7% (Table S6).

Foreground emissions related to crop production were a consequence
of tillage practices (Table S8). N2O emissions from alfalfa production
were more than twice those of grain production (6.22 and 2.86 kg N2O
t�1 DM, respectively); however, alfalfa required less N fertilizer



Fig. 3. Feeds distribution in the optimized conventional diet (OCD) and the
optimized diet with broccoli stems (ODBS) by livestock categories.
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(Table S6). In this study, 95% of N2O emissions from alfalfa production
came from the decomposition of agricultural residues (above- and below-
ground) generated by tillage (IPCC, 2019). While for the other crops,
emissions of gaseous N were mainly due to the application of synthetic N
fertilizers. For each N fertilizer applied to the soil, 1.08%, 6.8%, and 4%
were emitted into the air as N2O–N, NH3–N, and NOX-N, respectively,
while 24% was emitted into the water as NO3–N by leaching and runoff.
PM emissions by each crop depended on the tillage practices and climatic
conditions of the region. The production of maize silage and sorghum
grain had the highest PM emissions of all crops (0.16 and 0.188 PM10 t�1

DM, respectively).

3.1.2. Impact assessment of feeds
BPS considers broccoli as a product and BS as a co-product. AFacBPS

was 99.65% (equivalent to 425 USD t�1) for broccoli and 0.35%
(equivalent to 1.5 USD t�1) for BS. Indeed, the single score of BS was
lower than that of conventional feeds (Fig. 2). The environmental impact
of feeds had an inverse relationship with crop yield; crops that needed
more inputs (Table S6) had more significant environmental impacts
(Fig. 2). The main input difference between the crops is the diesel used
for agricultural activities (e.g., 1.1 kg t�1 FM in alfalfa hay and
10.97 kg t�1 FM in sorghum grain). These inputs were reflected in the
fossil depletion indicator (Fig. 2).
3.2. Diet optimization

The optimization model formulated the OCD and ODBS for the farm's
herd (Fig. 3, Tables S9 and S10) based on the number of the a-th livestock
category and its nutritional requirements. The OCD and ODBS had
similar masses on a dry matter basis, but different percentages of each
feed (Fig. 3). The OCD prioritized feeds with low environmental impact,
principally alfalfa hay with 38.2–43.1% and maize silage with
16.6–46.9%. In ODBS, BS can replace an average of 11.1% of the feed in
the OCD. The main feed substituted was maize silage, which decreased in
all livestock categories. However, to compensate for the use of low-
energy feeds such as BS, the percentage of high-energy feeds (sorghum
grain and rolled maize) tends to increase. For cows in production, it has
been demonstrated that feed substitution up to 20% with BS does not
result in changes in milk quality and production (Yi et al., 2015).

The model constraint parameters varied among the four categories of
Fig. 2. Contributions of midpoint impact indicators to the single score envi-
ronmental impact of each feed per 1 t of dry matter basis according to the
ReCiPe endpoint method (H). DM: on a dry matter basis.
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livestock used in the study (Table S10). Although the two formulations
met all the constraints, the critical parameters for optimization were ME
and dry matter intake. The former lay near the upper limit of the
constraint, while the latter approached the lower limit due to high-
energy feeds with low dry matter intake that met nutritional re-
quirements. Inclusion of BS in ODBS decreased ME and CP by 5.3% and
1.8%, respectively, compared to that of the OCD, however this decrease
was negligible given the ME and CP ranges. In comparison, as-fed intake
was 42% higher in the ODBS than in the OCD due to the high moisture
content of the BS.
3.3. Environmental assessment of the DPS

The approach used to define the midpoint indicators for discussion
and analysis was based on calculating the endpoint single score. In these
terms, the OCD scenario has a single score of 116.4 mPt kg�1 of FPCM,
formed by 68% for climate change (including damage to human health
and ecosystems), 19% for fossil depletion, 9% for particulate matter
formation, 4% for agricultural land occupation. This trend is reflected in
Fig. 2.

Slight variations between the OCD and ODBS (summarized in
Table S11) in the foreground emission inventories of the dairy farm
operation module influenced the midpoint indicator of the DPS (Fig. 4).
The climate change indicator changed mainly in the agricultural pro-
duction module owing to the changes in feed formulation. For the OCD,
this indicator was mainly caused by fertilization for feed crops (59.7%),
followed by manure management (28.7%). GHG emissions decreased
from OCD to ODBS by 118 g CO2 eq FUDPS

�1 (6%) (Fig. 4a). This decrease
was attributed to the use of feeds with lower environmental burdens
(specifically maize silage); as well as the intake of feeds with lower
content of fiber and lignin (Table S10), which may be associated with
decreases of 3.9% in CH4 emissions from enteric fermentation (Cas-
tel�an-Ortega et al., 2014). Another factor associated with GHGmitigation
is that ODBS reduces N-excretion in livestock by 2.24%, which leads to a
1.4% reduction in N2O emissions.

Agricultural land occupation was mainly driven by the production of
high-energy crops such as grain maize and sorghum with yields (t DM
ha�1) lower than those of forages (Fig. 4b). However, although sorghum
had lower yields than grain maize, its lower percentage in the cattle diet
formulation (5.2% and 6.8% in the OCD and ODBS, respectively, Fig. 3)
meant it has had less impact in the midpoint indicators. Agricultural land
occupation was 0.4% (0.002 m2a FUDPS

�1 ), which was lower in the ODBS
than in the OCD, mainly due to the replacement of maize silage with BS.

PM is mainly formed by emissions of NH3 from fertilization, which
react in the atmosphere with compounds such as sulfuric acid and water



Fig. 4. Midpoint impact indicators of the dairy production system with the optimized conventional diet (OCD) and optimized diet with broccoli stems (ODBS): (a)
climate change, (b) agricultural land occupation, (c) particulate matter formation, and (d) fossil depletion. FUDPS: functional unit of the dairy production system.
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to form PM. PM formation was 0.7% lower (0.01 g PM10 eq FUDPS
�1 ) in the

ODBS than in the OCD (Table S12) which means that variation in the
percentage of each feed does not change PM significantly.

Fossil depletion was due to fuel consumption by agricultural ma-
chinery and electricity generation (45.2%), fertilizer production
(30.4%), and transport (4.5%) in the OCD. Fossil depletion was 3.94%
higher (4 g oil eq FUDPS

�1 ) in the ODBS than in OCD because of the high
moisture content of BS, which requires more diesel for transport
(Table S12). The increase in the fossil depletion indicator reveals that
considering an endpoint indicator as a variable to optimize environ-
mental impacts of the cattle diet does not mean that all midpoint in-
dicators will be optimized. However, an endpoint assessment can
contribute effectively to decision-making (K€agi et al., 2016).

A comparison of midpoint indicators between this work and milk
production LCA studies results are summarized in Table S13. The notable
variations may be due to differences in the methodology and production
strategies. Although the LCA methodology is standardized under ISO
14040–44 (ISO, 2006a; 2006b), there are some parts of its imple-
mentation that are open to interpretation that can affect the design of the
7

aims and scope (e.g., cradle to gate, the gate to the grave, cradle to
grave), functional units, system boundaries, and life cycle inventories
methodological approach, as well as the type of environmental impact
assessment methodology. On the other hand, the production strategies
(intensive, extensive, organic, etc.) and the manure management systems
are determinants in the environmental milk profile (Rivas-García et al.,
2015).

For the endpoint indicator of milk and livestock production in the
DPS, damage to human health was 5% lower in the ODBS than in the
OCD, driven by the same factors that led to decreases in climate change
(Tables 1 and S12). Damage to ecosystems, which was 3.9% lower in the
ODBS than in the OCD, was caused mainly by land occupation, which
was proportional to the amount of feed used in the cattle diet.

Natural resource damage was the only endpoint indicator that was
higher (4.1%) in the ODBS than in the OCD; this was due to the higher
fuel consumption for feed transportation in the ODBS, as mentioned for
fossil depletion. The single score indicator of the DPS was 3.2% lower in
the ODBS than in the OCD. Since both scenarios had an objective function
to minimize the environmental impact of the diet, the single score
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indicator decreased due to the replacement of conventional feeds by BS.
If all the BS produced in the state of Guanajuato was used for cattle

feed, the diet of 63.2% of milk producing cows in the state could be
modified, based on the assumptions in the model used in this study. This
would represent a decrease in GHG emissions of 0.55Mt CO2 eq y�1.
However, a change in diet would have indirect effects on different supply
chains that interact with the dairy cattle industry. It is necessary to use a
consequential approach in the life cycle inventory to analyze and eval-
uate these interactions.

In line with the Paris COP21 agreement, the Mexican agriculture in-
dustry is committed to reducing its GHG emissions from 93 to 86Mt of
CO2 eq by 2030 (Hidalgo Gallardo et al., 2017). Using BS as a comple-
mentary feed could fulfill up to 8% of this goal. It could also decrease
agricultural land occupation by 3327 ha by reducing the land required
for feed such as maize silage, which uses 6904 ha in Guanajuato (INEGI,
2017).

LCA simplified the analysis using deterministic data to exclude un-
certainties in the life cycle inventory. It is necessary to include a sto-
chastic analysis to improve decision making, which can be done using
Monte Carlo and Latin hypercube sampling strategies (Loya-Gonz�alez
et al., 2019). These methods require that the probability distribution of
critical variables in the life cycle be known (e.g., crop yields, consump-
tion of fertilizers, energy, water, fuel, and elementary flow emissions),
but this information is not available. In addition, this study did not
consider the effects of BS use on milk or livestock quality. This point is
essential because BS could influence the organoleptic profile of milk.

3.4. Influence of BS price on environmental impacts of DPS

When the price of BS reached 19.28 USD t�1 FM, the single score [mPt
FUDPS

�1 ] of the ODBS increased by 2.41% (Fig. 5), equivalent to increasing
the single score of the BS from 6.1 to 78.5 Pt t�1 DM, giving it a higher
environmental impact than alfalfa hay at 73.1 Pt t�1 DM (Fig. 2). Under
these conditions, the use of BS would no longer be environmentally or
economically viable. However, the optimization model allowed the
incorporation of BS until its price reached 25.71 USD t�1 (equivalent to
an economic AFacBPS of 6%), which represents an increase in the envi-
ronmental impact per FUDPS of 5.44% compared to when BS is considered
as waste, that is, BS price is 0 USD t�1 (Table S14). Therefore, the
practical scope of BS application is limited. It is also noticeable that
Fig. 5. Variation of the single score indicator of the dairy production system
(DPS) concerning broccoli stems (BS) price and the allocation factor of the
broccoli production system (AFacBPS). Red stars (AFacBPS¼ 0.35%) identify the
optimized diet with BS (ODBS).
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AFacBPS is greater than 6% when BS is no longer present in the diet,
corresponding to the results of the OCD scenario.

To incorporate agro-industrial and food wastes in the formulation of
livestock diets, the associated production costs must be significantly
lower than the market price of conventional feeds of similar nutritional
quality. Some countries provide government incentives justified by
environmental benefits (Dou et al., 2018; Takata et al., 2012). The allo-
cation of retail prices to agro-industrial wastes depends on market de-
mand. In Guanajuato, some of these wastes have experienced demand
and valorization: biscuit, bakery, and tortilla waste (157 USD t�1), and
previously burned corn crop residues are now marketed for livestock
consumption in areas that have experienced droughts (63 USD t�1).
Small farmers collect fruit and vegetable waste discarded by retailers in
urban centers. These products do not have a commercial value assigned,
but they do have an environmental burden that is not identified or
assigned to a production system.
3.5. Sensitivity analysis of allocation methods

Among the allocation methods, Case I had the lowest AFacDPS
(Table 2) because of the low sale price of milk in Mexico, which is
probably due to commercial imports. Currently, Mexico is the leading
importer of powdered milk globally (362,000 t in 2018), mainly from the
USA (SIAP, 2018). AFacDPS of milk in Case II was 5.5 percentage points
higher than that in Case I (which reflects an increase of 0.105 kg CO2 eq
FUDPS

�1 equivalent to 5.5 mPt FUDPS
�1 ) and an increase of 2.1 mPt FUDPS

�1

respect OCD scenario (Table 1). The same allocation method applied to
LCA studies in different geographic regions will provide different esti-
mates for the environmental impacts of the dairy industry. The protein
content in animal feed is usually reflected in the sale price (Nijdam et al.,
2012). The protein content difference inmilk and livestock inMexico and
the USA could be the cause of the variations in the allocation factors of
Cases I and III. The protein content of milk in Mexico is between 29.2 and
33.5 g L�1 (Ju�arez et al., 2015), while in the USA, it is 37.5 g L�1 (USDA,
2019).

Thoma et al. (2013) suggested that physical (causal) relationships,
such as protein-based allocation, are always preferable for defining
allocation factors in cases where it is not possible to use other relation-
ships between co-products (e.g., economic value or mass). Protein-based
allocation may be a promising alternative when there is uncertainty or
variability in the prices of dairy farm co-products, since allocation on an
economic and protein basis yielded allocation factors with similar values
(Cases II and III). However, these results must be interpreted locally.
Mexico is an importer of powdered milk and a relevant importer of corn
and soybeans for animal consumption (SADER-SIAP, 2019). On the other
hand, it faces droughts, desertification, andmigration of agricultural soils
due to the production of vegetables and greens for export markets
(CEDRSSA, 2020), forcing a shift to a more circular economic system and
leading to reducing and taking advantage of agro-industrial waste (Avil�es
Ríos et al., 2009).
Table 1
The environmental damage indicators of the milk and livestock in the dairy
production system, according to ReCiPe endpoint method (H).

Product Environmental damage indicator (mPt)

Human Health Ecosystems Resources Single score

Optimized conventional diet (OCD)
Milka 71.2 10.8 18.8 100.8
Livestockb 11.9 1.8 3.1 16.9
Optimized diet with broccoli stems (ODBS)
Milka 67.7 10.3 19.5 97.5
Livestockb 11.3 1.7 3.3 16.4

The environmental impact indicators are presented per:
a kg of fat-and-protein-corrected milk and.
b kg of live weight.



Table 2
Environmental impact indicators as a function of the environmental burden
allocation cases.

Cases Environmental impact
indicator

Co-products

Milka Livestockb

Case I:
Economic allocation of this

study (ODBS scenario)

AFacDPS (%) 85.6 14.4
Climate change (kg CO2

eq)
1.870 0.315

Agricultural land
occupation (m2a)

0.446 0.075

Particulate matter
formation (kg PM10 eq)

1.6E-
03

2.7E-04

Fossil depletion (kg oil eq) 0.096 0.016
Single score (mPt) 97.5 16.4

Case II:
Economic allocation according

to Thoma et al. (2013)

AFacDPS (%) 90.4 9.6
Climate change (kg CO2

eq)
1.975 0.210

Agricultural land
occupation (m2a)

0.471 0.050

Particulate matter
formation (kg PM10 eq)

1.7E-
03

1.8E-04

Fossil depletion (kg oil eq) 0.101 0.011
Single score (mPt) 103.0 10.9

Case III:
Protein-based allocation

according to Thoma et al.
(2013)

AFacDPS (%) 91.6 8.4
Climate change (kg CO2

eq)
2.001 0.183

Agricultural land
occupation (m2a)

0.478 0.044

Particulate matter
formation (kg PM10 eq)

1.7E-
03

1.6E-04

Fossil depletion (kg oil eq) 0.103 0.009
Single score (mPt) 104.3 9.6

AFacDPS: Allocation factor of the dairy production system.
The environmental impact indicators are presented per:

a kg of fat and portein corrected milk and.
b kg of live weight.
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4. Conclusions and future prospective

In this work, the environmental impact of broccoli production was
studied, evaluating the effect that the integration of broccoli stems (BS)
in the cattle diet has on the life cycle of intensive dairy production. The
results indicated that incorporating BS in the diet reduced greenhouse
gas emissions by 118 g CO2 eq kg�1 fat-and-protein corrected milk
(FPCM) and agricultural land occupation by 0.002 m2a kg�1 FPCM but
increased fossil depletion by 4 g oil eq kg�1 FPCM. Even though these
environmental benefits appear to be marginal, in the agro-industrial
context of broccoli and dairy production, these results have the poten-
tial to be relevant mitigation measures. The different methodological
approaches to environmental evaluation, through allocation factors
based on economic and nutritional criteria, are a useful tool to study the
dynamics of the valorization and use of co-products. A sensitivity analysis
of the economic allocation showed that the maximum price of BS to be
environmentally viable as a partial substitute in the livestock diet is
19.28 USD t�1 on a fresh matter basis. The methodology proposed in this
study can help design cleaner environmental dairy systems by incorpo-
rating strategic agro-industrial waste into cattle diets.

From the perspective of this study and considering the nutritional and
nutraceutical content of BS, there is a need to investigate eco-efficient
alternatives to generate new healthy products for human consumption.

Declaration of competing interest

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial
interests or personal relationships that could have appeared to influence
the work reported in this paper.
9

Acknowledgments

The authors gratefully acknowledge the financial support received
from Consejo Nacional de Ciencia y Tecnologia (CONACyT) under
project CB-2015-254294. S.Q.H thanks the CONACyT Master and Ph.D.
scholarship.

Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.cesys.2021.100035.

References

Allen, R., Pereira, L., Raes, D., Smith, M., 1998. Crop Evapotranspiration - Guidelines for
Computing Crop Water Requirements, 56th ed. Food and Agriculture Organization of
the United Nations, Rome, Italy.

Angulo, J., Mahecha, L., Yepes, S.A., Yepes, A.M., Bustamante, G., Jaramillo, H.,
Valencia, E., Villamil, T., Gallo, J., 2012. Nutritional evaluation of fruit and vegetable
waste as feedstuff for diets of lactating Holstein cows. J. Environ. Manag. 95,
S210–S214. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2011.06.050.

Avil�es Ríos, E.D., Espinosa García, J.A., Rentería Flores, J.A., Mejía Guadarrama, C.A.,
Mariscal Landín, G., Cuar�on Ibargüengoytia, J.A., 2009. Nontraditional available
ingredients with potential to be used in gestating sow feeding in the Mexican. Vet.
Mex.

Babi�c, Z., Peri�c, T., 2011. Optimization of livestock feed blend by use of goal
programming. Int. J. Prod. Econ. 130, 218–223. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.ijpe.2010.12.016.

Baj�zelj, B., Richards, K.S., Allwood, J.M., Smith, P., Dennis, J.S., Curmi, E., Gilligan, C.A.,
2014. Importance of food-demand management for climate mitigation. Nat. Clim.
Change 4, 924–929. https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2353.

Baldini, C., Gardoni, D., Guarino, M., 2017. A critical review of the recent evolution of
Life Cycle Assessment applied to milk production. J. Clean. Prod. 140, 421–435.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.06.078.

Castel�an-Ortega, O.A., Carlos Ku-Vera, J., Estrada-Flores, J.G., 2014. Modeling methane
emissions and methane inventories for cattle production systems in Mexico.
Atm�osfera 27, 185–191. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0187-6236(14)71109-9.

Castrodeza, C., Lara, P., Pe~na, T., 2005. Multicriteria fractional model for feed
formulation: economic, nutritional and environmental criteria. Agric. Syst. 86,
76–96. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2004.08.004.

CEC, 2017. Characterization and Management of Food Loss and Waste in North America.
Commission for Environmental Cooperation, Montreal, Canada.

CEDRSSA, 2020. Situation of the agricultural sector in Mexico (Situaci�on del sector
agropecuario en M�exico). Mexico.

CONAGUA, 2020. Weather forecast by municipality [WWW Document]. accessed
7.28.20. https://smn.conagua.gob.mx/es/pronostico-del-tiempo-por-municipios.

Dahlborn, K., Aakerlind, M., Gustafson, G., 1998. Water intake by dairy cows selected for
high or low milk-fat percentage when fed two forage to concentrate ratios with hay or
silage. Swed. J. Agric. Res.

de Economía, Secretaría, 2019. SNIIM - national market information system. Ministry of
economy prices of fruits, vegetables, vegetables, meat, fish, livestock, Fisheries
(sistema nacional de Informaci�on de Mercados. Secretaría de Economía precios de
Frutas, hortalizas, vegetales, carne [WWW document]. accessed 4.7.19. http://www.
economia-sniim.gob.mx/nuevo/.

Díaz, B., Elías, A., Vali~no, E.C., Elaine, C., others, 2013. Nutritional and economical
efficiency of three biosilages from agroindustrial wastes in beef cattle. Cuba. J. Agric.
Sci. 47, 143–150.

Diaz Monroy, B.L., Iglesias, A.E., Vali~no Cabrera, E.C., 2014. Evaluation of bioensilage of
broccoli (Brassica oleracea L.) and oats (Avena sativa L.) as supplements for dairy
cows. Arch. Latinoam. Prod. Anim. 22, 21–29.

Dou, Z., Toth, J.D., Westendorf, M.L., 2018. Food waste for livestock feeding: feasibility,
safety, and sustainability implications. Glob. Food Sec. 17, 154–161. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.gfs.2017.12.003.

EMEP/EEA, 2019a. Air Pollutant Emission Inventory Guidebook 2019. Technical
Guidance to Prepare National Emission Inventories. Appendix 3.D - Crop Production
and Agricultural Soils.

EMEP/EEA, 2019b. Air Pollutant Emission Inventory Guidebook 2019. Technical
Guidance to Prepare National Emission Inventories. Appendix 3.B. Manure
management.

FAO, 2017. Global livestock environmental assessment model (GLEAM) [WWW
document]. accessed 7.16.18. www.fao.org/gleam/en/.

Fausto-Castro, L., Rivas-García, P., G�omez-Nafte, J.A., Rico-Martínez, R., Rico-
Ramírez, V., Gomez-Gonzalez, R., Cuar�on-Ibargüengoytia, J.A., Botello-�Alvarez, J.E.,
2020. Selection of food waste with low moisture and high protein content from
Mexican restaurants as a supplement to swine feed. J. Clean. Prod. 256, 120137.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.120137.

Foley, J.A., Ramankutty, N., Brauman, K.A., Cassidy, E.S., Gerber, J.S., Johnston, M.,
Mueller, N.D., O'Connell, C., Ray, D.K., West, P.C., Balzer, C., Bennett, E.M.,
Carpenter, S.R., Hill, J., Monfreda, C., Polasky, S., Rockstr€om, J., Sheehan, J.,
Siebert, S., Tilman, D., Zaks, D.P.M., 2011. Solutions for a cultivated planet. Nature
478, 337–342. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature10452.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cesys.2021.100035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cesys.2021.100035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2011.06.050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2010.12.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2010.12.016
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2353
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.06.078
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0187-6236(14)71109-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2004.08.004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref10
https://smn.conagua.gob.mx/es/pronostico-del-tiempo-por-municipios
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref12
http://www.economia-sniim.gob.mx/nuevo/
http://www.economia-sniim.gob.mx/nuevo/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref15
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2017.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2017.12.003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref18
http://www.fao.org/gleam/en/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.120137
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature10452


S. Quintero-Herrera et al. Cleaner Environmental Systems 2 (2021) 100035
García-Rodríguez, J., Ranilla, M.J., France, J., Alaiz-Moret�on, H., Carro, M.D., L�opez, S.,
2019. Chemical composition, in vitro digestibility and rumen fermentation kinetics of
agro-industrial by-products. Animals 9, 861. https://doi.org/10.3390/ani9110861.

Gerber, P.J., Steinfeld, H., Henderson, B., Mottet, A., Opio, C., Dijkman, J., Falcucci, A.,
Tempio, G., 2013. Tackling Climate Change through Livestock: a Global Assessment
of Emissions and Mitigation Opportunities. Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations (FAO), Rome, Italy.

Goedkoop, M., Heijungs, R., Huijbregts, M., De Schryver, A., Struijs, J., van Zelm, R.,
2013. ReCiPe 2008 - A Life Cycle Impact Assessment Method Which Comprises
Harmonised Category Indicators at the Midpoint and the Endpoint Level, 1.08.
Amersfoort, Netherlands.

GREET, 2018. The greenhouse gases, regulated emissions, and energy use in
transportation model. v.13239. Argonne Natl. Lab.

Guevara, V.R., 2004. Use of nonlinear programming to optimize performance response to
energy density in broiler feed formulation. Poultry Sci. 83, 147–151. https://doi.org/
10.1093/ps/83.2.147.

Heuz�e, V., Tran, G., Lebas, F., 2015. Sorghum Grain. Feedipedia, a Programme by INRA,
CIRAD. AFZ and FAO.

Heuz�e, V., Tran, G., Boval, M., Noblet, J., Renaudeau, D., Lessire, M., Lebas, F., 2016.
Alfalfa (Medicago Sativa). Feedipedia, a Programme by INRA, CIRAD. AFZ and FAO.

Heuz�e, V., Tran, G., Edouard, N., Lebas, F., 2017a. Maize Silage. Feedipedia, a Programme
by INRA, CIRAD. AFZ and FAO.

Heuz�e, V., Tran, G., Lebas, F., 2017b. Maize Grain. Feedipedia, a Programme by INRA,
CIRAD. AFZ and FAO.

Hidalgo Gallardo, A., Hidalgo Gallardo, R.L., S�anchez Torres, Y., Leal L�opez, �A.J., 2017.
Climate change mitigation and adaptation commitments for the period 2020-2030
(Compromisos de mitigaci�on y adaptaci�on ante el cambio clim�atico para el período
2020-2030 – M�exico). Boletín Científico las Ciencias Econ�omico Adm. del ICEA 5.
https://doi.org/10.29057/icea.v5i9.2126.

Hu, C.H., Zuo, A.Y., Wang, D.G., Pan, H.Y., Zheng, W.B., Qian, Z.C., Zou, X.T., 2011.
Effects of broccoli stems and leaves meal on production performance and egg quality
of laying hens. Anim. Feed Sci. Technol. 170, 117–121. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.anifeedsci.2011.07.019.

Hyland, J.J., Henchion, M., McCarthy, M., McCarthy, S.N., 2017. The role of meat in
strategies to achieve a sustainable diet lower in greenhouse gas emissions: a review.
Meat Sci. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.meatsci.2017.04.014.

i Canals, L.M., Mu~noz, I., Hospido, A., Plassmann, K., McLaren, S., Edwards-Jones, G.,
Hounsome, B., 2008. Life cycle assessment (LCA) of domestic vs. imported
vegetables. Case studies on broccoli, salad crops and green beans. In: RELU Project
REW-224-25-0044.

i Canals, L.M., Chapagain, A., Orr, S., Chenoweth, J., Anton, A., Clift, R., 2010. Assessing
freshwater use impacts in LCA, part 2: case study of broccoli production in the UK
and Spain. Int. J. Life Cycle Assess. 15, 598–607. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-
010-0187-0.

IDF, 2015. Bulletin of the IDF N� 479/2015: A Common Carbon Footprint Approach for
the Dairy Sector – the IDF Guide to Standard Life Cycle Assessment Methodology.
International Dairy Federation, Brussels (Belgium).

IPCC, 2019. 2019 Refinement to the 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas
Inventories. Geneva, Switzerland.

ISO, 2006a. ISO 14040: Environmental Management — Life Cycle Assessment —
Principles and Framework. International Organization for Standardization, Geneva.

ISO, 2006b. ISO 14044: Environmental Management — Life Cycle Assessment —
Requirements and Guidelines. International Organization for Standardization,
Geneva.

Ju�arez, B., Jos�e, R., Jesús, M., Cecilia, H., 2015. Evaluation and classification of quality of
commercial milk consumed in Tuxtepec, Oaxaca, Mexico. Ecosistemas y Recur.
Agropecu. 2, 327–337.

K€agi, T., Dinkel, F., Frischknecht, R., Humbert, S., Lindberg, J., De Mester, S.,
Ponsioen, T., Sala, S., Schenker, U.W., 2016. Session “midpoint, endpoint or single
score for decision-making?”—SETAC Europe 25th annual meeting, may 5th, 2015.
Int. J. Life Cycle Assess. 21, 129–132. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-015-0998-0.

Kim, M.-H., Kim, J.-W., 2010. Comparison through a LCA evaluation analysis of food
waste disposal options from the perspective of global warming and resource recovery.
Sci. Total Environ. 408, 3998–4006. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.scitotenv.2010.04.049.

Lara, P., 1993. Multiple objective fractional programming and livestock ration
formulation: a case study for dairy cow diets in Spain. Agric. Syst. 41, 321–334.
https://doi.org/10.1016/0308-521X(93)90007-O.

Lech�on, Y., Cabal, H., Lago, C., Rúa, C. de la, S�aez, R.M., Fern�andez, M., 2005. Life cycle
assessment of alternative transportation fuels. Phase I: Comparative life cycle
assessment of cereal ethanol and gasoline (An�alisis de ciclo de vida de combustibles
alternativos para el transporte. Fase I: An�alisis del ciclo de vida comparativo, first ed.
Ciemat (Centro de Investigaciones energ�eticas medioambientales y tecnol�ogicas),
Madrid.

Loya-Gonz�alez, D., Loredo-Cancino, M., Soto-Regalado, E., Rivas-García, P., Cerino-
C�ordova, F. de J., García-Reyes, R.B., Bustos-Martínez, D., Estrada-Baltazar, A., 2019.
Optimal activated carbon production from corn pericarp: a life cycle assessment
approach. J. Clean. Prod. 219, 316–325. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.jclepro.2019.02.068.

Moraes, L.E., Wilen, J.E., Robinson, P.H., Fadel, J.G., 2012. A linear programming model
to optimize diets in environmental policy scenarios. J. Dairy Sci. 95, 1267–1282.
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2011-4651.

Munford, A.G., 1996. The use of iterative linear programming in practical applications of
animal diet formulation. Math. Comput. Simulat. 42, 255–261. https://doi.org/
10.1016/0378-4754(95)00115-8.
10
Mustafa, A.F., Baurhoo, B., 2016. Effects of feeding dried broccoli floret residues on
performance, ileal and total digestive tract nutrient digestibility, and selected
microbial populations in broiler chickens. J. Appl. Poultry Res. 25, 561–570. https://
doi.org/10.3382/japr/pfw038.

Nemecek, T., Bengoa, X., Rossi, V., Humbert, S., Lansche, J., Mouron, P., Riedener, E.,
2014. World Food LCA Database: Methodological Guidelines for the Life Cycle
Inventory of Agricultural Products. World Food LCA Database (WFLDB). Lausanne
and Zurich, Switzerland.

Nijdam, D., Rood, T., Westhoek, H., 2012. The price of protein: review of land use and
carbon footprints from life cycle assessments of animal food products and their
substitutes. Food Pol. 37, 760–770. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2012.08.002.

Pratiksha Saxena, P., 2011. Animal diet formulation models: a review (1950-2010). CAB
Rev. Perspect. Agric. Vet. Sci. Nutr. Nat. Resour. 6 https://doi.org/10.1079/
PAVSNNR20116057.

Rahman, R.A., Ang, C.L., Ramli, R., 2010. Investigating feed mix problem approaches: an
overview and potential solution. World Acad. Sci. Eng. Technol.

ReFED, 2016. A Roadmap to Reduce U. S. Food Waste by 20 Percent. Communications of
ReFED Steering Committee and Advisory Council, New York City, USA.

Rivas-García, P., 2014. Environmental evaluation and mathematical modeling of
anaerobic digestion processes as a waste management technique in dairy production
in the State of Guanajuato. (Evaluaci�on ambiental y modelado matem�atico de los
procesos de digesti�on anaerobia como t�ec. Instituto Tecnol�ogico de Celaya.

Rivas-García, P., Botello-�Alvarez, J.E., Abel Seabra, J.E., da Silva Walter, A.C., Estrada-
Baltazar, A., 2015. Environmental implications of anaerobic digestion for manure
management in dairy farms in Mexico: a life cycle perspective. Environ. Technol. 36,
2198–2209. https://doi.org/10.1080/09593330.2015.1024758.

R€o€os, E., Baj�zelj, B., Smith, P., Patel, M., Little, D., Garnett, T., 2017. Greedy or needy?
Land use and climate impacts of food in 2050 under different livestock futures.
Global Environ. Change 47, 1–12. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.gloenvcha.2017.09.001.

SADER-SIAP, 2019. Agri-food outlook 2019 (Panorama agroalimentario 2019), Secretaria
de Agricultura y Desarrollo Rural.

SAGARPA, 2017. Agricultural Technical Agenda Guanajuato (Agenda T�ecnica Agrícola
Guanajuato). INIFAP, M�exico.

SIAP, 2018. Milk Bulletin, October-December 2018 (Boletín de Leche, Octubre-diciembre
2018) [WWW Document]. URL infosiap.siap.gob.mx/opt/boletlech/Boletín de Leche
octubre-diciembre 2018.pdf.

SIAP, 2019. Statistical yearbook of agricultural production (anuario estadístico de la
Producci�on agrícola) [WWW document]. http://infosiap.siap.gob.mx/gobmx/datos
Abiertos.php.

Takata, M., Fukushima, K., Kino-Kimata, N., Nagao, N., Niwa, C., Toda, T., 2012. The
effects of recycling loops in food waste management in Japan: based on the
environmental and economic evaluation of food recycling. Sci. Total Environ. 432,
309–317. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2012.05.049.

Terralia, 2019. List of materials in Agrochemicals in Mexico (Listado de materias en
Agroquímicos de M�exico [WWW Document]. URL. http://www.terralia.com/agro
quimicos_de_mexico/composition_index.

Thoma, G., Jolliet, O., Wang, Y., 2013. A biophysical approach to allocation of life cycle
environmental burdens for fluid milk supply chain analysis. Int. Dairy J. 31, S41–S49.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.idairyj.2012.08.012.

Timpka, T., Eriksson, H., Gursky, E.A., Str€omgren, M., Holm, E., Ekberg, J., Eriksson, O.,
Grimvall, A., Valter, L., Nyce, J.M., 2001. Nutrient Requirements of Dairy Cattle,
seventh ed. National Research Council. National Academies Press, Washington, D.C.
https://doi.org/10.17226/9825.

Tozer, P.R., Stokes, J.R., 2001. A multi-objective programming approach to feed ration
balancing and nutrient management. Agric. Syst. 67, 201–215. https://doi.org/
10.1016/S0308-521X(00)00056-1.

University of Hertfordshire, 2016. Pesticide Properties DataBase.
USDA, 2018. Broccoli, Stalks, Raw - National Nutrient Database for Standard Reference

Legacy Release.
USDA, 2019. Milk - National Nutrient Database for Standard Reference Legacy Release.
Uyeh, D.D., Mallipeddi, R., Pamulapati, T., Park, T., Kim, J., Woo, S., Ha, Y., 2018.

Interactive livestock feed ration optimization using evolutionary algorithms. Comput.
Electron. Agric. 155, 1–11. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compag.2018.08.031.

von Ow, A., Waldvogel, T., Nemecek, T., 2020. Environmental optimization of the Swiss
population's diet using domestic production resources. J. Clean. Prod. 248, 119241.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.119241.

Wattiaux, M.A., Uddin, M.E., Letelier, P., Jackson, R.D., Larson, R.A., 2019. Invited
Review: emission and mitigation of greenhouse gases from dairy farms: the cow, the
manure, and the field. Appl. Anim. Sci. 35, 238–254. https://doi.org/10.15232/
aas.2018-01803.

Wernet, G.G., Bauer, C.C., Steubing, B.B., Reinhard, J.J., Moreno-Ruiz, E., Weidema, B.B.,
2016. The ecoinvent database version 3 (part I): overview and methodology [WWW
Document]. Int. J. Life Cycle Assess. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-016-1087-8.

West, T.O., Marland, G., 2002. A synthesis of carbon sequestration, carbon emissions, and
net carbon flux in agriculture: comparing tillage practices in the United States. Agric.
Ecosyst. Environ. 91, 217–232. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-8809(01)00233-X.

Yan, M.-J., Humphreys, J., Holden, N.M., 2011. An evaluation of life cycle assessment of
European milk production. J. Environ. Manag. 92, 372–379. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jenvman.2010.10.025.

Yi, X.W., Yang, F., Liu, J.X., Wang, J.K., 2015. Effects of replacement of concentrate
mixture by broccoli byproducts on lactating performance in dairy cows. Asian-
Australas. J. Anim. Sci. 28, 1449–1453. https://doi.org/10.5713/ajas.15.0016.

https://doi.org/10.3390/ani9110861
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref26
https://doi.org/10.1093/ps/83.2.147
https://doi.org/10.1093/ps/83.2.147
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref31
https://doi.org/10.29057/icea.v5i9.2126
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anifeedsci.2011.07.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anifeedsci.2011.07.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.meatsci.2017.04.014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref35
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-010-0187-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-010-0187-0
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref41
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-015-0998-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2010.04.049
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2010.04.049
https://doi.org/10.1016/0308-521X(93)90007-O
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref45
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.02.068
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.02.068
https://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2011-4651
https://doi.org/10.1016/0378-4754(95)00115-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/0378-4754(95)00115-8
https://doi.org/10.3382/japr/pfw038
https://doi.org/10.3382/japr/pfw038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref50
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2012.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1079/PAVSNNR20116057
https://doi.org/10.1079/PAVSNNR20116057
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref55
https://doi.org/10.1080/09593330.2015.1024758
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2017.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2017.09.001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref60
http://infosiap.siap.gob.mx/gobmx/datosAbiertos.php
http://infosiap.siap.gob.mx/gobmx/datosAbiertos.php
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2012.05.049
http://www.terralia.com/agroquimicos_de_mexico/composition_index
http://www.terralia.com/agroquimicos_de_mexico/composition_index
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.idairyj.2012.08.012
https://doi.org/10.17226/9825
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0308-521X(00)00056-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0308-521X(00)00056-1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref68
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compag.2018.08.031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.119241
https://doi.org/10.15232/aas.2018-01803
https://doi.org/10.15232/aas.2018-01803
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-016-1087-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-8809(01)00233-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2010.10.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2010.10.025
https://doi.org/10.5713/ajas.15.0016


S. Quintero-Herrera et al. Cleaner Environmental Systems 2 (2021) 100035
Yue, Q., Xu, X., Hillier, J., Cheng, K., Pan, G., 2017. Mitigating greenhouse gas emissions
in agriculture: from farm production to food consumption. J. Clean. Prod. 149,
1011–1019. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.02.172.

Zamudio-Gonz�alez, B., V�azquez-Alarc�on, A., Salazar-Hern�andez, J.A., Alc�antar-
Gonz�alez, G., 2007. Availability and vertical movement of potassium in fluvisols with
simulated drip irrigation. Terra Latinoam 25, 287–295.
11
zu Ermgassen, E.K.H.J., Phalan, B., Green, R.E., Balmford, A., 2016. Reducing the land use
of EU pork production: where there's swill, there's a way. Food Pol. 58, 35–48.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2015.11.001.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.02.172
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-7894(21)00027-1/sref77
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2015.11.001

	The use of broccoli agro-industrial waste in dairy cattle diet for environmental mitigation
	1. Introduction
	2. Materials and methods
	2.1. Dairy production system
	2.1.1. Description of the study scenario for DPS
	2.1.2. Definition and scope of the product system for the DPS
	2.1.3. DPS inventory analysis
	2.1.4. DPS impact assessment

	2.2. Broccoli production system
	2.2.1. Description of the study scenario for BPS
	2.2.2. Definition and scope of the product for BPS
	2.2.3. BPS inventory analysis
	2.2.4. BPS impact assessment

	2.3. Optimization model
	2.3.1. Parameters
	2.3.2. Objective function
	2.3.3. Constraints
	2.3.4. Solution

	2.4. Sensitivity analysis of BS price and environmental impacts of DPS
	2.5. Sensitivity analysis of allocation method

	3. Results and discussion
	3.1. Environmental impact assessment of feeds in the diet
	3.1.1. Life cycle inventory
	3.1.2. Impact assessment of feeds

	3.2. Diet optimization
	3.3. Environmental assessment of the DPS
	3.4. Influence of BS price on environmental impacts of DPS
	3.5. Sensitivity analysis of allocation methods

	4. Conclusions and future prospective
	Declaration of competing interest
	Acknowledgments
	Appendix A. Supplementary data
	References




