
HAL Id: hal-04590313
https://hal.science/hal-04590313

Submitted on 28 May 2024

HAL is a multi-disciplinary open access
archive for the deposit and dissemination of sci-
entific research documents, whether they are pub-
lished or not. The documents may come from
teaching and research institutions in France or
abroad, or from public or private research centers.

L’archive ouverte pluridisciplinaire HAL, est
destinée au dépôt et à la diffusion de documents
scientifiques de niveau recherche, publiés ou non,
émanant des établissements d’enseignement et de
recherche français ou étrangers, des laboratoires
publics ou privés.

Distributed under a Creative Commons Attribution - NonCommercial - NoDerivatives 4.0
International License

Environmental trade-offs of meeting nutritional
requirements with a lower share of animal protein for

adult subpopulations
Joël Aubin, Florent Vieux, Samuel Le Féon, Marion Tharrey, Jean-Louis J.L.

Peyraud, Nicole Darmon

To cite this version:
Joël Aubin, Florent Vieux, Samuel Le Féon, Marion Tharrey, Jean-Louis J.L. Peyraud, et al.. En-
vironmental trade-offs of meeting nutritional requirements with a lower share of animal protein for
adult subpopulations. Animal, 2024, pp.101182. �10.1016/j.animal.2024.101182�. �hal-04590313�

https://hal.science/hal-04590313
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr


Journal Pre-proofs

Environmental trade-offs of meeting nutritional requirements with a lower
share of animal protein for adult subpopulations

J. Aubin, F. Vieux, S. Le Féon, M. Tharrey, J.L. Peyraud, N. Darmon

PII: S1751-7311(24)00113-7
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.animal.2024.101182
Reference: ANIMAL 101182

To appear in: Animal

Received Date: 19 December 2023
Revised Date: 24 April 2024
Accepted Date: 29 April 2024

Please cite this article as: J. Aubin, F. Vieux, S. Le Féon, M. Tharrey, J.L. Peyraud, N. Darmon, Environmental
trade-offs of meeting nutritional requirements with a lower share of animal protein for adult subpopulations,
Animal (2024), doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.animal.2024.101182

This is a PDF file of an article that has undergone enhancements after acceptance, such as the addition of a cover
page and metadata, and formatting for readability, but it is not yet the definitive version of record. This version
will undergo additional copyediting, typesetting and review before it is published in its final form, but we are
providing this version to give early visibility of the article. Please note that, during the production process, errors
may be discovered which could affect the content, and all legal disclaimers that apply to the journal pertain.

© 2024 Published by Elsevier B.V. on behalf of The Animal Consortium.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.animal.2024.101182
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.animal.2024.101182


1

Environmental trade-offs of meeting nutritional requirements with a lower share of 
animal protein for adult subpopulations 

J. Aubina, F. Vieuxb, S. Le Féonc, M. Tharreyd J.L. Peyraude, and N. Darmond

a INRAE, Institut Agro, SAS, 65 rue de Saint Brieuc, 35042, Rennes, France

b MS-Nutrition, 13005 Marseille, France

c Independent Researcher in Environmental Assessment, Pépinière ESS, 23 rue des 
Chênes, 35630 Langouët, France

d Université de Montpellier, CIRAD, CIHEAM-IAMM, INRAE, Institut Agro, MOISA, 
34060 Montpellier, France

e INRAE, Institut Agro, PEGASE, Le Clos, 35590,Saint-Gilles, France

Corresponding author: Joël Aubin. E-mail: joel.aubin@inrae.fr

Highlights:

• Life Cycle Assessment was applied to observed and optimized French population diet
• Diet with low animal protein share has mixed environmental impacts
• Climate change, acidification, land occupation and energy use decreased
• Water scarcity and land-use impacts on biodiversity increased
• Changing agricultural practices and dietary recommendations remains an objective

Abstract 

Decreasing the share of protein contributed by animal-based foods is recommended 
to move towards more sustainable and healthier diets. This study aimed to assess 
potential environmental impacts of diets with a lower share of animal protein. The 
diets were modeled to include the minimum share of animal protein in total protein 
that met nutrient requirements and did not increase costs. The new diets also 
minimized the difference in the quantity of food from those of observed (OBS) diets. 
They were modeled for five adult subpopulations (defined by sex and age) using 
mathematical optimization. The model was created by combining the INCA2 
database (to model OBS diets in the French population) and a database of 207 food 
items to adjust nutritional and price parameters. All modeled diets satisfied nutritional 
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and cost constraints. A low-animal-protein (LAP) diet was identified for each 
subpopulation by progressively decreasing the share of animal protein by steps of 
5% until the recommended quantity of protein and/or consumption constraints were 
no longer satisfied. Potential environmental impacts of the LAP diets in eight impact 
categories were calculated using life cycle assessment (LCA) and life cycle 
inventories from Agribalyse® 3.0. A LAP diet for the entire population was calculated 
as a weighted mean of the subpopulations’ LAP diets. The share of animal protein 
decreased from 70% in the OBS diet to 50% in the LAP diet. Compared to the OBS 
diet, the LAP diet decreased five environmental impacts: climate change 
(greenhouse gas emissions), acidification (emissions of acidifying compounds) and 
land occupation (all by more than 30%), cumulative energy demand (by 23%) and 
marine eutrophication (by 13%). Conversely, it increased three environmental 
impacts: freshwater eutrophication and water use (both by ca. 40%) and biodiversity 
damage potential (potential loss of species associated with land use) (by 66%). 
These results suggest that decreasing the share of animal protein to 50% is 
compatible with nutritional requirements, affordability and consumption constraints, 
but would have mixed effects on the environment.

Keywords: life cycle assessment, diet, biodiversity, water use, climate change

Implications

Decreasing the share of animal protein in the human diet is recommended for human 
and planetary health. But, does optimizing nutritional requirements by reducing the 
proportion of animal protein systematically improve the environmental balance of the 
human diet? Based on French consumption data, this study found that diets 
optimized to be healthy and affordable and have a lower share of animal protein 
decreased several life cycle assessment environmental impacts, such as climate 
change, but increased impacts on biodiversity and water use. Nutritional 
recommendations and agricultural practices must evolve to achieve the dual 
objective of human and planetary health.

 Introduction

The current food system in high-income countries is a major threat to sustainable 
development, and dietary changes are needed to keep the Earth system within 
planetary boundaries (Aiking and de Boer, 2020; Campbell et al., 2017; Lucas et al., 
2021; Sala et al., 2020; Willett et al., 2019). The environmental pressure of the global 
food system is driven mainly by the share of animal products (e.g., meat, fish, eggs, 
milk, dairy products) in the human diet (Xu et al., 2021). In particular, the livestock 
industry contributes greatly to greenhouse gas emissions, land competition, water 
use, eutrophication, acidification (Gerber et al., 2013; Poore and Nemecek, 2018) 
and impacts on biodiversity (Corson et al., 2022; Steinfeld et al., 2006). In this 
context, the projected increase in demand for animal protein over the coming 
decades due to population growth and rising living standards (FAO, 2017a) poses a 
major challenge for future sustainability. In Western countries, mean protein intake 
exceeds the minimum quantity recommended by nutritionists (Andreoli et al., 2021) 
and is provided mainly (55-73%) by animal products (Halkjær et al., 2009; Hoy et al., 
2021). Decreasing the consumption of protein, as well as the share of protein from 
animal products, could therefore have a large impact by decreasing environmental 
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impacts (Springmann et al., 2018). Thus, shifting the shares of animal and plant 
products in favor of the latter is a key target of food policies to increase sustainability 
(Lonnie and Johnstone, 2020; Willett et al., 2019). Nevertheless, animal products 
provide important micronutrients such as vitamins B12 and D, riboflavin, calcium, iron 
and zinc (Fehér et al., 2020). In addition, drastically decreasing their intake may 
decrease diet affordability (Monsivais et al., 2015) and acceptability (Fehér et al., 
2020).

Linear optimization of diets is a powerful method for identifying the dietary changes 
needed to achieve environmentally friendly diets without compromising other 
dimensions of diet sustainability, such as nutritional adequacy, cultural acceptability 
(i.e., avoiding large differences from observed diets) and economic affordability 
(Gazan et al., 2018b). From observed food-consumption data, diet modeling attempts 
to modify the quantity of food consumed to create a new diet that optimizes 
(minimizes or maximizes) an objective function while satisfying a set of nutritional 
and non-nutritional constraints. Previous modeling studies consistently predicted that 
transition towards a more sustainable diet would require adopting a diet with fewer 
animal products and more fruits and vegetables, pulses and cereals than the current 
diet (Gazan et al., 2018b; Wilson et al., 2019). However, the share and type of animal 
products in the optimized diets and their environmental impacts differed among 
studies due to differences among the optimization models and their input data (e.g., 
food consumption data or tables, nutritional recommendations, environmental 
impacts of foods, prices), due mainly to differences in model settings and data 
sources (Gazan et al., 2018b; Wilson et al., 2019). For example, in France, a 30% 
decrease in greenhouse gas emissions was found to be possible while meeting 
nutritional requirements and differing little from current diets (Perignon et al., 2016). 
However, another modeling study found that environmental impacts of diets could be 
decreased by more than 50% in more "disruptive" scenarios, which drastically 
decreased the share of animal protein (Seconda et al., 2021). Nevertheless, in these 
studies, decreasing the share of animal protein was a consequence of model 
parameterization, and none of them specifically examined the environmental impacts 
of forcing a decrease in the share of animal protein in a nutritionally adequate diet. 

Life cycle assessment (LCA) has been used several times to assess human diets 
(Chai et al., 2019; Martin and Brandao, 2017; Munoz et al., 2010). However, doing so 
challenges LCA methodology, notably the use of relevant functional units (Sonesson 
et al., 2019) and generation of optimized diets for a large population (Larrea-Gallegos 
and Vazquez-Rowe, 2020), and the data that LCA requires (e.g., lack of 
representative databases of food impacts and population consumption habits). These 
issues were recently discussed to provide recommendations for developing 
nutritional LCA (McLaren et al., 2021). Which impact categories to use to assess 
environmental impacts of the food system remains an open question and is often 
limited to the carbon footprint (Kovacs et al, 2021). Consequently, LCA of agriculture 
does not consider all environmental impacts or ecosystem services associated with 
agriculture (van der Werf et al., 2020). This is especially true for impacts on 
biodiversity, since the loss of biodiversity is a major threat for the sustainability of 
food systems. Despites recent methodological developments (Crenna et al., 2019; 
Crenna et al., 2020), applications of nutritional LCA remain scarce, due mainly to the 
need for suitable life cycle inventories (LCIs) (Sanyé-Mengual et al., 2022), in 
particular differentiation of land-use classes (e.g., annual crops, permanent crops, 
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organic farms) (McLaren et al., 2021). Impacts on biodiversity must be considered at 
the diet level to assess the consequences of transitions in dietary habits. 

Aware of the importance of protein in human nutrition and its potential environmental 
impacts via animal production, we performed an initial study using mathematical 
optimization of diets to explore the minimum share of animal protein that met all food 
nutrient recommendations (Vieux et al., 2022). We applied this study to the French 
population as an example of a European high-protein diet and because data on this 
topic were easily available. We used mathematical optimization to decrease the 
share of animal protein while meeting nutritional recommendations for the French 
population, satisfying consumption constraints and not increasing the cost (Vieux et 
al., 2022). Using this method, an initial study was performed to compare 
environmental impacts of an optimized low-animal-protein (LAP) diet to those of an 
observed (OBS) diet, as well as related diets for adult subpopulations in France 
(Tharrey et al., 2022). Eight LCA environmental impacts were estimated, including 
land-use impacts on biodiversity.

Since the study of Tharrey et al. (2022), we detected inconsistencies in the data 
used. We thus corrected and published a complete version of the databases and 
recalculated the impacts (Le Féon et al., 2022; Le Féon et al., 2023). Because the 
results changed, so did the conclusions. The present study updates the study of 
Tharrey et al. (2022) with more complete methods and discussion.

The objective of this study was to explore potential trade-offs between food practices 
considered environmentally friendly (i.e., decreasing the share of animal protein in 
the diet) and multiple environmental impacts for a plausible national-scale diet. This 
study is addressed in particular to scientists and decision-makers working for a more 
sustainable food supply.

Material and methods

The method consisted of three main steps: (1) defining the diets to assess as 
combinations of food ingredients based on adult subpopulations, (2) adapting 
Agribalyse® LCIs and extracting data per unit of product and (3) assessing eight 
environmental impacts associated with the selected diets. The method had several 
substeps (Fig. 1), described as follows.

Population and nutritional data 

Data on dietary intakes used to design the optimized diets came from the second 
French cross-sectional Individual and National Study on Food Consumption (INCA2, 
2006-2007) performed by the French Agency for Food, Environmental, and 
Occupational Health and Safety (AFSSA, 2009) (OBS diet). Only data collected from 
adults aged ≥ 18 years old (n = 2624) were used in the present study. 
Subpopulations of interest were defined by sex and age (< 65 years and ≥ 65 years) 
because of their different nutritional needs (ANSES, 2016). The subpopulation of 
women was subdivided as a function of iron requirements (ANSES, 2019), 
considering 50 years old as the age of menopause, which resulted in a total of five 
subpopulations: women < 50 years old, women 50-64 years old, women ≥ 65 years 
old, men < 65 years old and men ≥ 65 years. Like Vieux et al. (2022), we calculated 
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the nutritional composition of the foods consumed by participants in the INCA2 study 
(expressed per 100 g of edible portion) from the French reference database of the 
nutritional composition of foods commonly consumed in France (CIQUAL). The 
phytate content of foods came from the International Framework of Food Data 
Systems (INFOODS, 2015). For each subpopulation, the recommended total protein 
intake was estimated from the mean body weight of the French population. The 
mean prices of foods were calculated using data from the 2006 Kantar Worldpanel 
survey of food purchases in France (Gazan et al., 2018a; Kantar Worldpanel, 2015).

The database of food nutrition and cost was aggregated into a list of 212 frequently 
consumed food items built using a matching method for compiling food metrics 
(Gazan et al., 2018a). For each subpopulation, the mean daily food intake was 
estimated by aggregating the foods consumed into the list of 212 food items (Gazan 
et al., 2018a). Alcohol items were removed from the analysis, which yielded a final 
database of 207 food items. The food items were categorized into three levels: food 
groups (n = 9), food subgroups (n = 26) and food families (n = 54).

The minimum share of animal protein that met all food nutrient recommendations 
was estimated using mathematical optimization to decrease the share of animal 
protein while meeting nutritional recommendations, satisfying consumption 
constraints and not increasing the cost (LAP diet) (Vieux et al., 2022). See Vieux et 
al. (2022) for details of the modeling method and the parameters considered.

Life cycle assessment and environmental impact categories

Environmental impacts of foods were estimated using LCA, a multi-criteria and multi-
stage environmental assessment framework defined by ISO standard 14044 (ISO, 
2006). LCA quantifies all relevant emissions and resources consumed throughout the 
life cycle of a product or service (e.g., production, distribution, use and end-of-life 
phases) (European Commission et al., 2010).

Goal and scope 

The objective of the study was to compare potential environmental impacts of the 
LAP diet to those of the OBS diet. The system boundaries were those of the food 
items in the Agribalyse database: the value chain from “cradle to plate”. The 
functional unit was “Provide a daily diet to consumers that meets recommended 
nutrient intake and remains affordable”.

Life cycle inventory

LCIs of input and output flows came from Agribalyse 3.0, the LCI database of food 
items produced and consumed in France (Koch and Salou, 2020; Asselin-Balençon 
et al., 2020). For 2500 food items from the CIQUAL database, Agribalyse provided 
“cradle-to-plate” LCIs that included agricultural production, processing, transport, 
packaging, distribution, retailing, consumer use, end of life and waste disposal 
(Asselin-Balençon et al., 2020). All transportation was included, except that from 
retail to consumer. All waste (ingredients and food) was included, except that at 
consumers’ places of consumption. The sources of the main ingredients were 
defined in detail by combining data from technical institutes and expert knowledge 
(Asselin-Balençon et al., 2020). For other ingredients, five-year mean (2009-2013) 
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data from FAOSTAT (2019) were used. For some ingredients (i.e., tomatoes, 
strawberries, chicken and beef), a distinction was made between direct consumption 
and processing/catering. For example, all chicken and beef intended for direct 
consumption came from France. The Agribalyse LCIs used proxies when the country 
of origin was unknown or the corresponding data were missing. Exports and stocks 
were excluded (Asselin-Balençon et al., 2020). The diets included 686 foods and 
were averaged to 212 food items using relations from the French Food Agency 
(Gazan et al., 2018a) to connect the food-composition and environmental-impact 
databases. See Le Féon et al. (2023) for details.

Life cycle impact assessment

Based on the Agribalyse LCIs, seven midpoint impact categories were estimated that 
covered the main potential environmental impacts of food production: climate change 
(CC), marine eutrophication (ME), freshwater eutrophication (FE), acidification (AC), 
water scarcity (WS), land occupation (LO) and cumulative energy demand (CED) 
(Table 1). To estimate impacts of food production on biodiversity, an eighth impact 
category – biodiversity damage potential (BDP) – was used to express the potential 
loss of species associated with land use (Table 1). Land-use impacts on biodiversity 
were assessed using the approach of Knudsen et al. (2017), who calculated BDP as 
the product of a characterization factor, area and duration of each land-use type:. 

BDP = A ∗ t ∗ CF 

where A is the area of the land use type, t the time considered 

and CF the characterisation factor related to the land use type

The characterization factor expresses the plant species richness associated with a 
land-use type for European agriculture compared to that of a reference situation (i.e., 
temperate-broadleaf and mixed-forest biome) and estimates the potential fraction of 
species lost. It usually ranges from 0 (no loss) to 1 (total loss) but can become 
negative when the land-use type potentially supports more plant species than the 
reference. The characterization factors of Knudsen et al. (2017) were supplemented 
with previously published characterization factors for tropical annual crops (Mueller et 
al., 2014) and vineyards and orchards (Koellner and Scholz, 2008). The 
characterization factors used are available in Supplementary Table S1. To apply 
BDP, some land occupation flows of Agribalyse LCIs needed to be modified, which 
also resulted in adapting the method used to estimate LO, as documented in a public 
dataset (https://doi.org/10.57745/HZSRHZ) associated with a data paper (Le Féon et 
al., 2023). Impacts at the food level were combined to obtain impacts at the diet level 
using attributional LCA, which was calculated using SimaPro 8.4 (PRé Sustainability, 
Amersfoort, the Netherlands).

Interpretation

We compared impacts of the two diets and contributions of the food categories in the 
diets to these impacts, and examined the key mechanisms that influenced 
differences between the diets.

https://doi.org/10.57745/HZSRHZ
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We used mathematical optimization of diets (Gazan et al., 2018b) to model 
nutritionally adequate diets that satisfied consumer constraints (quantities and costs) 
and contained less protein than OBS diets. The OPTMODEL procedure of SAS/OR 
software (SAS institute, Cary, NC, USA) was used to run linear programming models. 
For each subpopulation, new diets were modeled by modifying the quantities of each 
of the 207 food items in the OBS diets. All optimized diets were constrained to have 
the same energy intake as OBS diets, not exceed the cost of OBS diets and meet a 
set of 31 nutritional recommendations (i.e., energy, carbohydrates, fiber, water, lipids, 
saturated and essential fatty acids, sugar, sodium, 11 vitamins and 8 minerals). 
Nutrient reference values (NRVs) were taken from the French nutritional 
recommendations available at the beginning of the study (ANSES, 2016, 2019). See 
Table S2 for all constraints and corresponding thresholds and Vieux et al. (2022) for 
details of the nutritional constraints. Because the NRVs for EPA+DHA (500 mg/d) 
and vitamin D (15 µg/d) could not be met in either the OBS or optimized diets, their 
minimum constraints were lowered to 250 mg/d (European Union reference intake) 
(European Food Safety Authority, 2017) and 5 µg/d (considered adequate by some 
national and international food and public health agencies (ANSES, 2021)), 
respectively, to allow the models to find a solution. For calcium, the NRV was 
weighted by the percentages of individuals older and younger than 25 years old in 
the subpopulation. Sodium and fortified products (i.e. supplemented with essential 
nutrients) could not exceed those in the OBS diets. In accordance with French NRVs, 
the recommended quantity of zinc was set as a function of the quantity of phytate 
(ANSES, 2016). Drinking water could not exceed its NRV in order to keep the 
optimized diets from including too much of it. In accordance with the French Agency 
for Food, Environmental and Occupational Health & Safety, fish intake could not 
exceed 200 g/week in order to decrease health risks due to contaminant exposure 
(ANSES, 2012). 

To avoid too much difference from the OBS diet, two non-nutritional constraints were 
added: (1) the optimized quantity of each food item could not exceed the 95th 
percentile among consumers (to keep the maximum portion of a food item realistic) 
and (2) the quantity of each food category (i.e., group, subgroup and family) was 
constrained between the 5th and 95th percentiles of that observed in the entire 
population. To consider diet affordability (and indirectly, acceptability), the cost of the 
diet could not exceed that of the OBS diet of the corresponding subpopulation. The 
objective function was designed to minimize the difference from the OBS diet (D), 
which was calculated as the sum of the absolute differences between the quantity of 
each of the 207 food items in the OBS diets and the quantity of that food item in the 
optimized diet:

 

Where Qiopt and Qiobs are the optimized and observed quantities of food item i, 
respectively. 

𝑀𝑖𝑛 𝐷 =
207

𝑖=1

|𝑄𝑜𝑝𝑡
𝑖 ― 𝑄𝑜𝑏𝑠

𝑖 |
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For each subpopulation, the first optimized diet had no constraints on the share of 
animal protein. Then, the share of animal protein was progressively decreased by 
steps of 5% until no solution was found. The optimized diet with the lowest share of 
animal protein selected for a subpopulation – the LAP diet – was determined 
according to three criteria: (1) adequate total protein content (i.e., must not fall below 
the minimum quantity recommended), (2) little difference in food weight from that of 
the OBS diet (i.e. the objective function value (total deviation from the OBS diet) 
could not exceed the quantity of food consumed in the OBS diet (in kg)) and (3) little 
loss of dietary diversity in the optimized diet (i.e., the number of food items could not 
decrease by more than 15% for each 5% decrease in the share of animal protein). 
See Vieux et al. (2022) for details of the criteria used to select the LAP diet by 
subpopulation. The compositions (in g/d) of the OBS and LAP diets were compared 
by food groups, subgroups and families. The composition and impacts of a mean 
LAP diet of the entire population were then calculated by averaging data of the LAP 
diets of the subpopulations, weighted by the prevalence of the corresponding 
subpopulation in the French population: women < 50 years old (32.1%), women 50-
64 years old (11.5%), women ≥ 65 years old (7.8%), men < 65 years old (40.4%) and 
men ≥ 65 years (8.2%).

Results 

Protein content of the observed and low animal protein diets for the five 
subpopulations and the entire population 

All LAP diets met the recommended total protein intake. Depending on the 
subpopulation, food weight differed from that of OBS diets by 1.12 kg (for men ≥ 65 
years old) to 1.94 kg (for women < 65 years old), and the numbers of food items 
decreased by 30% (for men ≥ 65 years old) to 60% (for women ≥ 65 years old) 
(Table 2). The share of animal protein in the LAP diets varied among the 
subpopulations of men (from 45% (< 65 years old) to 60% (≥ 65 years old)) and 
women (from 50% (50-64 years old) to 55% (< 50 and ≥ 65 years old)) (Table 2). 
Total protein content (in g) was similar between the OBS and LAP diets for women 
< 50 and ≥ 65 years old, but decreased in LAP diets for the other subpopulations. For 
the entire population, the mean share of animal protein decreased from 70% in the 
OBS diet to 50% in the LAP diet.

Difference in nutrient and food-group contents between observed and low 
animal protein diets for the entire population

By design, the LAP diet of the entire population met all NRVs, but its OBS diet did not 
meet NRVs for fiber, ALA, EPA+DHA, pantothenic acid, folates, vitamins C and D, 
calcium, iron, iodine or magnesium (Table S3). Both diets cost 5.80 €/d. The food 
and energy contents of the OBS and LAP diets of the entire population varied among 
the food groups (Table 3). Compared to the OBS diet, the LAP diet contained more 
fruits and vegetables (+103%); pulses, potatoes and unrefined grain products 
(+142%); milk (+222%) and eggs (+96%) and less meat (-66%); cheese (-97%); 
mixed dishes and sandwiches (-47%); sweet products (-34%) and sugary drinks (-
40%). Among food families, poultry, lean fish, nuts, table sugar and spices 
disappeared from the LAP diet, and substitutions were predicted within some 
subgroups (Table S4). For example, lean fish was replaced by fatty fish (23.0 g/d; 
+184%), nuts were replaced by dried fruits (4.1 g/d; +486%), and red meat (cattle, 
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sheep or goat meat) decreased to 8.7 g/d (-85%), while offal increased to 15.7 g/d 
(+481%). 

Nutrient and food-group contents and costs of OBS and selected LAP diets varied 
among the subpopulations (Tables S3 and S4). The nutrients that increased the most 
in the LAP diets were ALA, DHA+EPA, fiber, folate, copper and vitamins A, B12 and 
D for all subpopulations, and iron for women only. For all subpopulations, the LAP 
diet contained more fruits and vegetables, dairy products and starchy foods (except 
the latter in men ≥ 65 years old) and less of the other food groups.

Environmental impacts of observed and low animal protein diets of the entire 
population 

The environmental impacts of individual food items are available in the dataset of Le 
Féon et al. (2022), described by Le Féon et al. (2023). The impacts of the OBS diet 
were 5.3 kg CO2 eq/d for climate change (CC), 0.07 mol H+ eq/d for acidification 
(AC), 0.9 g P eq/d for freshwater eutrophication (FE), 20.6 g N eq/d for marine 
eutrophication (ME), 6.1 m3/d for water scarcity (WS), 5.9 m2y/d for land occupation 
(LO), 116.5 MJ/d for cumulative energy demand (CED) and 0.7 PDF per m2y/d for 
biodiversity damage potential (BDP) (Fig. 2). The LAP diet decreased five impacts 
(AC (-39.5%), LO (-34.9%), CC (-29.8%), CED (-23.5%) and ME (-12.8%)) and 
increased three impacts (BDP, WS and FE, by 66.1%, 41.2% and 36.1%, 
respectively). For all impact categories except BDP and AC, the food groups 
“Meat/Fish/Eggs” and “Fruits and vegetables” together contributed the most to 
impacts of the LAP diet (from 43.6% to CC to 74.9% to WS). The main contributing 
food groups were “Meat/Fish/Eggs”, “Water and drinks” and “Dairy products” for AC 
and “Fruits and vegetables” and “Grains and other starchy products” for BDP.

When examining the contribution of food families of the “Meat/Fish/Eggs” and “Fruits 
and vegetables” groups to impacts of the diets of the entire population, the LAP diet’s 
decrease in AC, LO, CC, CED and ME was driven mainly by the strong decrease in 
red meat, whose contribution decreased by nearly 66% (Fig. 3). The increased 
contribution of fresh fruits and fatty fish (exclusively salmon from aquaculture, data 
not shown) explained most of the LAP diet’s higher WS and FE, respectively. The 
large decrease in permanent grassland area due to consuming less red meat and 
increase in arable land needed to meet the higher demand for vegetables increased 
BDP greatly.

Differences between the OBS and LAP diets were relatively similar for each 
subpopulation. Men < 65 years old had the OBS diet with the highest impacts (except 
for BDP) and the largest decrease in impacts between the OBS and LAP diets due to 
the largest decrease in the share of animal protein (Figure S1). FE and WS of the 
LAP diet increased more for women than for men, while ME increased slightly for 
adults > 65 years old but decreased for the other subpopulations.

Discussion 

Influence of the database used on general trends in environmental impacts

Based on mathematical optimization, we predicted that a strong decrease in the 
share of animal protein in the diet of the adult population in France from 70% to 50%, 
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while meeting nutritional requirements, satisfying consumption constraints and not 
increasing cost, had mixed effects on the environment. The optimized LAP diet 
decreased five environmental impacts: climate change (CC), acidification (AC) and 
land occupation (LO) by more than 30%, cumulative energy demand (CED) by 23% 
(by 6.5% in Tharrey et al. (2022)) and marine eutrophication (ME) by 12%. However, 
it increased freshwater eutrophication (FE), water scarcity (WS) and biodiversity 
damage potential (BDP) by 36%, 41% and 66% (by 71.3% in Tharrey et al. (2022)), 
respectively. Using Agribalyse 3.0, which is the largest LCI database of agri-food 
products consumed in France, allowed us to represent well a wide range of food 
products items in France. Agribalyse is based on average agricultural practices, 
however, which may have induced some limitations, since averaging practices does 
not reflect local production practices or contexts. Nevertheless, Agribalyse reflects 
specific characteristics of France (e.g., a large share of beef coming from dairy 
cattle). Agribalyse has inherent limitations due to methodological choices made 
during its development (e.g., system boundaries, data collected, assessment 
models), which influenced the estimated input and output flows in its LCIs. In 
particular, several flows were not considered (e.g., particulate emissions from on-
farm activities, carbon sequestration in the soil without land-use change) (Koch and 
Salou, 2020), but they should be considered in future versions of Agribalyse.

The key influence of red meat consumption

We predicted that the LAP diet’s decrease in red meat strongly decreased its 
impacts, which agrees with previous diet-optimization studies in which reducing red 
meat in the diet strongly decreased CC, CED and LO (Kesse-Guyot et al., 2021; 
Seconda et al., 2021), AC (Perignon et al., 2016) and excessive flows of nitrogen and 
phosphorus to soil and water that cause AC and eutrophication (Barré et al., 2018; 
Gephart et al., 2016). Indeed, beef cattle use more land and emit more greenhouse 
gases than other livestock, such as dairy cattle, poultry and pigs (Poore and 
Nemecek, 2018) (e.g., ca. 60% for red meat in the present study, data not shown). 
Consequently, these results also agree with studies that compared meat-based 
meals to vegetable-based meals (Takacs et al., 2022). 

Water consumption: a point of concern

A review of diets in high-income countries found that studies that modeled these 
diets tended to agree that decreasing the share of animal-based foods and 
increasing the share of fruits and vegetables to follow national dietary 
recommendations would have both health and environmental benefits (Steenson and 
Buttriss, 2021). Nevertheless, by considering only a few environmental impacts, they 
did not provide an overview of impacts of diets on the environment or the risks of 
potential trade-offs between these impacts. In the present study, although several 
impacts of the LAP diet decreased, FE and WS increased by more than 30% due to 
higher contents of fatty fish and fruits, respectively. The literature on sustainable diets 
indicates that increasing consumption of certain vegetables, fruits or nuts in human 
diets often uses more water than the quantity of water saved by decreasing 
consumption of animal products (Springmann et al., 2018; Willett et al., 2019). 
Results of the present study are consistent with this increase in “blue” water use. 
Since agricultural irrigation uses 70% of the world’s freshwater (FAO, 2017b), 
achieving a sustainable food system within planetary water boundaries requires 
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increasing water-use efficiency by decreasing food waste and improving agricultural 
water management (Jägermeyr et al., 2015; Willett et al., 2019). The increase in FE 
was due mainly to emitting more phosphorus to water from crop fertilization and 
direct emissions of aquaculture fish waste to water. In Agribalyse, the impacts of 
fertilizing crops with livestock manure are associated with the crops, not the livestock 
(Koch and Salou, 2020).

Negative impacts on biodiversity

An unexpected result of this study was that the LAP diet increased impacts of land 
use on biodiversity greatly (+66%) because it contained more vegetables and less 
red meat. Biodiversity is essential for human well-being and ecosystem functioning, 
and the expansion of agricultural land and intensive farming strongly influence it 
(Steinfeld et al., 2006; UNEP et al., 2015). However, considering biodiversity loss in 
LCA remains challenging due to the complexity of assessing biodiversity (Curran et 
al., 2011; Winter et al., 2017). Many studies have attempted to estimate impacts on 
biodiversity in LCA using indicators such as species richness, abundance or 
functional diversity (Curran et al., 2016). In the present study, we used the approach 
of Knudsen et al. (2017), which quantifies the potentially disappeared fraction of 
species of a given land use compared to a reference (‘temperate broadleaf and 
mixed forest’ for Europe). In particular, it differentiates the main crop and grassland 
categories. We supplemented their approach with characterization factors for 
imported crops, especially from tropical areas. As additional limitations, the literature 
discusses focusing on plant species alone and not considering advantages of mixed 
landscapes (Kok et al., 2020). This approach is based on averaging observed 
performances and, unlike other methods (Lindner et al., 2019), considers only land 
use, not direct relations between agricultural practices and biodiversity. The 
characterization factors of Knudsen et al. (2017) cannot represent variability within a 
land-use type, although the intensity of production seemed to influence those for , as 
stated in their article: “However, for conventional agriculture the CFs for ‘Arable’ and 
‘Pastures’ seems to be influenced significantly by the intensity of the production. If 
such information is available, this could further be taken into account”. Although it 
does not consider variability among systems, it has been considered sufficient for 
assessing land-use impacts of crop and livestock systems on biodiversity, such as 
when comparing organic and conventional agricultural practices (Nitschelm et al., 
2021). The BDP includes only land-use impacts on biodiversity, but agriculture, 
especially livestock production, exerts other pressures on biodiversity worldwide, 
especially through climate change, pollution and deforestation (Steinfeld et al., 2006). 
Applying LCA to agriculture still has limitations, especially for the most extensive or 
organic practices (van der Werf et al., 2020). Since the present study focused on 
France, the decrease in red meat consumption decreased grassland more than it 
may have in other countries, which helped explain the predicted impacts on 
biodiversity. A decrease in red meat consumption, however, is not the general trend 
at the global scale. The decrease in meat consumption decreased LO greatly. 
However, since permanent grassland can host much more biodiversity than any 
other agricultural land use (Alkemade et al., 2009), the increase in LO translated into 
an equivalent increase in BDP. Although livestock production is a leading driver of 
the current biodiversity crisis (Steinfeld et al., 2006), livestock farming systems are 
complex and generate multiple trade-offs or synergies with other ecosystem services 
(FAO, 2020). In particular, extensive livestock grazing systems, which represent 34% 
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of livestock and 31% of the utilized agricultural area in Europe (Dumont et al., 2019), 
have high nature value and strongly influence biodiversity in agricultural 
environments through grassland management practices (e.g., grazing frequency, 
mowing dates, fertilization) (FAO, 2020; Gaujour et al., 2012; Sabatier et al., 2015). 

Methodological choices in Life Cycle Assessment

We selected the most relevant impact categories for agri-food systems; thus, some 
indicators of the Environmental Footprint (EF) method recommended by the 
European Commission were excluded from this study (e.g., ionizing radiation), while 
indicators from other methods were added (i.e., BDP). The EF method can also be 
aggregated into a single score by weighting normalized values of the midpoint 
indicators. Due to uncertainty in EF indicators and their weights, we did not calculate 
a single score, but it could be included in future studies. Other emerging indicators 
and causal chains should also be considered (e.g., impacts of fisheries on aquatic 
biodiversity). Since this study used attributional LCA, no future changes in practices 
or proportion between production types (e.g. organic, conventional) were considered. 
Thus, when the quantity of a food item in the LAP diet changed, the LCA was based 
on average French markets, without considering that a change in demand could 
change agricultural practices (e.g., decreasing meat consumption would decrease 
grassland area). Two main advances are needed to develop studies in this direction: 
(1) representing more agricultural systems in databases and (2) developing 
consequential LCI to make prospective studies of these systems more robust. 
Characterization methods should also include more specific characterization factors 
(e.g., the BDP method differentiated organic vs. conventional fruits but not the wide 
range of existing systems). LCA results are partly driven by the functional unit(s) 
chosen. In this study, we used food items from Agribalyse, which uses 1 kg of 
product as the functional unit. This functional unit has limitations, since it tends, for 
example, to favor systems that produce high yields without considering potential 
benefits (e.g. ecosystem services) besides the main product. In the belief that agri-
food systems need to be transformed even more, other functional units should be 
investigated (e.g., ha), to represent the multifunctionality of agri-food systems (Van 
der Werf et al., 2020). Finally, this study was based on food items from Agribalyse, 
whose LCIs technically cannot be disaggregated by life cycle stage. Thus, potential 
changes in the contribution of specific stages due to changes in diets could not be 
assessed. Doing so would be interesting in future studies, however, since some of 
the impact could be transferred from one stage to another. 

Issues when modeling environmental impacts and nutrition together

Since we aimed to predict environmental impacts of diets modeled to contain the 
minimum share of animal protein that met all food nutrient recommendations without 
increasing the cost, we decided not to use environmental impact indicators as 
constraints in the model. Several modeling studies have tried to identify more 
sustainable diets by predicting environmental impacts of following existing national 
dietary guidelines for food categories, deriving theoretical diets that meet nutritional 
recommendations and satisfy environmental constraints, or comparing environmental 
and health benefits of specific plant-based diets (e.g. vegetarian, vegan) (Steenson 
and Buttriss, 2021). One study estimated that a diet composed of 12% animal 
protein, especially from milk, would use agricultural land in the Netherlands most 
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efficiently by optimizing the use of co-products from human food and forage from 
grasslands (Van Kernebeek et al., 2016), but it did not consider nutrition constraints. 
At the global scale, it has been suggested that a strong decrease, or even 
elimination, of meat in diets accompanied by an overall decrease in animal protein 
could sustain human health and protect the planet (Springmann et al., 2018; Willett et 
al., 2019). However, the optimized diets did not meet requirements for certain 
nutrients (i.e., calcium, riboflavin and vitamin B12) and did not consider animal-
specific micronutrients (e.g., vitamin D, iodine) (Springmann et al., 2018). 
Furthermore, such a dietary shift is unlikely to be affordable for much of the world's 
low-income population (Hirvonen et al., 2020). Results of the present study suggest 
that such a large decrease in the consumption of animal-based food would lead to 
nutritional deficiencies, the need for a nutrient-supplementation policy and/or the 
need for extreme dietary changes.

Toward more complete consideration of subpopulations

The models used in this study were unable to decrease the share of animal protein 
below ca. 50% without compromising nutritional requirements or increasing cost 
(except for a share of 45% for men < 65 years old). These results agree with those of 
de Gavelle et al. (2017), who found 50% as the minimum share at which 
requirements for protein and indispensable amino acids of the French population 
could be met. A larger decrease in the share of animal protein from 60% down to 
20% was identified in another French study that used diet optimization to model 
nutritionally adequate diets with lower environmental impacts and the same cost, 
based on data from the Nutrinet-Santé cohort (Seconda et al., 2021). In that study, 
however, animal-specific nutrients (e.g., vitamin D, long-chain omega-3 fatty acids) 
were not constrained, and the minimum protein recommendation was set at 0.66 g/kg 
body weight regardless of age category (Seconda et al., 2021), which may have 
given its model the ability to achieve such a low share. Modeling studies need to 
consider subpopulations to tailor healthier and more sustainable diets to these 
subpopulations’ dietary requirements and habits (Steenson and Buttriss, 2021). One 
innovation of the present study was to estimate a weighted mean diet for the entire 
population that considered specific requirements of subpopulations, including women 
of reproductive age and the elderly. While men < 50 years old could decrease their 
intake of animal protein greatly, we predicted that older populations could do so only 
moderately due to their higher protein requirements (ANSES, 2019). 

Study limitations

This study had some limitations; for example, the dietary data collected in 
2006-2007 may no longer have represented current food consumption. However, two 
representative surveys of food consumption in France performed in 2006 and 2015 
(ESEN, 2017) identified no major differences. Likewise, food prices and their 
structure have changed over the past 15 years, and not considering these changes 
may have influenced the results. However, when the cost constraint was removed, 
expensive foods (e.g., oysters, foie gras) were introduced into the optimized diets 
(data not shown), which would not have been acceptable in the real world, either for 
affordability or availability. Effects of nutrient bioavailability and relations among co-
products (e.g., milk and beef, meat and offal) on dietary changes also need to be 
considered. However, using the same dietary data, a previous study also achieved a 
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50% share of animal protein when modeling sustainable diets (i.e. meeting nutrient 
requirements, satisfying consumption and cost constraints and decreasing 
greenhouse gas emissions) considering nutrient bioavailability and co-product 
relations (Barré et al., 2018). Despite consumption constraints in the present study, 
some food families (e.g., poultry, lean fish) were eliminated from the LAP diet, 
making it unlikely that the general population would follow it. Similarly, milk was 
increased more than threefold, while cheese was nearly eliminated (since it contains 
more salt and fatty acids and is more expensive), which does not follow current 
consumption of dairy products in France. Finally, due to the lack of sufficiently robust 
data, we were unable to quantify uncertainty in the LCA models.

Conclusions

While shifting toward a more plant-based diet is promoted, especially in Western 
countries, the optimal share of animal protein compatible with a sustainable diet has 
yet to be determined. The study found that a 50% share of animal protein compatible 
with nutritional requirements and affordability would have mixed effects on the 
environment compared to the observed French diet. The trade-offs among several 
environmental impacts highlight the importance of considering resource (especially 
water) and energy consumption, nutrient and pollutant emissions and their impacts 
on biodiversity when designing sustainable diets. Shifting the shares of plant and 
animal products in diets may require transforming agricultural practices and food 
systems greatly to address the major concerns of climate change, biodiversity 
preservation and water consumption. These objectives cannot be reached without 
considering the dietary habits of populations and the regions in which they live, 
including the availability of their resources. Assessment methods will need to change 
to better consider cause-effect relations between agricultural and food practices and 
their environmental, increased BDP greatly and economic impacts. In particular, 
impacts on biodiversity need to be studied in depth to be able to move from 
recommendations to practical solutions. Future modeling studies should add 
environmental constraints to nutritional constraints to estimate the multiple effects of 
diet changes on environmental impacts. Doing so would contribute knowledge 
needed to find trade-offs between a change in diets acceptable to the general 
population and environmental impacts of these diets, especially in the face of the 
challenges of climate change, biodiversity preservation and water scarcity, as well as 
to help maintain economic vitality in regions that differ greatly in agronomic potential.

Ethics approval 

Not applicable

Data and model availability statement 

Data are deposited in an official repository: Recherche.data.gouv.fr, named Datasets 
on the nutritional and environmental (including biodiversity) characteristics of food 
products consumed in France. The data are fully and freely available at this address: 
https://doi.org/10.57745/HZSRHZ

Declaration of generative AI and AI-assisted technologies in the writing 
process



15

The authors did not use any artificial-intelligence-assisted technologies when writing 
the article.

Author ORCIDs 

Joël Aubin: 0000-0003-4081-5426

Florent Vieux: 0000-0003-0752-5830

Samuel Le Féon: 0000-0001-7714-0851

Jean-Louis Peyraud: 0000-0002-2301-6705

Nicole Darmon: 0000-0001-6625-4466

Declaration of interest 

The authors declare the following financial interests/personal relationships, which 
may be considered as potential competing interests: As a sponsor, INTERBEV was 
provided the first view of the study’s results but was not involved in its analysis or 
conclusions.

Acknowledgements

The authors would like to thank Michelle and Michael Corson for their help in revising 
and improving the text.

Financial support statement

This study was supported by GIS Avenir Elevage and INTERBEV, through Miniprot 
project call 2019.

References

Abejón, R., Batlle-Bayer, L., Laso, J., Bala, A., Vazquez-Rowe, I., Larrea-Gallegos, G., 
Margallo, M., Cristobal, J., Puig, R., Fullana-i-Palmer, P., Aldaco, R., 2020. Multi-
Objective Optimization of Nutritional, Environmental and Economic Aspects of Diets 
Applied to the Spanish Context. Foods 9, 1677. https://doi.org/10.3390/foods9111677

Agence Française de Sécurité Sanitaire des Aliments (AFSSA), 2009. Report of the 
Individual and the National Study on Food Consumption no. 199. AFSSA, Maisons-
Alfort, FR.

Aiking, H., de Boer, J., 2020. The next protein transition. Trends in Food Science & 
Technology 105, 515–522. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.TIFS.2018.07.008

Alkemade, R., Van Oorschot, M., Miles, L., Nellemann, C., Bakkenes, M., Ten Brink, B., 
2009. GLOBIO3: A framework to investigate options for reducing global terrestrial 
biodiversity loss. Ecosystems 12, 374–390. https://doi.org/10.1007/S10021-009-9229-
5/FIGURES/9

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0752-5830


16

Andreoli, V., Bagliani, M., Corsi, A., Frontuto, V., 2021. Drivers of Protein Consumption: A 
Cross-Country Analysis. Sustainability 13, 7399. https://doi.org/10.3390/su13137399

Agence nationale de sécurité sanitaire de l’alimentation, de l’environnement et du travail 
(ANSES), 2021. Les références nutritionnelles en vitamines et minéraux. Rapport 
d’expertise collective. ANSES, Maisons-Alfort, FR.

Agence nationale de sécurité sanitaire de l’alimentation, de l’environnement et du travail 
(ANSES), 2019. AVIS de l’ANSES relatif à l’actualisation des repères alimentaires du 
PNNS pour les femmes dès la ménopause et les hommes de plus de 65 ans. ANSES, 
Maisons-Alfort, FR.

Agence nationale de sécurité sanitaire de l’alimentation, de l’environnement et du travail 
(ANSES), 2016. Actualisation des repères du PNNS: élaboration des références 
nutritionnelles. Rapports d’expertise collective. ANSES, Maisons-Alfort, FR.

Agence nationale de sécurité sanitaire de l’alimentation, de l’environnement et du travail 
(ANSES), 2012. Avis de l’Anses relatif aux recommandations sur les bénéfices et les 
risques liés à la consommation de produits de la pêche dans le cadre de l’actualisation 
des repères nutritionnels du PNNS. Saisine n° 2012-SA-0202. ANSES, Maisons-Alfort, 
FR.

Asselin-Balençon, A., Broekema, R., Teulon, H., Gastaldi, G., Houssier, J., Moutia, A., 
Rousseau, V., Wermeille, A., Colomb, V., 2020. AGRIBALYSE v3.0: the French 
agricultural and food LCI database. Methodology for the food products. ADEME, 
Angers, FR.

Barré, T., Perignon, M., Gazan, R., Vieux, F., Micard, V., Amiot, M.J., Darmon, N., 2018. 
Integrating nutrient bioavailability and coproduction links when identifying sustainable 
diets: How low should we reduce meat consumption? PLoS One 13, e0191767. 
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0191767

Boulay, A.-M., Bare, J., Benini, L., Berger, M., Lathuillière, M.J., Manzardo, A., Margni, M., 
Motoshita, M., Núñez, M., Pastor, A.V., Ridoutt, B., Oki, T., Worbe, S., Pfister, S., 
2018. The WULCA consensus characterization model for water scarcity footprints: 
assessing impacts of water consumption based on available water remaining 
(AWARE). The International Journal of Life Cycle Assessment 23, 368-378.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-017-1333-8

Broekema, R., Tyszler, M., van ’t Veer, P., Kok, F.J., Martin, A., Lluch, A., Blonk, H.T.J., 
2020. Future-proof and sustainable healthy diets based on current eating patterns in 
the Netherlands. The American Journal of Clinical Nutrition 112, 1338–1347. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/ajcn/nqaa217

Campbell, B.M., Beare, D.J., Bennett, E.M., Hall-Spencer, J.M., Ingram, J.S.I., Jaramillo, F., 
Ortiz, R., Ramankutty, N., Sayer, J.A., Shindell, D., 2017. Agriculture production as a 
major driver of the Earth system exceeding planetary boundaries. Ecology and Society 
22, art8. https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-09595-220408

Corson, M.S., Mondière, A., Morel, L., van der Werf, H.M.G., 2022. Beyond agroecology: 
Agricultural rewilding, a prospect for livestock systems. Agricultural Systems 199, 
103410. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.AGSY.2022.103410



17

Crenna, E., Sinkko, T., Sala, S., 2019. Biodiversity impacts due to food consumption in 
Europe. Journal of Cleaner Production 227, 378-391. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.04.054

Crenna, E., Marques, A., La Notte, A., Sala, S., 2020. Biodiversity Assessment of Value 
Chains: State of the Art and Emerging Challenges. Environmental Science & 
Technology 54, 9715-9728. https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.9b05153

Curran, M., De Baan, L., De Schryver, A.M., Van Zelm, R., Hellweg, S., Koellner, T., 
Sonnemann, G., Huijbregts, M.A.J., 2011. Toward meaningful end points of biodiversity 
in life cycle assessment. Environmental Science & Technology 45, 70–79. 
https://doi.org/10.1021/es101444k

Curran, M., De Souza, D.M., Antón, A., Teixeira, R.F.M., Michelsen, O., Vidal-Legaz, B., 
Sala, S., Milà I Canals, L., 2016. How Well Does LCA Model Land Use Impacts on 
Biodiversity? - A Comparison with Approaches from Ecology and Conservation. 
Environmental Science & Technology 50, 2782–2795.  
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.5b04681

de Gavelle, E., Huneau, J.F., Bianchi, C.M., Verger, E.O., Mariotti, F., 2017. Protein 
adequacy is primarily a matter of protein quantity, not quality: Modeling an increase in 
plant: Animal protein ratio in French adults. Nutrients 9, 1333. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/nu9121333

Dumont, B., Ryschawy, J., Duru, M., Benoit, M., Chatellier, V., Delaby, L., Donnars, C., 
Dupraz, P., Lemauviel-Lavenant, S., Méda, B., Vollet, D., Sabatier, R., 2019. Review: 
Associations among goods, impacts and ecosystem services provided by livestock 
farming. Animal 13, 1773–1784. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1751731118002586

Équipe de surveillance et d’épidémiologie nutritionnelle (Esen), 2017. Étude de santé sur 
l’environnement, la biosurveillance, l’activité physique et la nutrition (Esteban) 2014-
2016. Volet nutrition. Chapitre Consommations alimentaires. Esen, Saint-Maurice, FR.

European Commission, Joint Research Centre, Institute for Environment and Sustainability, 
2010. International Reference Life Cycle Data System (ILCD) Handbook - General 
guide for Life Cycle Assessment - Detailed guidance. First edition March 2010. 
Publications Office of the European Union. EUR 24708 EN. European Commission, 
Luxembourg city, Luxembourg.

European Commission, Joint Research Centre, Fazio, S. Biganzioli, F. De Laurentiis, V., 
Zampori, L., Sala, S. Diaconu, E.,2018. Supporting information to the characterisation 
factors of recommended EF Life Cycle Impact Assessment methods, version 2, from 
ILCD to EF 3.0 (EUR 29600 EN). Publications Office of the European Union, Ispra, 
Italy. https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/002447

European Food Safety Authority (EFSA), 2017. Dietary Reference Values for nutrients. 
Summary Report. EFSA supporting publication 2017, e15121. 
doi:10.2903/sp.efsa.2017.e15121.

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), 2017a. The future of food 
and agriculture – Trends and challenges. FAO, Rome, Italy.

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), 2017b. Water for 
Sustainable Food and Agriculture. A report produced for the G20 Presidency of 
Germany. FAO, Rome, Italy.



18

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), 2020. Biodiversity and the 
livestock sector – Guidelines for quantitative assessment – Version 1. FAO, Rome, 
Italy. https://doi.org/10.4060/ca9295en

Fehér, A., Gazdecki, M., Véha, M., Szakály, M., Szakály, Z., 2020. A Comprehensive Review 
of the Benefits of and the Barriers to the Switch to a Plant-Based Diet. Sustainability 
12, 4136. https://doi.org/10.3390/su12104136

Frischknecht, R., Steiner, R., Jungbluth, N., 2009. The Ecological Scarcity Method – Eco-
Factors 2006. A method for impact assessment in LCA. Environmental studies no. 
0906. Federal Office for the Environment, Bern, Switzerland.

Gaujour, E., Amiaud, B., Mignolet, C., Plantureux, S., 2012. Factors and processes affecting 
plant biodiversity in permanent grasslands. A review. Agronomy for Sustainable 
Development 32, 133-160. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13593-011-0015-3

Gazan, R., Barré, T., Perignon, M., Maillot, M., Darmon, N., Vieux, F., 2018a. A methodology 
to compile food metrics related to diet sustainability into a single food database: 
Application to the French case. Food Chemistry 238, 125–133. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.FOODCHEM.2016.11.083

Gazan, R., Brouzes, C.M.C., Vieux, F., Maillot, M., Lluch, A., Darmon, N., 2018b. 
Mathematical optimization to explore tomorrow’s sustainable diets: A narrative review.  
Advances in Nutrition 9, 602-616.  https://doi.org/10.1093/ADVANCES/NMY049

Gephart, J.A., Davis, K.F., Emery, K.A., Leach, A.M., Galloway, J.N., Pace, M.L., 2016. The 
environmental cost of subsistence: Optimizing diets to minimize footprints. Science of 
the Total Environment 553, 120–127. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.02.050

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.

Green, R., Milner, J., Dangour, A.D., Haines, A., Chalabi, Z., Markandya, A., Spadaro, J., 
Wilkinson, P., 2015. The potential to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in the UK 
through healthy and realistic dietary change. Climate Change 129, 253–265. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-015-1329-y

Guinee, J.B., 2002. Handbook on life cycle assessment operational guide to the ISO 
standards. International Journal of Life Cycle Assessment 7, 311–313. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02978897

Halkjær, J., Olsen, A., Bjerregaard, L.J., Deharveng, G., Tjønneland, A., Welch, A.A., Crowe, 
F.L., Wirfält, E., Hellstrom, V., Linseisen, J., Touvier, M., Linseisen, J., Steffen, A., 
Ocké, M.C., Peeters, P.H.M., Chirlaque, M.D., Larrañaga, N., Ferrari, P., Contiero, P., 
Frasca, G., Engeset, D., Lund, E., Misirli, G., Kosti, M., Riboli, E., Slimani, N., Bingham, 
S., 2009. Intake of total, animal and plant proteins, and their food sources in 10 
countries in the European prospective investigation into cancer and nutrition. European 
Journal of Clinical Nutrition. 63, S16–S36. https://doi.org/10.1038/ejcn.2009.73

Hirvonen, K., Bai, Y., Headey, D., Masters, W.A., 2020. Affordability of the EAT–Lancet 
reference diet: a global analysis. Lancet Global Health 8, e59–e66. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2214-109X(19)30447-4



19

Horgan, G.W., Perrin, A., Whybrow, S., Macdiarmid, J.I., 2016. Achieving dietary 
recommendations and reducing greenhouse gas emissions: modelling diets to 
minimise the change from current intakes. International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition 
and Physical Activity 13, 46.  https://doi.org/10.1186/s12966-016-0370-1

Hoy, K., Clemens, J., Moshfegh, A., 2021. Estimated Protein Intake From Animal and Plant 
Foods by U.S. Adults, What We Eat in America, NHANES, 2015–2016. Current 
Developments in Nutrition 5, 133–133. https://doi.org/10.1093/cdn/nzab035_041

INFOODS, 2015. INFOODS: Logiciels [WWW Document]. URL 
https://www.fao.org/infoods/infoods/logiciels/fr/ (accessed 10.22.21).

IPCC, 2013. Climate change 2013 the physical science basis: Working Group I contribution 
to the fifth assessment report of the intergovernmental panel on climate change, 
Climate Change 2013 the Physical Science Basis: Working Group I Contribution to the 
Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107415324

ISO, 2006. EN ISO 14044: Environmental management - Life Cycle Assessment – 
Requirements and guidelines. ISO, Brussels, Belgium.

Jägermeyr, J., Gerten, D., Heinke, J., Schaphoff, S., Kummu, M., Lucht, W., 2015. Water 
savings potentials of irrigation systems: Global simulation of processes and linkages. 
Hydrology and Earth System Sciences 19, 3073–3091. https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-
19-3073-2015

Kantar Worldpanel, 2015. French household consumer panel [WWW Document]. URL 
https://www.kantarworldpanel.com/global (accessed 9.6.21).

Kesse-Guyot, E., Fouillet, H., Baudry, J., Dussot, A., Langevin, B., Allès, B., Rebouillat, P., 
Brunin, J., Touvier, M., Hercberg, S., Lairon, D., Mariotti, F., Pointereau, P., 2021. 
Halving food-related greenhouse gas emissions can be achieved by redistributing meat 
consumption: Progressive optimization results of the NutriNet-Santé cohort. Science of 
the Total Environment 789, 147901. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.147901

Knudsen, M.T., Hermansen, J.E., Cederberg, C., Herzog, F., Vale, J., Jeanneret, P., 
Sarthou, J.P., Friedel, J.K., Balázs, K., Fjellstad, W., Kainz, M., Wolfrum, S., Dennis, 
P., 2017. Characterization factors for land use impacts on biodiversity in life cycle 
assessment based on direct measures of plant species richness in European farmland 
in the ‘Temperate Broadleaf and Mixed Forest’ biome. Science of the Total 
Environment 580, 358–366. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.11.172

Koch, P., Salou, T., et al., 2020. AGRIBALYSE®: Rapport Méthodologique - Volet Agriculture 
- Version 3.1. First edition v1.0, 2014. Editions ADEME, Angers, France.

Koellner, T., Scholz, R.W., 2008. Assessment of land use impacts on the natural 
environment. International Journal of Life Cycle Assessment 13, 32–48. 
https://doi.org/10.1065/lca2006.12.292.2

Kok, A., de Olde, E.M., de Boer, I.J.M., Ripoll-Bosch, R., 2020. European biodiversity 
assessments in livestock science: A review of research characteristics and indicators. 
Ecological Indicators 112, 105902. httpshttps://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2019.105902



20

Kovacs, B., Miller, L., Heller, M.C. & Rose, D. 2021. The carbon footprint of dietary 
guidelines around the world: a seven country modeling study. Nutrition Journal 20, 15.

Le Féon, S., Vieux, F., Geneste, C., Tharrey, M., Gazan, R., Darmon, N., Peyraud, J.-L., 
Aubin, J., 2022. "Datasets on the nutritional and environmental (including biodiversity) 
characteristics of food products consumed in France." 
https://doi.org/10.57745/HZSRHZ, accessed 23 April 2024.

Le Féon, S., Vieux, F., Geneste, C., Gazan, R., Peyraud, J.-L., Tharrey, M., Darmon, N., 
Aubin, J., 2023. Datasets on the nutritional and environmental (including biodiversity) 
characteristics of food products consumed in France. Data in Brief 50, 109518.

Lindner, J.P., Fehrenbach, H., Winter, L., Bloemer, J., Knuepffer, E., 2019. Valuing 
Biodiversity in Life Cycle Impact Assessment. Sustainability 11, 1–24.

Lonnie, M., Johnstone, A.M., 2020. The public health rationale for promoting plant protein as 
an important part of a sustainable and healthy diet. Nutrition Bulletin 45, 281–293. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/nbu.12453

Lucas, E., Guo, M., Guillén-Gosálbez, G., 2021. Optimising diets to reach absolute planetary 
environmental sustainability through consumers. Sustainable Production and 
Consumption 28, 877–892. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.SPC.2021.07.003

McLaren, S., A. Berardy, A. Henderson, N. Holden, T. Huppertz, O. Jolliet, C. De Camillis, et 
al. 2021. Integration of Environment and Nutrition in Life Cycle Assessment of Food 
Items : Opportunities and Challenges. FAO, Rome, Italy. 
https://doi.org/10.4060/cb8054en.

Monsivais, P., Scarborough, P., Lloyd, T., Mizdrak, A., Luben, R., Mulligan, A.A., Wareham, 
N.J., Woodcock, J., 2015. Greater accordance with the dietary approaches to stop 
hypertension dietary pattern is associated with lower diet-related greenhouse gas 
production but higher dietary costs in the United Kingdom. The American Journal of 
Clinical Nutrition 102, 138–145. https://doi.org/10.3945/ajcn.114.090639

Mueller, C., De Baan, L., Koellner, T., 2014. Comparing direct land use impacts on 
biodiversity of conventional and organic milk - Based on a Swedish case study. 
International Journal of Life Cycle Assessment 19, 52–68. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-013-0638-5

Nitschelm, L., Flipo, B., Auberger, J., Chambaut, H., Dauguet, S., Espagnol, S., Gac, A., Le 
Gall, C., Malnoé, C., Perrin, A., Ponchant, P., Renaud-Gentié, C., Tailleur, A., van der 
Werf, H.M.G., 2021. Life cycle assessment data of French organic agricultural 
products. Data in Brief 38, 107356. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dib.2021.107356

Perignon, M., Masset, G., Ferrari, G., Barré, T., Vieux, F., Maillot, M., Amiot, M.-J., Darmon, 
N., 2016. How low can dietary greenhouse gas emissions be reduced without impairing 
nutritional adequacy, affordability and acceptability of the diet? A modelling study to 
guide sustainable food choices. Public Health Nutrition 19, 2662–2674. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1368980016000653

Poore, J., Nemecek, T., 2018. Reducing food’s environmental impacts through producers 
and consumers. Science 360, 987–992. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaq0216

Posch, M., Seppälä, J., Hettelingh, J.P., Johansson, M., Margni, M., Jolliet, O., 2008. The 
role of atmospheric dispersion models and ecosystem sensitivity in the determination of 

https://doi.org/10.57745/HZSRHZ


21

characterisation factors for acidifying and eutrophying emissions in LCIA. International 
Journal of Life Cycle Assessment 13, 477–486. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-008-
0025-9

Reynolds, C.J., Horgan, G.W., Whybrow, S., Macdiarmid, J.I., 2019. Healthy and sustainable 
diets that meet greenhouse gas emission reduction targets and are affordable for 
different income groups in the UK. Public Health Nutrition 22, 1503–1517. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1368980018003774

Rohmer, S.U.K., Gerdessen, J.C., Claassen, G.D.H., Bloemhof, J.M., van ’t Veer, P., 2018. A 
nutritional comparison and production perspective: Reducing the environmental 
footprint of the future. Journal of Cleaner Production 196, 1407–1417. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.06.125

Sabatier, R., Durant, D., Hazard, L., Lauvie, A., Lecrivain, E., Magda, D., Martel, G., Roche, 
B., De Sainte Marie, C., Teillard, F., Tichit, M., 2015. Towards biodiversity-based 
livestock systems: Review of evidence and options for improvement. CABI Reviews 
2015, 1-13. https://doi.org/10.1079/PAVSNNR201510025

Sala, S., Crenna, E., Secchi, M., Sanyé-Mengual, E., 2020. Environmental sustainability of 
European production and consumption assessed against planetary boundaries. Journal 
of Environnemental Management 269, 110686. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JENVMAN.2020.110686

Sanyé-Mengual, E., Valente, A., Biganzoli, F., Dorber, M., Verones, F., Marques, A., 
Ortigosa Rodriguez, J., De Laurentiis, V., Fazio, S., Sala, S., 2022. Linking inventories 
and impact assessment models for addressing biodiversity impacts: mapping rules and 
challenges. The International Journal of Life Cycle Assessment 27, 813-833. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-022-02049-6

Seconda, L., Fouillet, H., Huneau, J.F., Pointereau, P., Baudry, J., Langevin, B., Lairon, D., 
Allès, B., Touvier, M., Hercberg, S., Mariotti, F., Kesse-Guyot, E., 2021. Conservative 
to disruptive diets for optimizing nutrition, environmental impacts and cost in French 
adults from the NutriNet-Santé cohort. Nature Food 2, 174–182. 
https://doi.org/10.1038/s43016-021-00227-7

Seppälä, J., Posch, M., Johansson, M., Hettelingh, J.P., 2006. Country-dependent 
characterisation factors for acidification and terrestrial eutrophication based on 
accumulated exceedance as an impact category indicator. International Journal of Life 
Cycle Assessment 11, 403–416. https://doi.org/10.1065/lca2005.06.215

Springmann, M., Wiebe, K., Mason-D’Croz, D., Sulser, T.B., Rayner, M., Scarborough, P., 
2018. Health and nutritional aspects of sustainable diet strategies and their association 
with environmental impacts: a global modelling analysis with country-level detail. 
Lancet Planet Health 2, e451–e461. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(18)30206-7

Steenson, S., Buttriss, J.L., 2021. Healthier and more sustainable diets: What changes are 
needed in high‐income countries? Nutrition Bulletin 46, 279–309. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/nbu.12518

Steinfeld, H., Gerber, P., Wassenaar, T., Castel, V., Rosales, M., de Haan, C., 2006. 
Livestock’s long shadow: environmental issues and options (ISBN 978-92-5105571-7) 
FAO, Rome, Italy.



22

Struijs, J., Beusen, A., van Jaarsveld, H., Huijbregts, M.A.J., 2009. Aquatic Eutrophication. 
Chapter 6, in: Goedkoop, M., Heijungs, R., Huijbregts, M.A.J., De Schryver, A., Struijs, 
J., Van Zelm, R. (Eds.), ReCiPe 2008 A Life Cycle Impact Assessment Method Which 
Comprises Harmonised Category Indicators at the Midpoint and the Endpoint Level. 
Report I: Characterisation Factors, First Edition. National Institute for Public Health and 
the Environment, Leiden, Netherlands.

Takacs, B., Stegemann, J.A., Kalea, A.Z., Borrion, A., 2022. Comparison of environmental 
impacts of individual meals - Does it really make a difference to choose plant-based 
meals instead of meat-based ones? Journal of Cleaner Production 379, 134782. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2022.134782

Tharrey, M., Vieux, F., Darmon, N., Le Féon, S., Peyraud, J.L., Aubin, J., 2022. 
Environmental consequences of reducing the share of animal proteins in a nutritionally 
adequate diet modeled for the French population. in: Ian Vazquez Rowe, R.K.A., Eizo 
Muñoz Sovevo (Ed.), 13th International Conference on Life Cycle Assessment of Food. 
Pontificia Universidad Católica del Perú, Lima, Perú, 613-617.

United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), Convention of Biological Diversity, WHO, 
2015. Connecting Global Priorities: Biodiversity and Human Health - A State of 
Knowledge Review. UNEP, Geneve, Switzerland.

van der Werf, H.M.G., Knudsen, M.T., Cederberg, C., 2020. Towards better representation of 
organic agriculture in life cycle assessment. Nature Sustainability 2020 36 3, 419–425. 
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-020-0489-6

Van Kernebeek, H.R.J., Oosting, S.J., Van Ittersum, M.K., Bikker, P., De Boer, I.J.M., 2016. 
Saving land to feed a growing population: consequences for consumption of crop and 
livestock products. International Journal of Life Cycle Assessment 21, 677–687. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-015-0923-6

VDI-Richtlinien, 1997. Cumulative Energy Demand — Terms, Definitions. VDI — Guideline 
4600. VDI-Richtlinien, Berlin, Germany.

Vieux, F., Rémond, D., Peyraud, J.-L., Darmon, N., 2022. Approximately Half of Total Protein 
Intake by Adults must be Animal-Based to Meet Non-Protein Nutrient-Based 
Recommendations with Variation Due to Age and Sex. Journal of Nutrition 152, 2514–
2525. https://doi.org/10.1093/JN/NXAC150

Willett, W., Rockström, J., Loken, B., Springmann, M., Lang, T., Vermeulen, S., Garnett, T., 
Tilman, D., DeClerck, F., Wood, A., Jonell, M., Clark, M., Gordon, L.J., Fanzo, J.C., 
Hawkes, C., Zurayk, R., Rivera, J.A., De Vries, W., Majele Sibanda, L., Afshin, A., 
Chaudhary, A., Herrero, M., Agustina, R., Branca, F., Lartey, A., Fan, S., Crona, B., 
Fox, E., Bignet, V., Troell, M., Lindahl, T., Singh, S., Cornell, S.E., Srinath Reddy, K., 
Narain, S., Nishtar, S., Murray, C.J.L., 2019. Food in the Anthropocene: the EAT-
Lancet Commission on healthy diets from sustainable food systems. Lancet (London, 
England) 393, 447–492. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)31788-4

Wilson, N., Cleghorn, C.L., Cobiac, L.J., Mizdrak, A., Nghiem, N., 2019. Achieving Healthy 
and Sustainable Diets: A Review of the Results of Recent Mathematical Optimization 
Studies. Advances in Nutrition 10 (Suppl 4), S389–S403. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/advances/nmz037



23

Winter, L., Lehmann, A., Finogenova, N., Finkbeiner, M., 2017. Including biodiversity in life 
cycle assessment – State of the art, gaps and research needs. Environmental Impact 
Assessment Review 67, 88–100. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.EIAR.2017.08.006

Xu, X., Sharma, P., Shu, S., Lin, T.-S., Ciais, P., Tubiello, F.N., Smith, P., Campbell, N., Jain, 
A.K., 2021. Global greenhouse gas emissions from animal-based foods are twice those 
of plant-based foods. Nature Food 2, 724–732. https://doi.org/10.1038/s43016-021-
00358-x



24

Table 1. Environmental impact categories and models used in Life Cycle Assessment applied in the study

Impact category
Impact 
assessment model Unit Description Source 

Climate change 
(CC)

Global Warming 
Potential over a 
100-year horizon

kg CO2 eq Indicator of potential global warming due to emissions of 
greenhouse gases to the air, due mainly to combustion of 
fossil fuels (e.g., coal, oil, natural gas). 

EF 3.0 method 
(European 
Commission, 2019) 

Acidification (AC) Accumulated 
exceedance 
model

mol H+ eq Indicator of the potential acidification of soils and water due to 
the release of gases (e.g., nitrogen oxides, sulfur oxides), 
which contribute to a decline of coniferous forests and 
increase in fish mortality. Its main causes are combustion 
processes in electricity production, heating and transport.

EF 3.0 method 
(European 
Commission, 2019)

Freshwater 
eutrophication 
(FE)

EUTREND model g P eq Indicator of the excessive enrichment of freshwater 
ecosystems with nutrients due to the emission of nitrogen or 
phosphorus compounds. Eutrophication promotes the growth 
of green algae, which can leave water without enough oxygen 
for fish to survive. Its main causes are sewage treatment 
plants for urban and industrial waste and leaching from 
agriculture land.

EF 3.0 method 
(European 
Commission, 2019)

Marine 
eutrophication 
(ME)

EUTREND model g N eq Indicator of the enrichment of marine ecosystems with 
excessive nutrients due to the emission of nitrogen 
compounds. Its main causes are agricultural use of fertilizers 
and combustion processes.

EF 3.0 method 
(European 
Commission, 2019)
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Water scarcity 
(WS)

AWARE m3 water 
use 
related to 
local WS

Indicator of the relative quantity of water used, based on 
regionalized water-scarcity factors.

Boulay et al. (2018) 

Land occupation 
(LO)

CML-IA m2y The area of land involved in production processes for a 
specific duration

Guinée et al. (2022)

Cumulative 
energy demand 
(CED)

CED MJ Indicator of all forms of energy consumed throughout the life 
cycle of a product or service, including non-renewable 
resources (e.g., fossil fuels, uranium) and renewable 
resources (e.g., wood, biomass from agriculture, wind and 
solar energy, geothermal energy, hydropower)

VDI-Richtlinien (1997)

Biodiversity 
damage potential 
(BDP)

BDP PDF1 per 
m2y

Indicator of the total loss of biodiversity in agricultural systems 
due to land use. It is estimated as the difference in plant 
species richness between a target land-use type and a 
reference biome (i.e., temperate broadleaf and mixed forest)

Knudsen et al. (2017); 
Koellner and Scholz 
(2008); Mueller et al. 
(2014)

1 PDF: potentially disappeared fraction
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Table 2. Protein content of the observed (OBS) and low-animal-protein (LAP) diets1 for the five subpopulations and entire 
population of France
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Total 
protein (g)

Share of animal 
protein (%) Food weight of the diet (kg/d)

Number of food items in the 
diet

Subpopulation
Recommended total 
protein intake (g/d)2 OBS LAP OBS LAP OBS LAP

Sum of absolute 
differences from the 

OBS diet3 OBS LAP
Difference from 

the OBS diet

Women < 50 
years old 52.0 69.5 69.8 71.0 55.0 2.35 2.38 1.94 207 82 -125

Women 50-65 
years old 56.2 71.5 66.4 71.6 50.0 2.54 2.37 1.91 207 82 -125

Women ≥ 65 
years old 65.5 68.2 68.4 68.7 55.0 2.37 2.37 1.75 205 80 -125

Men < 65 years 
old 64.5 93.9 67.1 70.8 45.0 2.53 2.98 1.69 207 117 -90

Men ≥ 65 years 
old 78.8 88.0 79.3 67.8 60.0 2.44 2.96 1.12 207 146 -61

Entire 
population4 60.8 81.0 69.0 70.5 50.8 - - - - - -
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1 Satisfying all nutritional and non-nutritional constraints, followed by a 5% stepwise decrease in the share of animal protein until at least one of the three criteria 
used to select one optimized diet per subpopulation (i.e., total protein intake greater than that recommended, total difference from the OBS diet < total observed 
quantity of foods, and < 15% decrease in the number of modeled foods per 5% decrease) was not satisfied.

2 Estimated from the mean BW of each subpopulation

3 Sum of the absolute differences between the quantity of each of the 207 food items in the OBS diet and the quantity of each in the optimized diet

4 Mean weighted by the percentage of the corresponding subpopulation in the entire population
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Table 3. Food quantity and energy content in observed (OBS) and low-animal-
protein (LAP) diets for the entire population of France

Quantity (g/d)
Energy content 

(kcal/d)

Food group OBS LAP OBS LAP

Fruits and vegetables 338.7 686.3 150.9 328.8

     Fruits (without juice) 141.1 332.1 81.1 195.9

     Nuts and seeds 2.3 4.1 10.1 10.9

     Vegetables 195.3 350.1 59.7 122

Grains and other starchy products 231.0 300.9 478.2 604.7

     Breakfast cereals 4.5 3.3 18.8 13.9

     Pulses, potatoes and unrefined grain 
products

71.7 173.2 98.3 269.4

     Refined grains products 154.7 124.5 361.1 321.4

Dairy products 192.4 348.2 195.8 155.9

     Cheese 30.1 0.9 97.7 3.4

     Milk 86.9 279.7 42 103.4

     Yogurt 75.3 67.6 56.1 49.1

Meat/Fish/Eggs 156.5 94.4 304.1 208.8

     Eggs 14.2 27.8 25.3 42.6
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     Fish 30.2 28.6 44.8 52.3

     Meat 112.1 38.0 234 113.9

Meat and dairy imitates 3.7 3.6 2.4 2.3

     Meat imitates 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.2

     Dairy imitates 3.5 3.5 2.1 2.1

Mixed dishes and sandwiches 123.6 65.4 210.2 124.4

     Animal-based dishes 94.6 58.7 176 117.3

     Plant-based dishes 29.0 6.7 34.2 7.1

Sweet products 105.1 69.9 329.4 259.7

     Biscuits, sugar 32.3 5.9 122.9 31.3

     Desserts 15.5 8.8 21.6 11.7

     Cakes, tarts 57.3 55.2 184.9 216.7

Added fats 41.4 32.6 225.7 225.8

     Sauces and seasoning 7.9 3.5 6.4 3.5

     Animal fats 12.4 4.6 74.1 27.4

     Vegetable fats 21.1 24.5 145.2 194.9

Water and drinks 1263.0 1065.8 50.4 36.7

     Sugary drinks 75.9 45.4 25 15.6

     Water 774.7 617.5 0 0
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     Fruit juices 54.1 44.6 23.8 19.5

     Tea, coffee 358.3 358.3 1.6 1.6

Figure captions 

Figure 1. Method used to estimate environmental impacts of nutritionally adequate 
diets with a lower share of animal protein in the diet of the adult population of France 
(INCA2; AFSSA (2009))

Figure 2. Eight environmental impacts of observed (OBS) and optimized low-animal-
protein (LAP) diets for the entire population of France. 

Abbreviations: PDF = potentially disappeared fraction; m2y = square meter multiplied 
by year

Figure 3. Contribution of food families in the (A) “Meat/Fish/Eggs” and (B) “Fruits and 
vegetables” groups to the eight environmental impacts of the observed (OBS) and 
optimized low-animal-protein (LAP) diets for the entire population of France.

Abbreviations: PDF = potentially disappeared fraction; m2y = square meter multiplied 
by year








