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76  Abdract

77  Background: Diet plays an important role in the development of cardiovascular diseases and in
78 maintaining sustainable planetary boundaries. The EAT-Lancet Planetary Health Diet could
79  potentially provide co-benefits for human and environmental health, yet evidence on the association
80  between adherence to the EAT-Lancet Planetary Health Diet and risk of cardiovascular events and
81  environmental impact is limited.

82 Methods: We investigated the association between adherence to the EAT-Lancet diet and coronary
83  heart disease (CHD) and stroke risk, and with greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, land use, and dietary
84  gpecies richness (DSR). We included 364,745 adult men and women participating in the European
85  Progpective Investigation into Cancer and Nutrition (EPIC) study. Food frequency questionnaires were
86  used to create a score reflecting adherence to the EAT-Lancet diet (EAT-Lancet diet-score), ranging
87  from 0 (no adherence) to 140 (complete adherence). A (pro-) vegetarian version of the score, the EAT-
88  Lancet dietVV-score, was also created, which rewarded low to no consumption of al animal-based
89 foods. Cox proportional hazard regressions were used to study the association of adherence to the
90 EAT-Lancet diet with CHD and stroke incidence. Linear regression analyzed the association with
91 GHG emissions, land use, and DSR.

92  Findings: Over a median follow-up of 12-8 years, we identified 12,690 CHD and 7,088 stroke cases.
93  After multivariable adjustment, those most adherent to the EAT-Lancet diet had lower risk of incident
94  stroke (HRgsyso1: 059, 95%CI = 0-54 to 0-64), and of incident CHD for those younger than 60 years
95 old a baseline (HRgsyso1: 0-86, 95%CI = 0-79 to 0-93). High adherence to the EAT-Lancet diet
96  reduced GHG emissions by 1-7% (95%CI = -1-9 to -1-5) and land use by 6-2% (95%CI = -6-4 to -5-9).
97  The EAT-Lancet dietVV -score further reduced GHG emissions and land use by 14-3% (95%Cl= -14-5
98 t0-14-0) and 18:8% (95%CI = -19:0 to -18-5), respectively, when comparing extreme quintiles, while
99  hazard ratios for CHD and stroke remained unchanged. Those most adherent to the EAT-Lancet diet
100  consumed 16-1% (95%CI = 15-9 to 16-4) more plant species and 19-7% (95%CI = -20-11 to -19-40)
101  fewer animal species.

102  Interpretation: Higher adherence to the EAT-Lancet diet was associated with co-benefits for both
103  cardiovascular outcomes and environmental indicators, including dietary species richness. Lower
104 GHG emissions and land use were achieved by further reducing consumption of animal-based
105  products.

106  Funding: The coordination of EPIC-Europe is financially supported by the International Agency for
107  Research on Cancer (IARC) and also by the Department of Epidemiology and Biostatistics, School of
108  Public Health, Imperial College London which has additional infrastructure support provided by the
109 NIHR Imperial Biomedical Research Centre (BRC). Exposure indicators were calculated with
110  financial support of the Wereld Kanker Onderzoek Fonds (WKOF), as part of the World Cancer
111 Research Fund International grant programme (11G_FULL_2020 034).
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118 Research in context

119  Evidencebeforethis study

120  The authors considered all evidence available to them on the EAT-Lancet Planetary Health Diet,
121 published up until May 2024. The authors searched for relevant articles on the association between
122 adherence to the diet and cardiovascular outcomes and environmental indicators. Studies investigating
123  the association between the diet and outcomes not of interest in this study were not considered. We
124  redricted to evidence from prospective cohort studies with similar analyses and methodology, thereby
125  excluding studies modelling the environmental impact. We found two research articles that explored
126  the association of EAT-Lancet Planetary Health Diet with both cardiovascular outcomes and
127  environmental impact, four that only assessed the association with cardiovascular outcomes, and three
128  only focused on environmental indicators. We found no studies on the association between adherence
129  to the EAT-Lancet Planetary Health Diet and food biodiversity. These studies spanned across varied
130  population groups, focused on different cardiovascular endpoints and reported inconclusive evidence.
131  Thisalso streams from the use of different scores and indices to measure adherence to the EAT-Lancet
132 Planetary Health Diet, which strongly influences evidence on risk estimates. Similarly, evidence on
133  greenhouses gas emissions and land use are hindered by the use of different methodologies to
134  cdculate the associated environmental impact of foods and beverages.

135  Added value of thisstudy

136  This study benefits from the use of a large pan-European cohort, which used a standardized nutrient
137  and food database to determine individua dietary intake, as well as environmental data derived by
138  Life Cycle Assessment analyses validated at the European level. The use of two diet scores—one
139  representing an omnivorous version of the EAT-Lancet Planeatry Health Diet (EAT-Lancet diet-score)
140  and the other representing a plant-based variation (EAT-Lancet dietVV-score) —demonstrates that
141  greater environmental benefits can be achieved with the EAT-Lancet dietVV-score by further
142 restricting consumption of animal-based products, without impacting the benefits on human health.
143 The study addsto the current evidence on the impact of the EAT-Lancet Planetary Health Diet on both
144  cardiovascular health and environmental well-being, and additionally supports evidence of an
145  association between adherence to the EAT-Lancet Planetary Health Diet and food biodiversity. The
146  association with food biodiversity adds an important complementary measure of health and
147  sustainability to the current body of evidence on co-benefits of the EAT-Lancet Planetary Health Diet.

148  Implications of all the available evidence

149  Our findings substantiate the co-benefits of adherence to the EAT-Lancet Planeatry Health Diet found
150  in previous studies for cardiovascular health and environmental indicators, with evidence from a large
151  pan-European population-based study. This research study found evidence that adherence to the EAT-
152 Lancet diet was associated with lower risk of stroke across the whole population and with lower risk
153  of CHD among those younger than 60 years old. This study also highlights the impact of the ways in
154  which we operationalise adherence to the EAT-Lancet Planetary Health Diet, emphasizing its
155  importance for comparing studies and developing national policies.
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169

170

171  Introduction

172

173 Our current food production processes put high pressure on environmental resources, with agriculture
174  taking up more than 43% of habitable land and contributing to 26% of global greenhouse gas (GHG)
175  emissions, resulting in profound adverse effects on biodiversity and resilience of ecosystems 2. At the
176  same time, the United Nations estimates that the world population will continue to grow from 7.7
177  billion people in 2019 to 9-7 billion people in 2050 3. Addressing the nutritional needs of this
178  expanding world population while ensuring access to adequate and healthy diets is therefore becoming
179  anincreasing global concern.

180  Inresponse to this challenge, the EAT-Lancet Commission on Healthy Diets From Sustainable Food
181  Systems proposed the Planetary Health diet (EAT-Lancet diet) *. The EAT-Lancet diet is a universal
182  diet emphasizing intake of plant-based foods and suggesting a limited intake of animal-sourced foods
183  and darchy vegetables. The EAT-Lancet diet Commission has estimated that global adoption of the
184  EAT-Lancet diet would prevent 10-8 to 11-6 million deaths per year, equaling 19-24% of total deaths
185  among adults. Simultaneously, adherence to the EAT-Lancet diet would aid in keeping within the
186  earth’s food production boundaries with regard to environmental resources, although the Commission
187  edimates that other measures, such as reducing food waste and improving production practices, are
188  needed aswell *.

189  The health and environmental effects have been modelled by the EAT-Lancet diet Commission, yet
190 empirical evidence from population-based cohort studies is till scarce. Both coronary heart disease
191  (CHD) and stroke are important drivers of mortality, accounting for 5-3 million and 5-5 million annual
192  deaths, respectively, and dietary factors have been attributed to a higher risk of both diseases. *°. Five
193  studies have explored the association of the EAT-Lancet diet with risk of CHD and stroke, showing
194  inconsistent findings ", which may be partly due to the heterogenous use of scoring systems *#*°,
195  Because the EAT-Lancet proposed diet is meant to be healthy and sustainable, it is also essential to
196  assess the environmental impact of the diet, by using two gold-standard indicators of sustainability,
197 GHG emissions and land use. However, current evidence on the environmental impact of the EAT-
198  Lancet diet remains fragmented and dependent on the methodology used to assess environmental
199  impact **4%,

200 Additionally, increasing food biodiversity is a strategy that co-benefits human nutrition and
201  environmental well-being. Indeed, studies have found that increasing diversity in someone’ s diet leads
202  to agreater probability of eating a wide range of (potentially) nutritious and healthy foods **2, At the
203  same time, increasing food biodiversity helps minimize the risk of ecosystems being disrupted by
204  overconsumption of one single species " *°. Dietary species richness (DSR) is the sum of the number
205  of species consumed per day on average, and is a measure of food biodiversity %°. Thus, assessing the
206  species richness associated with the EAT-Lancet diet provides us with the oppurtunity to add a
207  complementary dimension in the association of the EAT-Lancet diet with human and environmental
208  health that has not been previously explored. Therefore, this research aims at studying the adherence
209 to the EAT-Lancet diet in a pan-European study and its association with cardiovascular events,
210  indicators of environmental impact, and food biodiversity.

211 M ethods

212 Study population

213 We used data from the European Prospective Investigation into Cancer and Nutrition (EPI C-Europe)
214  study: an ongoing prospective cohort study of 521,323 men and women aged between 25 to 70 years
215  at baseline between 1992 and 2000 from 23 centers across 10 European countries. For the present
216  analysis we used data from Italy, Spain, the United Kingdom (UK), the Netherlands, Germany,
217  Denmark, and Sweden, and excluded participants from Greece (n=28,561) and Norway (n=36,442)
218 due to an unresolved data protection regulation issue and participants from France due to
219  inconsistenciesin the outcome definition with the other EPIC-centers (n=74,523). We further excluded
220  participants with missing diet assessment data (n=6,310), and those with implausible energy intakes
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221  defined as being in the top and bottom 1% of the distribution of the ratio of energy intake over
222  edimated energy requirement (n=8,196). Additionally excluding participants with prevalent CHD or
223 stroke at baseline (n=2,546) resulted in an analytical sample of 364,745 participants (Supplemental
224 Figurel).

225 Most centers recruited participants from the general population, with a few exceptions. Fird,
226  participants from the centers in Utrecht (Netherlands) and Florence (Italy) were recruited through a
227  population-based breast cancer screening program. Second, participants from some of the Spanish and
228  Italian centers were recruited from local blood donor associations. In Oxford (UK), half of the cohort
229  was recruited among (lacto-ovo) vegetarian and vegan individuals, thereby representing a generally
230  ‘hedlth-conscious cohort. The cohorts in Utrecht (Netherlands) and Naples (Italy) only included
231 women. Detailed information on the rationale and design of EPIC has been described previously 2%,
232 The EPIC study was approved by the Ethical Review Boards of the International Agency for Research
233 onCancer (IARC) and the Ingtitutional Review Board of each participating EPIC center.

234  Diet assessment

235 At baseline, habitual dietary intake over the past 12 months was assessed using country-specific
236  validated dietary questionnaires. Most centers used a validated (semi-)quantitative food frequency
237  questionnaire (FFQ), although a combination of dietary assessment methods was used in Malmo
238  (Sweden). Nutrient and food intakes were derived through the standardized EPIC Nutrient Database,
239 which contains over 11,000 food and beverage items .

240  Dietary intake assessments were used to calculate adherence to the EAT-Lancet diet. The EAT-Lancet
241  diet score was constructed as described by Colizzi et al. °. This proportional scoring method has been
242  found to reflect well adherence to the EAT-Lancet diet recommendations and was preferred over
243 binary-style scoring methods in a recent systematic review **. Participants were assigned a
244  proportional score ranging between 0-10 points for each dietary recommendation in the EAT-Lancet
245  diet, totaling to a score between O (no adherence) and 140 points (complete adherence). The
246  methodology of the scoring was informed by the Dutch Healthy Diet 2015 index distinguishing
247  adequacy, moderation, optimum and ratio components (Supplemental Figure 2) . The dietary
248  recommendations for the food groups in the EAT-Lancet diet are based on intakes of 2500 kcal per
249  day for both men and women *. As energy requirements for women are lower, we re-calculated the
250 food group recommendations to 2000 kcal/day for women (except for the ratio-component and fiber
251  intake, since we deemed these to be energy-independent).

252 The scoring approach is shown in Supplemental Table 1 and described in detail elsewhere °. In brief,
253  all recommendations were scored proportionally from 0-10 as an adequacy (whole grains, fruit,
254  vegetables, non-soy legumes, soy foods), optimum (dairy, starchy vegetables, chicken and other
255  poultry, eggs, and fish), moderation (red and processed mesat, sweets), or ratio component (unsaturated
256  and saturated fats) °. For this study, two sub-components were created for the recommendation on
257  whole grains (including rice, wheat, corn and other grains). As information on type of cerea (e.g.,
258  wholegrain) was not available, fiber intake was used as an indicator of wholegrain consumption. This
259  sub-component was scored as an adequacy component, with participants being assigned 5 points if
260 they had an intake equaling or larger than 30g of fiber per day, O points for no consumption, and a
261  proportional score for intermediate intakes. The second subcomponent reflected the recommendation
262 to limit consumption of (dry) grains to 232g/day, equaling to 464g in converted wet weight %, for
263 which participants were assigned 5 points or O points, for meeting or not meeting the recommendation,
264  respectively.

265 In the original scoring approach, consumption of selected animal-sourced foods (whole milk or
266  derivative equivalents, chicken and other poultry, eggs, and fish) was scored as optimum components
267  and assigned zero points or a proportionally increasing score, respectively for no or low intake and 10
268  points for the optimum intake °. In order to reflect adherence among those eating (pro) vegetarian and
269  vegan diets, we also constructed an aternative score, for which dairy, chicken, eggs, and fish were
270  scored as moderation components, meaning those participants with no or low intakes of animal-
271  sourced foods were assigned 10 points. We refer to this alternative score as the EAT-Lancet dietVV-
272 score.
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273

274  Cardiovascular events ascertainment

275 Incident CHD was defined as any first fatal or non-fatal CHD event, which was a composite
276 myocardia infarction (International Classification of Diseases, 10th Revision (ICD-10) codes 121,
277  122), angina (ICD-10 code 120) and other types of acute or chronic ischemic heart diseases (ICD-10
278  codes 123, 124, 125). Incident stroke was defined as any first fatal or non-fatal stroke event, which was
279  a composite of hemorrhagic stroke (160-161), ischemic stroke (163), unclassified stroke (164), and
280  other acute cerebrovascular events (162, 165-69, FO1). Fatal outcome events were generally ascertained
281  through linkage with desth regigtries. Non-fatal outcome events were ascertained through a variety of
282  methods across centers, including follow-up questionnaires or linkage with morbidity/hospital
283  regidries.

284

285  Environmental impact assessment

286  Environmental impact of adhering to the EAT-Lancet diet was measured via two indicators, GHG
287 emissions and land use. The GHG emissions and land use associated with each food and drink
288 measured via the dietary intake assessments were calculated using SHARP Indicator Database
289  (SHARP-ID). More details on this database can be found elsewhere?’. Briefly, SHARP-ID uses life
290 cycle analyses to calculate the GHG emissions and land use of 994 food items coded with a unique
291  FoodEx2-code from the FoodEx2 Exposure Hierarchy of the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA)
292 % Itemsincluded in the SHARP-ID are based on the reported food intake of four European countries
293  included in the SUSFANS project (2005-2008), i.e. Denmark, Czech Republic, Italy and France. The
294  database’s system boundaries includes cradle to plate, excluding industrial food processing, storage,
295  and transport from local retailers to home. SHARP-ID applies economical alocation (based on
296  economic value) for al non- animal-sources food, whereas nitrogen content is used for animal-source
297  foods. For the present analysis, the environmental impact of each food group included in the EAT-
298  Lancet diet score was summed into two variables describing the GHG emissions and land use of the
299 diet.

300

301  Food Biodiversity assessment

302 Inthisstudy we use DSR asindicator of food biodiversity. DSR was measured as described by Lachat
303  etad.? and Hanley-Cook et al. *”. Shortly, DSR is calculated by the sum of the number of all species
304  (both plant- and animal-based) consumed by each individual. For this cohort, DSR was calculated
305 using all unique biological species of al foods and drinks using the EFSA’'s Food-Ex2 food
306 classification system %, Composite dishes were decomposed into single ingredients and then into
307  species. All food items eaten “never or less than once per month” were not included in the DSR. A
308 total of 108 species were included in the data. Quantities were not considered when calculating the
309 DSR, asirrelevant towards the overall count of species consumed *'. The DSR results in a total count
310  of species consumed, expressed continuously. Additionally, species were split for further analyses into
311  DSRpar and DSRaima, FEPresenting respectively the total number of plant-based species and the total
312 amount of animal-based species. All food items that could not be uniquely identified with either a
313  plant or animal species were excluded from the total. These included food items such as mixed fats,
314  confectionary and cakes, alcoholic and non-alcoholic beverages, condiments and dressings.

315 Assessment of other covariates

316  Data on socio-demographic (age, sex), lifestyle and other factors were collected at baseline through
317 validated questionnaires #. Educational level was categorized into primary school,
318  technical/professional school, secondary school, and longer education (including university degree).
319  Alcohol intake was a continuous variable, measured in grams per day. Physical activity was assessed
320 through the Cambridge Physical Activity index, which captures occupational physical activity and
321  other physical exercise (e.g., cycling, walking), and was used to categorize participants as inactive,
322 moderately inactive, moderately active, and active. Smoking status was categorized into never, former,
323  and current smoking.

324  Body mass index (BMI) was calculated from measured height and weight, although for participants
325  from Norway and for some participants from France and the UK these data were self-reported. BMI

7
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326  was categorized into healthy weight (<25 kg/m?), overweight (>25 - <30 kg/m?), and obese (>30
327  kg/m?). Waist circumference was measured either at the narrowest circumference of the torso or at the
328  midpoint between the lower ribs and the iliac crest. Hypertension, hyperlipidemia, and diabetes status
329  were self-reported.

330 Satigtical analysis

331  Statigtical analyses were conducted in R 4.2.3 and the a threshold for significance was set at P<0-05.
332  Basdline characteristics were presented across quintiles of EAT-Lancet diet-adherence and for the full
333  cohort. Normally distributed continuous variables were presented as means with standard deviations,
334  and skewed continuous variables were presented as medians and interquartile range (IQR). Categorical
335  variables were presented as counts and percentages. For some of these covariates there were missing
336 data (educational level n=15,317; physical activity n=7,220; smoking status n=2,999; waist
337 circumference n=61,571; hypertension n=71,536; hyperlipidemia n=109,366; diabetes <atus
338 n=34,648). These missings were imputed using multiple imputation methods . We used the R
339  package MICE ¥, using 10 imputation sets and 10 burn-it iterations. The assumption of missing at
340 random (MAR) was checked before conducting multiple imputation. MICE pool() function was used
341  to combine results from the Cox proportional hazard regression regression analyses across the imputed
342  datasets using Rubin’s rule 2%,

343  Cox proportional hazard regression regression was used to evaluate the association between quintiles
344  of adherence to the EAT-Lancet diet-score and CHD and stroke incidence, with the lowest quintile as
345  reference. Additionally, associations were examined linearly with EAT-Lancet diet-scores modelled
346  per 10-point increment. Confounder adjustments were determined a priori and were informed by
347  literature. In modd 1 we adjusted for age and sex; in model 2 we further adjusted for educational
348  level, smoking, alcohol consumption, physical activity, and energy intake. In model 3 we additionally
349 adjusted for cardiovascular risk factors, such as BMI, waist circumference, hypertension,
350  hyperlipidemia, and diabetes status. In this study, we consider model 3 to be the main modd. All
351  models were stratified by EPIC study center. The proportional hazards assumption was tested using
352  the Schoenfeld test, indicating no violation of the assumption. Analyses were repeated for the EAT-
353  Lancet dietVV-score.

354  To examine whether associations were consistent across various subgroups, we tested for interaction
355  for levels of age, sex, educational level, and BMI. Interaction was tested by using a likelihood ratio
356 test (LRT) for a model with and without interaction term, for each imputed dataset. When the LRT
357  was datigtically significant (p-value <0-05) for all imputation datasets, we conducted separate analyses
358 by subgroups. For this analysis, age was categorized in two groups, those younger than 60 years old
359  and those older than 60. Additionally, we carried out a number of sensitivity analyses. Fird, we
360  excluded the first 2 years of follow-up, as subclinical disease may have affected eating habits and have
361  induced reverse causation. Second, we excluded food group recommendations individually in order to
362  explore the food groups driving the association. Finally, we measured adherence to the EAT-Lancet
363  diet across countries and centers.

364  Weused linear regression models to estimate the association between EAT-Lancet diet-adherence and
365 GHG emissions, land use, and DSR. GHG emissions and land use were calculated as the sum of the
366  associated environmental impact of all the food groups included in the EAT-Lancet diet. The lowest
367 quintile was used as reference. In model 1, we adjusted for age, sex, and energy intake, as informed by
368 the literature **. Bootstrapping was used to estimate the percentage difference between Q1 and Q5
369  and its 95% CI. Additionally, the impact on GHG emissions, land use, and DSR was estimated using
370  the EAT-Lancet dietVV-score.

371  Rolesof the funding source

372  The funders of the study did not play a role in data collection, data analysis, data interpretation,
373 writing of the manuscript, or the decision to submit for publication.

374

375 Results

376

377  Basdline characterigtics
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378  The EAT-Lancet diet-score in the population ranged from 10 to 120 and the mean was 64 (SD=15) .
379  Participants generally scored most points on the recommendations for grains (rice, wheat and corn),
380  added fats, and dairy, and the least points on the recommendations for red meat, added sugar, legumes,
381  soy and nuts. Participants in Spain, UK, and Italy had the highest average EAT-Lancet diet-scores and
382  in Sweden, the Netherlands, and Germany the lowest (Supplemental Table 2). Participants in the
383  highest EAT-Lancet diet-adherence quintile were more likely to be female, non-smokers, had higher
384  tota energy intake, lower alcohol consumption, and smaller waist circumference (Table 1).

385  Association of EAT-Lancet diet-adherence with incident CHD

386  After a median follow-up time of 12-8 years 12,690 cases of CHD occurred. High adherence to the
387 EAT-Lancet diet was not associated with a lower risk of incident CHD after adjustment for
388 cardiovascular risk factors (HRasvsg1: 0-98, 95%Cl = 0-93 — 1.04; HR1o-point increment: 0-99, 95%CI = 0-98
389 — 1.01) (Table 2). However, in subgroup analysis (p-values for interaction <0-001), those younger
390 than 60 years old did show a modestly lower risk for CHD (HRgsvso1: 0-86, 95%CI = 0-79 — 0-93;
391 HR10.point increment: 0-96, 95% CI = 0-94 — 0-98), while those older than 60 had a higher risk of CHD
392 (HRgsusor: 1:16, 95%CI = 1:06 — 1-26; HR1o-point increment: 1:03, 95%CI = 1.01 — 1-05) (Supplemental
393  Figure 3). There were no differencesin subgroups by sex, educational level, or BMI. When exploring
394  theassociation of the EAT-Lancet dietVV-score with CHD risk, the association was comparable to the
395  original EAT-Lancet score, which still includes animal products scored with an optimum component
396 (Table 3). Neither exclusion of cases in the first two years of follow-up (Supplemental Table 3) nor
397  the exclusion of each dietary score component from the EAT-Lancet score (Supplemental Table 4)
398  altered our findings.

399  Association of EAT-Lancet diet-adherence with incident stroke

400 After a median follow-up time of 127 years 7,088 cases of stroke occurred. High adherence to the
401 EAT-Lancet diet was associated with a lower risk of incident stroke after adjustment for
402  cardiovascular risk factors (HRgsvso1: 0-59, 95%CI = 0-54 — 0-64; HR10-point increment: 0-88, 95%CI = 0-86
403 - 0-89) (Table 2). The association of EAT-Lancet diet-adherence with incident stroke was slightly
404  stronger in the subgroup analysis by age (p-values for interaction <0-001), with those aged 60 years or
405  younger (HRgsyso1: 055, 95%Cl = 0-49 — 0-61; HR1o-point increment: 0-86, 95%CI = 0-84 — 0-88) having a
406  lower risk of stroke than those older than 60 years (HRgsvsq1: 0-65, 95%CIl = 0-58 — 0-73; HR1o-point
407  increment: 0-90, 95%CI = 0-88 — 0:92). A stronger association was also found for males (HRmaes,
408  HRosve01:0-54, 95%Cl = 0-48 — 0-61; HRiopoint increment: 0-85, 95%Cl = 0-83 — 0-87), compared to
409  females (HRfemaes HRasvsor: 0:67, 95%CI = 0-60 — 0-76; HR1o-point increment: 0-91, 95%CI = 0-89 — 0-93)
410  (p-values for interaction <0-05). (Supplemental Figure 4). No differences were found for subgroups
411  of educational level and BMI.

412  When exploring the association of the EAT-Lancet dietVV-score with stroke risk, HRs attenuated
413 dlightly (HRgsvso1: 0-60, 95%CI = 0-55 — 0-65; HR10-point increment: 0-87, 95%CI = 0-85 — 0-88) (Table 3).
414  Exclusion of cases in the firg two years of follow-up did not ater findings (Supplemental Table 3).
415  When excluding single components of the EAT-Lancet diet, the association was attenuated to almost
416  the null when excluding fruit (HR1o-point increment : 0-99, 95%CI = 0-99 — 0:99), and became dightly more
417  inverse when excluding added fats (HR1o-point increment : 0:85, 95%CI = 0-84 — 0-87) (Supplemental
418 Table4).

419  Association of EAT-Lancet diet-adherence with environmental indicators

420  The EAT-Lancet diet-related greenhouse gas emissions in the population were on average 4-62 kg
421  CO2-eq, ranging between 0-03 to 27-55 kg CO2-eq, and land use was 6-1 m? per year on average, with
422 arange between 0-03 and 45-89 m? per year. In the adjusted models, adherence to the EAT-Lancet diet
423  was associated with lower GHG emissions (Bgsvso1: -0-08 kg CO2-eq, 95%Cl = -0-09 — -0-07), and
424 lower land use (Bosvsor: -0-38 m? per year, 95%CI = -0-39 — -0-36) (Table 4). This trandated to 1.7%
425  (95%Cl = -19 — -1.5) and 6-2% (95%Cl = -6-4 — -59) lower GHG emission and land use,
426  respectively, between the highest and lowest quintiles of adherence.
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427  Lower levels of both GHG emissions and land use were found when using the adjusted EAT-Lancet
428  dietVV-score, which rewards no to very low consumption of any animal product (Table 4). Further
429  redriction of consumption of meat and animal derivates was associated with 14-3% (95%Cl = -14-5 — -
430  14-0) less GHG emissions and 18-8% (95%CI =-19-0 —-18-5) less land use.

431  Association of EAT-Lancet diet-adherence with food biodiversity

432 The total number of unique species count was on average equal to 67-5 (SD=15) unique species. The
433  average total number of unique plant species was 19-8 (SD=5-1), while the mean animal species was
434 7.4 (SD=2'5). In the adjusted model, adherence to the EAT-Lancet diet was associated with lower
435  DSR (Bosvsor: -2+43 species count, 95%Cl = -2-59 — -2-28), when comparing extreme quintiles (Table
436  5). Thistranslated to 3-6% (95%Cl = -39 —-3-4) lower DSR among those with the highest adherence
437  (Table 5). The relationship between the EAT-Lancet diet and food biodiversity differed when
438  measuring DSRpjant and DSRanima Separately. In adjusted models, higher adherence to the EAT-Lancet
439  diet was associated with higher DSRpant (Bosvsor: 3:19 species count, 95%CI = 3-14 — 3-24) and lower
440 DSRanima (Bosvson: -1-45 species count, 95%CI = -1.50 — -1-43). When comparing extreme quintiles,
441  thistranslated with adherence to the EAT-Lancet diet being associated with consuming approximately
442  16-1% (95%CIl = 159 — 16-4) more plant species, and 19-7% (95%CIl = -20-11 — -19-40) less animal
443  species(Tableb).

444  Highest adherence to the (pro) vegetarian EAT-Lancet dietVV-score was associated with lower DSR
445  than the original EAT-Lancet diet score (Bgsvson: -2:68 species, 95%Cl = -2-83 — -2.52), corresponding
446  to 4-0% (95%CI = -4-2 — -3-7) less species consumed, when comparing extreme quintiles (Table 5).
447  When considering plant and animal species separately, the EAT-Lancet dietVV-score was associated
448  with consuming approximately 17-3% (95%Cl = 17-0 — 17-5) more plant species and 22-0% (95%Cl =
449  -22.3-—-21.6) lessanimal species (Table5).

450

451 Discussion

452  Our study demondtrated the co-benefits of adhering to the EAT-Lancet Planetary Health Diet for
453  cardiovascular health and environmental sustainability. We observed that higher adherence to this diet
454  was associated with a 41% lower risk of stroke in the total population and 14% lower risk of CHD
455  among individuals under 60 years old. Although the EAT-Lancet diet was only modestly associated
456  with lower GHG emissions and land use, using the dietVV-score to measure adherence resulted a in
457  14-3% decrease in GHG emissions and an 18.8% reduction in land use, without compromising
458  cardiovascular benefits. Additionally, adherence to the diet was associated with 16-1% more plant
459  speciesrichnees and 19-7% less animal speciesrichness. In this large pan-European prospective cohort
460  study, adherence to the EAT-Lancet diet varied between countries, with the UK, Spain, and Italy
461  showing the highest adherence, and Sweden, the Netherlands, and Germany showing the lowest
462  adherence. Individual recommendations for meat (e.g., lamb, beef, and pork), added sugar, soy, nuts,
463  and legumes had particularly low scores. Generally, the maximum total EAT-Lancet diet-score was
464 120, indicating that in observed diets across Europe there is still room for improvement with regards to
465  reaching the EAT-Lancet diet recommendations.

466  The present study isthefirst to report on a nuanced diet-score measuring adherence to the EAT-Lancet
467  diet in relation to cardiovascular outcomes in a large pan-European cohort. Studies in some of the
468  individual EPIC cohorts included in this study, namely the Dutch, Danish, Swedish, and Oxford
469  cohorts, generally reported similar directions of associations, athough statistical significance often
470  differed (Supplemental Tables 5 & 6) . Potential explanations for discrepancies between this
471  study and studies conducted in the various individual EPIC cohorts include the operationalization of
472  the score, disease definitions, follow-up durations, and participants exclusions criteria. Also, dietary
473  intake derived by the country’s specific dietary assessment method differed dlightly from the dietary
474  intake for the whole cohort derived by the standardized food items.

475  We observed that the association of EAT-Lancet diet-adherence with stroke was stronger as compared
476  totheassociation with CHD. Thisdiscrepancy may be explained by somwhat different risk profiles for
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477 CHD and droke are comparable, but do show some differences in magnitude with low-density
478  lipoprotein cholesterol being of particular importance for CHD, and hypertension being of greater
479  influence for stroke ***. Additionally, several studies have found a differential effect of individual
480 food groups with CHD and stroke. For example, high consumption of fruit, vegetables, fish, dairy
481 (e.g., cheese, fermented dairy) and limited consumption of red and processed meat and sugar-
482  sweetened beverages have all been related to both lower risk of stroke and CHD ***!, while intakes of
483  whole grains, nuts, and legumes have been more consistently associated with CHD rather than stroke
484 %% This may explain the inconsistent results across individual EPIC cohort studies. Furthermore,
485  we observed that risks of both CHD and stroke associated with EAT-Lancet diet adherence were lower
486  among those younger than 60 years old compared to the overall cohort, which may indicate that
487  adoption of the EAT-Lancet diet is of importance for cardiovascular risk in this population.

488  With regards to the environmental impact of the EAT-Lancet diet, the observed lower levels of GHG
489  emissions and land use in relation to higher adherence are moded, yet statistically significant. These
490 modest effects may be explained by higher consumption of dairy, eggs, chicken, and fish in those with
491  higher adherence compared to those with the least adherence. This may offset the effects on GHG
492  emissions and land use we would expect from consuming less red and processed meat. Albeit less
493  pronounced, the effects on environmental indicators are comparable to those we observed in the Dutch
494  EPIC cohorts °. The difference between the two studies may be related to the distinct underlying
495  methodologies used to calculate the environmental impact of foods. This study used SHARP-ID data,
496  which uses different databases and sources for transport than the Dutch Life Cycle Assessment (LCA)
497  database used in Colizzi et al. ?*. The two databases also considered other system boundaries,
498  allocation methods, and geographical zones *"***. Furthermore, SHARP-ID data does not include
499  country-specific estimates, which may lead to different or less pronounced associations.

500  Of note, the impact on levels of both GHG emissions and land use was much higher when using the
501 EAT-Lancet dietVV-score. The scoring method for meat and animal-based products are the sole
502  difference between the two scores, underlying the impact that limiting meat and dairy products has on
503  environmental indicators in this population. A (pro-) vegetarian or vegan version of the EAT-Lancet
504  diet score did not particularly ater benefits to health, compared to the original score, but largely
505 impacted the GHG emissions and land use associated with the diet. These findings are in line with the
506 large body of evidence on the environmental footprint of the production and consumption of meat, and
507  on the reduction in environmental impact that can be achieved by switching to more plant-based diets
508 % OQur findings using the EAT-Lancet dietVV-score are also in line with the reduction in GHG
509 emissions and land use measured by similar studies assessing the environmental footprint of the EAT-
510 Lancet diet **° for example with a previous study in EPIC by Laine et a. (2021) that used
511  counterfactual attributable fraction modelling for shifting from low adherence to full adherence to the
512 diet, and showed a 50% reduction in GHG emissions and 62% lower land use . Although more
513  modest, adherence to the EAT-Lancet dietVV-score — which resembles the most the scoring used by
514  Laineet al. * — in our population shows similar co-benefits to the study by Laine et al. *°.

515  With regards to food biodiversity, to our knowledge, this is the first study measuring the DSR
516  associated with the EAT-Lancet diet. Higher adherence to the EAT-Lancet diet was associated with
517  higher plant species richness and lower animal species richness, but it did not reflect higher diversity
518 inanindividua’stotal food consumption. These findings can be largely explained by the fact that the
519  EAT-Lancet diet-score values higher intakes of plant-based foods and lower intakes of animal-based
520  products. An individual with a high EAT-Lancet diet-score is likely to eat a varied group of plant
521  species, and a small number (or no) animal species. Additionally, we excluded all other foods that
522 could not be uniquely alocated to plant or animal species, which can explain the discrepensies
523  between overall DSR and DSRpPant and DSRanima. Because of the importance of biodiversity for
524  human nutrition and agricultural ecosystems, future research on sustainable diets could consider
525 including DSR as avaluable tool for the development of environmental and food policies.

526  Ladly, we need to address some of this study’s strengths and limitations. Strengths of the current
527  study include the large pan-European population with a substantial number of cases, the prospective
528  design, the diversity of diets captured, and the use of validated food frequency questionnaire (FFQ)
529  data. Furthermore, our scoring approach complies with various preferable features of a priori dietary
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530 indices, including the use of various index dimensions (e.g., adequacy, moderation, optimum, and ratio
531  components), the use of metric measures as opposed to ordinal or dichotomous metrics, and the use of
532  normative cut-off values *™*. However, this study also has limitations. First, dietary data were self-
533  reported and only assessed at baseline, possibly introducting misclassification of exposure status. Not
534  only dietary habits in the population may have changed throughout the years, dietary data were
535 collected amost 30 years before the publication of the recommendations by the EAT-Lancet
536  Commission. Second, due to the multicenter design, non-fatal CHD and stroke events were ascertained
537  through a variety of methods (e.g., linkage with disease registries, follow-up questionnaires), which
538  may have led to non-differential misclassification of outcome status. Similarly, environmental impact
539  assessment through SHARP-ID relied on data published across a number of years and may not entirely
540  reflect the environmental impact of foods and beverages at the time of data collection #’. Third, despite
541  adjusting for various demographic, lifestyle, and cardiometabolic risk factors, residual confounding
542  bias cannot be ruled out, for instance, because of socio-economic differences and additional
543  cardiometabolic risk factors unaccounted for in this study. Additionally, we did not observe complete
544  adherence to the EAT-Lancet diet in our population, possibly resulting in smaller effects for
545  cardiovascular and planetrary health.

546  Finaly, we need to address that the EAT-Lancet diet represents a global diet that should be translated
547  to nationa food-based dietary guidelines. In order to do so, additional dimensions relevant to a
548  sustainable food system transition would need to be measured in context. These include, for instance,
549  the affordability of the diet, cultural acceptance, and nutritional adequacy of the diet, al of which were
550 not tested in this study. Two previous studies aimed to translate the generic EAT-Lancet diet
551  recommendations to country-specific contexts and found country-specific EAT-Lancet diets to be
552 nutritionally adequate, except for vitamin D, iodine and calcium ***?. A recent modelling study
553  measured the impact of adherence to EAT-Lancet diet recommendations on al-cause mortality
554  compared to adherence to current food-based dietary guidelines >*. While it found that more ambitious
555 recommendations for whole grains, nuts and seeds, legumes, vegetables, and processed meat were
556  linked to greater reductions in mortality, it also showed that none of the 85 countries included in the
557  analysis adhered to all food-based dietary guidelines *. This highlights an important concern about the
558  feasibility of transitioning to dietary patterns compliant with EAT-Lancet diet recommendations.
559  Moreover, this study showed that the way in which adherence to the EAT-Lancet diet is being
560 operationalised may result in different estimates of co-benefits for health and the environment,
561  limiting comparability of findings on the EAT-Lancet diet and the use of these research studies as the
562  base for the development of national policies.

563  To conclude, this prospective cohort study showed co-benefits of the EAT-Lancet diet for human
564  cardiovascular health and environmental well-being in a large European cohort. This research showed
565 that adherence to the EAT-Lancet diet was associated with lower risk of stroke but not of CHD,
566  modestly lower GHG emissions and lower land use, higher plant species richness and lower animal
567  species richness. Future research should further explore the role of animal-sourced foods,
568  operationalization of the diet, nutritional adequacy and affordability of the EAT-Lancet diet.
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Table 1. Basdline char acteristics acr oss quintiles of EAT-Lancet diet-score (N=364,745)"

Full EPIC-cohort Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5
(10-51) (51-60) (60-68) (68-77) (77-120)
z\(l)/u)mber of participants, n 364,745 72,949 (20.0) 72,949 (20.0) 72,949 (20-0) 72,049 (200) 72,949 (20.0)
0
Age at recruitment (y) 51-3+10-6 51+ 10-6 52:3+10-0 52.5+10-1 51.6 + 10-6 49-0+11-1
Sex, n (%)
Male 134,276 (36-8) 36,625 (50-2) 29,060 (39-8) 25,541 (35:0) 22,821 (31-3) 20,229 (27-7)
Female 230,469 (63-2) 36,324 (49-8) 43,889 (60-2) 47,408 (65-0) 50,128 (68-7) 52,720 (72-3)
Smoking status, n (%)2
Never 169,989 (46-6) 29,277 (40-1) 31,266 (42-9) 33,496 (45.9) 36,135 (49°5) 39,815 (54-6)
Former 104,661 (287) 19,656 (26-9) 21,725 (29-8) 22,127 (30-3) 21,651 (29-7) 19,502 (26.7)
Current 87,006 (23-9) 23,461 (33-2) 19,411 (26-6) 16,709 (23-8) 14,449 (20-8) 13,066 (18-7)
Physical activity, n (%)?
Inactive 77,780 (21-3) 14,024 (19-2) 13,393 (18-4) 14,334 (17-6) 16,111 (22-1) 19,918 (27-3)
Moderately inactive 121,359 (33-3) 23,303 (31.9) 23,888 (32.7) 24,572 (32-2) 25,001 (34-3) 24,595 (33-7)
Moderately active 82,447 (22-6) 17,145 (23-5) 16,926 (23-2) 16,677 (27-0) 16,204 (22-2) 15,495 (21-2)
Active 75,939 (20-8) 16,002 (21-9) 16,892 (23-2) 16,015 (21-0) 14,696 (20-1) 12,334 (16.9)
Educationd level, n (%)?
None or primary 115,765 (31.7) 23,777 (32-8) 21,686 (29-5) 21,532 (28-7) 22,440 (29-7) 26,330 (35:6)
Secondary 53,205 (14-6) 11,932 (17-1) 10,766 (16-4) 10,584 (16-4) 10,314 (16:1) 9,609 (14-1)
Vocational or 180,458 (49-5) 36,130 (49-3) 38,432 (52-4) 37,663 (52-1) 35,916 (500) 32,317 (452)
university
Alcohol consumption (g/day) 62 (L1, 16-4) 5:5(09, 17-6) 67 (14, 18-1) 7.0(L5,17-3) 66 (11, 16-1) 5:3(04, 135)
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Energy intake (kcal/d)
Body mass index, kg/m?
Waist circumference, cm

EAT-Lancet diet-score

GHG Emissions (kg CO2-eq)

Land use (m?/year)

Dietary Species Richness
(species count) *

DSRepjant *
DSRAnimal *

Food Consumption
(grams/day)

Whole grains
Potatoes & cassava
All vegetables

All fruit

Dairy

Red and processed meat
Chicken & poultry
Eggs

Fish

Legumes

Soy foods

Nuts

Added fats

2098-1 + 626-6
258+ 4.2
85-1+12:9
63-9+ 14.5

4617
6-1+£52

67-5+ 150

19-8+51

74+25

200-9 (1428, 276.8)
83 (476, 132.3)
156-8 (1017, 240-2)
1846 (100-3, 301-4)
3005 (1703, 473.7)
709 (40-1, 107-5)
137 (51, 257)
126 (55, 22.7)
253 (11-2, 44.5)
5.4 (06, 15-8)
0:0(0:0,02)
0-8(0:0, 35)

82 (17, 574)

2059-9 + 666-8
256+41
872+ 129
436+6-1
45+1.8
6:0+25

66-2 136

175+ 50

80+23

183-3 (130-6, 254-2)
1266 (69-9, 177-3)
91-6 (58-2, 130-7)
939 (481, 161-1)
285.6 (1145, 5952)
79 (486, 119)
7:2(2:5,13:1)

8 (25, 24-6)
12:3 (4.5, 23-8)
12(0-1,62)
0(0,0.03)
06(0:02, 1.7)

2.4(07,99)

2092-4 + 6354
257+41
85-8+12-8
55.7+25
4.7+1.7
6:2+25

689+ 13-9

19-2+50

77+£24

1927 (137-9, 265)
1002 (531, 1485)
125 (88-9, 176)
143-8 (87-8, 245-6)
2962 (155-3, 515-8)
797 (49:8, 116-2)
105 (4-9, 19-1)
11.7 (5, 23)
199 (9:8, 36:6)
16(0:3,7)
0(0, 0-08)
0-8(0:02, 3)

4.8(1-2, 36-1)

2107-4 + 624-3
25-7+42
84-8+12-6
63-7+2:2
4.7+1.7
6325

69-5+ 14-4

20:3+4-9

75+24

199-3 (1419, 275-3)
832 (437, 130-3)
156-3 (1109, 222-3)
187-8 (1129, 293-4)
303 (1759, 474-1)
754 (456, 110)
154 (7-2, 257)
133 (67, 224)
269 (15, 44-2)
31(03,11:3)
0(0,02)

08 (02, 3-4)

86 (2, 60-6)

2116-2 £ 613-2
258+ 4.2
84+12-7
718+ 26
4717
62+ 25

68-7+ 15-3

21.0+4-9

7225

208-9 (1489, 287-5)
719 (40-1, 114-2)
197 (140-5, 275-6)

230 (1459, 344)
305-9 (189-9, 440)
67-8 (365, 102)
169 (82, 34-2)
138(7-1,222)
32 (182, 50-4)
81 (15, 21.6)
0(0,0-6)
0-8(0-2,35)

176 (4-6, 82-4)

2114-3 +589-2
260+ 4-4
83-9+13
84-4+6-3
4.5+ 163
58+25

64-1+17-1

20:9+5

65+25

222.1 (159-3, 297-6)
66-0 (433, 87-9)
254.8 (188-3, 340-2)
279-5 (190-6, 408-5)
302-8 (2031, 403)
514 (115, 87-2)
214 (81, 40-6)
14.8 (7-4, 22.4)
378 (22:5, 60)
308 (10-8, 50)
0(0,4)
15(0,57)

303(95,907)
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Added sugars 1787 (930, 314-4) 196-2 (106-9, 344-7) 2433 (1059, 333-5) 2367 (99-2, 318-4) 2329 (89-2, 303-7) 2087 (667, 269-3)

! Continuous variables are displayed as means + SDs or as medians (P25, P75). “ Data was missing on smoking status (n=2,999), physical activity (n=7,220), educational level
(n=15,317), and wai st circumference (n=61,571), hypertenson (n=71,536), hyperlipidemia (n=109,366), diabetes status (n=34.648).
*DSR contains all plant, animal, and miscellenous species. DSRp 4, contains the number of plant species. DSRanima CONtains the number of animal species.
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Table 2. Hazard ratio's and 95% confidence intervals for quintiles of EAT-Lancet diet adherence with
incident CHD and stroke.

Quintiles of EAT-Lancet diet-score

Per 10-point increment

Q1 (10-51) Q2 (51-60) Q3 (60-68) Q4 (68-77) Q5 (77-120)
CHD
Events, n 2,852 2,745 2,640 2,355 2,098 12,690
Person-years 19,941 19,770 18,993 16,925 15,386 91,015
Crude model 1.00 095(0:91-1-01) 091(0-87-096) 0-81(077-086) 070 (0-67—0-74) 0-92 (0-91—0-93)
Model 12 1.00 094 (0-89-0-99) 0:92(0-87-097) 0-87(083—-092)  0.92(0-87—-0:97) 0-97 (0-96 — 0-99)
Model 2° 1.00 098(0:93-1-04) 098(0-93—-1.04) 0-96(090—1.01)  0-99 (0-94—1.05) 0-99 (0-98 — 1.01)
Model 3° 1.00 097(0:92-1.02)  097(092-1.03)  0:95(090—1.01) 098 (0-93—1.04) 0-99 (0-98 — 1.01)
Stroke
Events, n 1,829 1,674 1,448 1,231 906 7,088
Person-years 13,668 12,682 11,386 9,767 7,895 55,397
Crude model 1.00 092(0-86-0-99) 080 (0-74—085 067 (062—072)  0-45(0-42—0-49) 0-84 (0-82 — 0-85)
Model 12 1.00 086 (0-80-0-92)  0:74(069—079)  0-66 (061—071) 054 (0-50 —0-59) 0-86 (0-84 — 0-87)
Model 2° 1.00 0-89 (0-83 -0-95) 0-78 (0-73-0-83) 0-71 (0-66 —0-76) 0-58 (0-53 - 0:63) 0-87 (0-86 —0-89)
Model 3° 1.00 0-89(0-83-0-95) 0-78(0-73—-084) 0-72(067—077) 059 (0-54—0-64) 0-88 (0-86 — 0-89)

3Model 1 was adjusted for age, sex; ° Model 2 was adjusted for age, sex, educational level, smoking, alcohol
consumption, physical activity, and energy intake; © Model 3 was additionally adjusted for BMI, waist
circumference, hypertension, hyperlipidemia, and diabetes status. Models were stratified by EPIC center.
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Table 3. Hazard ratio’s and 95% confidence intervals for quintiles of EAT-Lancet dietVV-score with

incident CHD and stroke.

CHD
Events, n
Person-years
Crude model
Model 1*
Model 2°
Model 3°

Stroke
Events, n
Person-years
Crude model
Model 12
Model 2°
Model 3°

Quintiles of EAT-Lancet dietVV-score*

Qté)ﬂ' Q2 (65-72) Q3(72-79) Q4 (79-87) Q5 (87-134) Pi'f]rcrlgﬂg?t
3,086 2,755 2,532 2,486 1831 12,690
22,074 19574 18,220 17,933 13,214 91,015
1.00 090(085-094)  083(078-087)  081(077-086)  059(055-062) 087 (0-86—0:88)
1.00 095(091-1.00) 0-93(0-88-0-98)  097(092-103)  0-88(083-0-94) 097 (0-95—0:98)
1.00 100(095-105) 099(094-104)  104(0:98—110)  095(0-89-101) 099 (0-97 —1.00)
1.00 098(0:93-103) 097(091-102)  102(097-108)  097(091-103) 097 (0-91—1.03)
2,038 1,657 1432 1,133 828 7,088
15,380 12,674 11,197 8,097 7,148 55,397
1.00 083(078-083) 071(067-076)  056(052-060)  0-39(036-042)  078(0-77—079)
1.00 085(080-091) 076(07L-081)  063(058-068)  054(050-058)  0:84(0-82—0:86)
1.00 090(0:84—096) 0-81(076-087)  067(062-072)  058(054-0-63)  0:86(0-84—0:88)
1.00 089(083-095  080(075-0-86)  067(062-072)  0-60(055-0-65) 087 (0-85—0:88)

2Model 1 was adjusted for age, sex; ° Model 2 was adjusted for age, sex, educational level, smoking, alcohol
consumption, physical activity, and energy intake; © Model 3 was additionally adjusted for BMI, waist

circumference, hypertension, hyperlipidemia, and diabetes status. Models were stratified by EPIC center.

'No or low intakes of animal-sourced foods (e.g., those initially scored as optimum components, including
whole milk or derivative equivalents, chicken and other poultry, eggs, and fish) were assigned with 10 points.
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Table 4. Beta coefficients, per centage change and 95% confidence intervalsfor quintiles of EAT-Lancet diet adherence with GHG emissions and land use.

EAT-Lancet diet-score
Crude mode
Q1 [Ref]
Q2vsQ1l
Q3vsQ1
Q4vsQ1
Q5vsQ1

Model 12
Q1 [Ref]
Q2vsQ1
Q3vsQ1
Q4vsQ1
Q5vsQ1

EAT-Lancet dietVV-score'
Crude model
Q1 [Ref]
Q2vsQ1
Q3vs0l
Q4vsQ1l
Q5vsQ1

Model 17

GHG emissions (kg CO2-eq)

Beta Coefficient (95% CI)

Per centage Change (95% CI)

Land use (m? per year)

Beta Coefficient (95% CI)

Per centage Change (95% Cl)

0-20 (0-19—0-22)
0-28 (0-26 — 0-30)
0-26 (0-25—0-28)
0-04 (0-03 — 0-06)

0-09 (0-08—0-11)

0-13 (0-12—0-14)

0-10 (0-09—0-11)
-0-08 (-0-09 —-0-07)

-0-39 (-0-41 —-0:37)
-0:50 (-0-52 —-0-49)
-0-60 (-0-62 —-0:58)

-1.28(-1-30—-1-26)

445 (4-01—4-78)
616 (5:69 — 6-47)
5.82 (5:36 — 6:09)
0-98 (0-56 — 1:30)

206 (1-80 — 2:25)

2:82 (2:53—303)

2:26 (1.97 —245)
-1.71 (-1:92 —-1.47)

-8-48 (-8-86 — -8-12)
-10-87 (-11-25—-10-52)
-12:95 (-13-33—-12:62)

-27-71 (-28:06 —-27-31)

2:68(2:53—2:83)

3-25(3-10—3-40)

2:52(2:37-267)
-2.06 (-2:21—-1.91)

270 (2:55 — 2:85)
3-24(3-08—339)
-0-02 (-0-04 — -0-00)
-0-38 (-0-39 — -0-36)

-0:52 (-0-54 — -0-49)
-0-67 (-0-69 — -0-64)
-0:85 (-0-87 —-0-82)

-0-85 (-0-87 —-0-82)

3-97 (376 —4-19)

4-82 (4-59 —5-04)

3-73 (3-51—3-95)
-3.05 (-3-30 —-2:83)

4.00 (3.79— 4-23)
4.80 (4-57 - 5:04)
-0-31 (-0-59 — -005)
-6-16 (-6-44 — -5.89)

* 3SUB2I| [euoeWIBIU| 0 AN-DN-AG-DD € Japun 3|qejiene apeuw si |

-8-48 (-8-88 —-8.08)
-10-95 (-11-32 —-10-52)
-13-90 (-14-30 —-13-52)

-33.49 (-33-89—-33.02)
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Q1 [Ref]

Q2vsQ1 -0-10 (-0-12 —-0-09) -2.27 (-2-49 — -2:00) -0-10 (-0-12 —-0-37) -1-65 (-1-89 —-1.36)
Q3vsQ1 -014 (-0-15—-0-13) -310 (-3-31 - -2:84) -0-14 (-0-15 - -0-12) -2.23 (-2-48 —-1.95)
Q4vsQ1 -018 (-0-19—-0-17) -3.98 (-4-22 —-3-74) -0-23 (-0-25—-0-21) -3.78 (-4-07 —-3:52)
Q5vsQ1 -0-66 (-0-67 —-0-65) -14.26 (-14-51 —-14-01) -114 (-1-16 —-1.13) -18-75 (-19-04 —-18.46)

*Model 1 was adjusted for age, sex, and energy intake.
No or low intakes of animal-sourced foods (e.g., those initially scored as optimum components, including whole milk or derivative equivalents, chicken and other poultry,
eggs, and fish) were assigned with 10 points.
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Table 5. Beta coefficients, per centage change and 95% confidence intervalsfor quintiles of EAT-Lancet diet adherence with DSR, DSRPIlant, and DSRAnimal.

EAT-Lancet diet-score

Crude model
Q1[Ref]
Q2vsQ1
Q3vsQ1
Q4vsQ1
Q5vsQ1

Model 12
Q1[Ref]
Q2vsQ1
Q3vsQ1
QavsQ1
Q5vsQ1

DSR (species count)*

Beta Coefficient

(95% ClI)

Per centage change

(95% ClI)

DSRPIlant (species count)?

Beta Coefficient

(95% Cl)

Per centage change

(95% ClI)

DSRAnNimal (species count)®

Beta Coefficient

(95% ClI)

Per centage change

(95% Cl)

268 (253 —2:83)
3-25(3-10 — 3-40)
2:52 (237 - 2:67)

-2:06 (-2:21—--1.91)

2:70 (2:55 — 2:85)
3-24 (308 —3:39)
2:39 (224 — 2.55)

-2.43 (-2:59 — -2:28)

EAT-Lancet dietVV-score’

Crude model
Q1[Ref]
Q2vsQ1
Q3vsQ1
Q4vsQ1
Q5vsQ1

138 (1-22 — 1.53)
1.04 (0-88 — 1-19)
-0-44 (-0-60 — -0-29)

-2:37 (-2:52 - -2:21)

3-97 (3-76 —4-19)

4.82 (459 — 5.04)

3-73(3:51—3-95)
-3.05 (-3-30 —-2:83)

4.00 (379 —4-23)
4.80 (457 —5-04)
3.55 (3:32—378)

-3:61(-3-86—-3-38)

2.04 (1-82 —2:25)
153 (1:32 - 1.76)
-066 (-0-85—-0-41)

-3:51(-3.71—-3-30)

1.72 (1-67—1.77)
277 (272-2:82)
3-53 (3-48 —3:58)
3-40 (3-35 — 3-45)

1.69 (1-64 —1.74)
2:71 (266 —2.76)
3.42 (3:37 - 3-47)

319 (3-14 — 3-24)

0-90 (0-85 — 0-95)
1.62 (1.57 — 1:68)
2:33(2:28—2:38)

3-43 (333 —3-48)

870 (8-46 —8-97)
13.99 (13.73 — 14-25)
17-83 (1757 — 18-10)

1717 (16-92 — 17-42)

856 (8-30 — 8-83)
1370 (13-45 — 13-99)
17.28 (17.03 — 17-56)

1613 (15-88 — 16-39)

4.56 (4-31 — 4-81)
8:21 (7-96 —8-48)
11.79 (1157 — 12:06)

17-35 (17-12 — 17-59)

-0-25 (-0-28 —-0-23)
-0-50 (-0-52 —-0-47)
-0-79 (-0-81—-0-76)

-1-43 (-1-45 — -1-40)

-0-26 (-0-28 —-0-23)
-0-51 (-0-54 —-0-49)
-0-80 (-0-83 —-0-78)
-1-45 (-1.50 —-1-43)

0-27 (0-25-0-30)
0-27 (0-25—0-30)
0-15 (0-13-0-18)

-166 (-1-68 —-1:63)

-3-41(-3.76 —-3-11)

-6:77 (-7-14 —-6-44)

-10-68 (-11:02 —-10-38)

-19-39 (-19-75 —-19-07)

-3-49 (-3-87 —-3-17)

-6-93 (-7-28 —-6-59)

-10-92 (-11-25 —-10-60)

-19-73 (-20-11 — -19-40)

372 (343 4-00)
3.68 (3-33— 3.95)

2-10 (1-82 — 2-40)

-22.51 (-22:84 —-22:17)
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Modd 12

Q1[Ref]

Q2vsQ1 147 (132 -162) 218 (1-95 — 2-40) 0-96 (0-91—1.01) 4.84 (4-59 — 5.09) 0-32 (0-30—0-35) 4.40 (4-12 — 4-68)
QavsQ1 112 (0-97 - 1.28) 166 (1-46 — 1-89) 167 (1-62—1-72) 842 (8:17 —8-69) 0-34 (0-31—0-36) 4.59 (4-26 — 4-87)
QavsQ1 -0-40 (-0-57 —-0-25) -0-60 (-0-80 — -0-36) 2:36 (2:31— 2-41) 11-92 (11.70 - 12:18) 0-23(0-20—0-25) 3-09 (2-80 — 3-40)
Q5vsQ1 -2:68 (-2:83 —-252) -3.97 (-4-17 —-3-74) 3-42 (3-37 - 3-47) 17-28 (17:04 — 17:53) -1-62 (-1.64 —-1-59) -21.96 (-22:31 —-21-62)

#Models were adjusted for age, sex, and energy intake.
®No or low intakes of animal-sourced foods (e.g., those initially scored as optimum components, including whole milk or derivative equivalents, chicken and other poultry,

eggs, and fish) were assigned with 10 points. 'DSR contains all plant, animal, and miscellaneous species. 2DSRPlant contains only plant species. *DSRanima contains only
animal species.
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