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Abstract: The Planetary Health Diet (PHD) as defined by the EAT-Lancet
Commission in 2019, has garnered the interest of health professionals, and
especially dietitians. The purpose of this review was to compare the PHD as
assessed in the 2025 compared to the 2019 report of the EAT-Lancet Commission.
Contrary to the common misinterpretation that the PHD is solely an “environment-
first” diet, the PHD was defined as the result of modeling a nutritionally adequate
pattern that was constrained to stay within predefined planetary boundaries. This is
particularly important in our current era, due to the food system being a major driver
of environmental damage, while also being highly vulnerable to the climate effects
it creates. Moreover, the PHD is associated with decreased all-cause mortality,
cardiovascular disease risk and type two diabetes risk. However, this diet has
received criticism for being nutritionally inadequate, not affordable and not
culturally inclusive. Based on the 2025 report, the PHD was (re)defined as a
flexitarian diet that does not eliminate, but drastically reduces animal source foods
to 2 servings/day (1 dairy and 1 non-dairy food product). Furthermore, emphasis
was given to implementation and justice, highlighting that this pattern should be
culturally adaptable, accessible, and affordable. However, some implementation
barriers and policy gaps still exist. In conclusion, the PHD is a prime tool that can
be used as a starting point to advocate for more sustainable choices for the general
population, while for individualized guidance more research is warranted.

Keywords: ecat-lancet diet; planetary health diet; cardiovascular disease risk
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1. Introduction

The first definition of a “Sustainable diet” dates back to Joan Gussow and Katherine Clancy who first
proposed “Dietary Guidelines for Sustainability” in 1986 [1]. Multiple organizations (e.g., Barilla Foundation,
European Federation of the Associations of Dietitians, World Health Organization, Food and Agriculture
Organization) have focused on sustainable practices concerning dietary habits [2—4]. The Education and
Agriculture Together (EAT) Lancet Commission Report in 2019 marked the first extensive work to bridge the gap
between planetary and human health [5]. The report quickly captured the attention of researchers and dietitians,
prompting professional debate. Due to the complexity of the subject and the scarcity of available resources, a significant
gap exists in the understanding of sustainable diets among health professionals, including dietitians, especially in clinical
practice, with many wondering how this diet is different from other established healthy diets. In fact, the original 2019
EAT-Lancet report has received criticism [6—8]. Now marking 6 years after this report, the EAT-Lancet 2025 report was
published and addressed some of the arguments against the Planetary Health Diet (PHD) [9].
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The purpose of this review was to compare the PHD as assessed in the 2025 compared to the 2019 report of
the EAT-Lancet Commission, focusing on important sustainability facts that should not be neglected by dietitians,
researchers, and health professionals.

2. Search Strategy and Selection Criteria

A literature search was performed in the PubMed and Scopus databases, from inception up to 23 January
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2026, using the keywords: “EAT-Lancet Commission”, “sustainable”, “sustainable diets”, “planetary health”,
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“planetary health diet”, “cardiometabolic health”, “cardiovascular disease”, “type 2 diabetes”, “hypertension”,
“dyslipidemia”, “metabolic syndrome”, “Planetary Health Index”, “EAT-Lancet index”, “Multidimensional
Sustainable Diet Index”, “sustainability index”. References of the 2019 and 2025 EAT-Lancet reports (which were
the main focus of this review) were manually searched. No specific exclusion criteria were used, but systematic

reviews and meta-analyses were preferred if available.

3. Why the Focus on a Planetary Health Diet?

Defining a single sustainable diet is a rather challenging task, due to the complexity of such diets. According
to the framework by Johnston et al. (2014) [10], characteristics under the umbrella of 6 core components should
be taken into account, namely: (1) wellbeing and health, (2) biodiversity, environment and climate, (3) equity and
fair trade, (4) ecofriendly, local, and seasonal foods, (5) cultural heritage and skills, and (6) food and nutrient
needs, food security, and accessibility. In the original 2019 report, the definition of the PHD was quite complex,
as it tried to integrate human and planetary health in one single diet [5]. Due to its name, many researchers,
dietitians included, thought that this diet was based on foods that are good for the environment; that is foods that
have lower environmental impacts, such as lower production of greenhouse gas emissions (GHGE), foods that
need lower land use or lower water consumption to be produced. However, this was not the case. As the 2025
report highlights, the PHD was the result of modeling a nutritionally adequate pattern that was constrained to stay
within predefined planetary boundaries, thereby ensuring its benefits for both human health and the planet [9].

In the geological time scale, the last 10.000-11.700 years are defined as the Holocene. This epoch is
characterized by a relatively stable Earth system, natural variability, and stable temperatures; environmental
conditions that helped to sustain human activity and development [11]. However, Paul Crutzen & Eugene Stoermer
in 2000 first coined the term “Anthropocene”, and some years later Steffen and colleagues supported and further
developed this concept to recognize human activities as a geophysical driving force [11,12]. After the mid-20"
century, human activities such as industrialization, agriculture, and (over)consumption, have influenced the
stability of the ecosystem, potentially leading to irreversible environmental shifts [11].

Rockstrom and colleagues have stressed the importance of following the framework of “Planetary
Boundaries”, which can be described as safe operating practices for both human livelihood and the Earth system
(including biophysical subsystems or processes) [9,13]. In specific, 9 pillars must be taken into account; (1) climate
change, (2) biodiversity loss, (3) nitrogen and phosphorus cycles, (4) stratospheric ozone depletion, (5) ocean
acidification, (6) freshwater use, (7) land use, (8) chemical pollution, (9) atmospheric acrosol loading [14].

So why the focus on a PHD? The focus on a PHD is justified due to the food system being a major driver of
environmental damage, while also being highly vulnerable to the climate effects it creates. For example, cultivating
water-intensive crops can deplete local reserves, ultimately threatening the long-term viability of the very yields
they are intended to produce [15]. An example of such a resource-depletion cycle is almonds; almost 4 L of water
are needed to produce one single almond in California (where 80% of the world’s almonds are produced) [16].
Ultimately, this cycle threatens food security by driving up prices and reducing crop yields which can indirectly
impact public health by limiting access to nutritious, healthy foods in under-resourced communities [17,18].

4. Components and Cardiometabolic Health Aspects of the Planetary Health Diet

The PHD is not a vegan diet; it is a flexitarian diet that does not eliminate, but drastically reduces animal
source foods, to even lower levels than the WHO guidelines, or traditional patterns like the Mediterranean
diet [5,14,19,20]. The initial 2019 report was more of a “one-size-fits-all” as many critiqued, based on g/day of
food consumption for a 2500 kcal/day diet [5]. The new 2025 report is more flexible setting upper and lower ranges
for 14 foods/food groups in g/day and servings per week for a 2400 kcal/day diet, clarifying that the diet should
consist of a maximum of two servings of total animal-source foods per day, comprised of a dairy and a non-dairy
animal product [9]. In terms of animal foods, it is suggested that the preference should be fish/seafood/poultry,
followed by dairy and eggs, and then by red meat (least preferred). The specific composition of the PHD and a
comparison between the 2019 and 2025 reports are summarized in Table 1.
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Table 1. Food group quantities in the 2019 and 2025 EAT-Lancet reports.

Food Groups 2019 Reference 2025 Reference Main Differences Recommended
P Intake (g/day) Intake (g/day) Servings *
Whole Grains 232 210 Slightly reduced reference intake, but the emphasns Not provided.
on non-refined (vs refined grains) remains.

Tubers, Starchy .
Vegetables 50 50 None. Not provided.
Vegetables 300 300 None. 5 servings of fruit and

Fruits 200 200 None. vegetables/day.
Nuts and Peanuts 50 50 None. Not provided.
For calculation purposes, the 2025 report defines .
A3k >
Legumes 73 3 this as 50% soy and 50% other legumes. Not provided.
Dairy Foods 250 250 None. 1 serving/day.
Red Meat 14 15 S .
(Beef, Lamb, Pork) _ (Range: 0-28) (Range: 0-30) A slight increase, to round the numbers. 1 serving/week.
. 29 30 S .
Chicken & Poultry (Range: 0-58) (Range: 0-60) A slight increase, to round the numbers. 2 servings/week.
13 15 C
Eggs (Range: 0-25) (Range: 0-25) A slight increase, to round the numbers. 1.5-2 eggs/week.
. 28 30 S .
Fish & Shellfish (Range: 0-100) (Range: 0-100) A slight increase, to round the numbers. 2 servings/week.
Unsaturated Plant 40 40

Oils

(Range: 20-80)

(Range: 20-80)

None.

Not provided.

The 2025 report disaggregates saturated fats and
11.8 5 g (Lard, Tallow, oils, limiting lard, tallow, and butter to 5 g/day and
(Range: 0-11.8) Butter; Range: 0-10) separately limiting palm and coconut oil to 6 g/day
(range 0-8 g/day).

Saturated Oils Not provided.

31 30
(Range: 0-31) (Range: 0-30)

* Approximate servings per week, based on the EAT 2025 report (where available). A serving is equivalent to approximately
100g. Of note, in the 2019 report the servings correspond to a 2500 kcal diet, while for the 2025 report the servings correspond
to a 2400 kcal diet. These are model-based estimates under specific assumptions, with practical implications for vulnerable

Added Sugars A slight decrease, to round the numbers. Not provided.

groups. ** Legumes weight represents dry weight. Abbreviations: EAT: Education and Agriculture Together.

Of note, the 2025 report refers to a 2400 kcal diet; a slight energy reduction compared to the 2019 report,
based on updated demographic and energy requirement data at the population level. This 100 kcal mismatch
(equivalent to approximately 1 portion of 2% yoghurt, a fruit serving or a slice of bread) is minor on an individual
level, but could provide significant benefits for planetary health on the population level.

Recently, a joint statement was released by the European Society of Cardiology (ESC), American Heart
Association (AHA), American College of Cardiology (ACC), and World Heart Federation (WHF) that identified
environmental stressors, such as air, noise, light and chemical pollution, climate change, and water and soil
contamination, as major modifiable cardiovascular disease risk factors [21]. This statement could act as a starting
point for modifying environmental factors including food systems and dietary habits.

As mentioned in the sections above, the definition of the PHD insinuates the cardiovascular health benefits
which are supported by recent epidemiological evidence. A recent mini review by Stubbendorff et al. (2025) has
found an inverse association between the PHD and all-cause mortality, cardiovascular disease, and type 2 diabetes [22].
Based on another review, it seems that the inverse associations between the PHD and cardiometabolic conditions
are explained by improvements in abdominal obesity, glycemic control, and low-density lipoprotein (LDL)
cholesterol levels [23]. The cardiovascular benefits are supported by other studies [24-31], and can be attributed
to the plant-based nature of the PHD [5,9]. Specifically, the PHD includes nutrients which are important for
cardiovascular health such as fiber, polyphenols, antioxidants, phytochemicals, and anti-inflammatory substances
abundant in fruits, vegetables, legumes, whole grains and nuts [32-34].

Notably, in a report from the 20-year follow-up of the ATTICA study, it was found that the PHD offered
similar protection against cardiovascular disease risk to the cardioprotective Mediterranean diet, with associations
being stronger in younger individuals [26]. In specific, the PHD showed better discriminatory power for predicting
cardiovascular disease events compared to the Mediterranean diet (Likelihood ratio: PHD = 540.32,
MedDiet = 530.22 (p < 0.001), Harrell’s C-statistic: PHD = 0.8901 > MedDiet = 0.7862) [26]. Furthermore, it has
been shown that the PHD had cross-sectional associations with cardiometabolic risk comparable to healthy dietary
patterns as defined by the Healthy Eating Index (HEI-2015) or the Dietary Approaches to Stop Hypertension
(DASH) diet [35].
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5. Dietitians’ Critique on Nutritional Adequacy and the 2025 EAT-Lancet Response

Despite the cardiometabolic benefits of the PHD, it has been estimated that the 2019 PHD falls short on
vitamin B12, iron—for which bioavailability (lower in plant-based sources due to phytates) was not taken into
account—calcium, and zinc, which are especially important for vulnerable groups (e.g., pregnant women, women
of reproductive age, malnourished populations) (Table 2) [6]. Another study has found that higher adherence to a
general healthy diet (based on the alternative Healthy Eating Index) was linked to better mood and cognitive
function, but the 2019 PHD was not; this was attributed to lower protein, zinc, iron and selenium consumption [36].
However, other studies have shown that the PHD is similar to other healthy dietary patterns in terms of nutrient
adequacy or protection against disease [26,28,37,38]. Furthermore, the affordability of this pattern has also been
questioned [39]. A global analysis estimated that approximately 1.6 billion people could not afford the cost of
following a PHD [39]. Finally, this planetary pattern that seemed close to vegan diets, received backlash because
the various food groups were treated rather dichotomously (“good” vs. “bad”), a framing not supported by the
literature especially for unprocessed meat, fermented dairy and saturated fat [40-47]. Relatedly, many also argued
that a “white hat bias” took place, suggesting that scientific objectivity was compromised due to some of the
authors’ ideology (notably, it seems that not all authors agreed with the 2019 report) [5,6].

Table 2. Nutrient shortfalls of the Planetary Health Diet as estimated by Beal, Ortenzi and Fanzo (2023) [6].

. . Deficiency in Adults Deficiency in Women of Reproductive Age
Micronutrient Intake (25 Years and Older) (15-49 Years)
Iron 90% of the RNI. 55% of the RNI.
Zinc 78% of the RNI. 93% of the RNI.
Calcium 86% of the RNI. 84% of the RNI.
Vitamin B12 93% of the RNI. 93% of the RNI.

Abbreviation: RNI: Recommended Nutrient Intake.

The 2025 report shifted focus to implementation and justice, highlighting that this pattern should be culturally
adaptable, accessible, and affordable as suggested by previous literature [9,10]. However, given that the
components and the quantities of the PHD remained similar, it seems that the cultural adaptability, accessibility,
and affordability of the diet have not been addressed adequately. Moreover, the new report remodeled the effects
on health, and found an even greater benefit; the PHD could help in preventing approximately 15 million premature
deaths annually (vs. 11.6 million in the 2019 report) [5,9]. For dietitians, the most important difference is the
clearer framing for diets. In the 2019 report the recommendations included the 14 food quantities (please see Table 1),
while in the 2025 report, there is the recommendation of “two servings of animal-source foods per day” chosen
from a flexible list (milk, yogurt, fish, eggs, small amounts of meat) [5,9]. The 2025 report does not fundamentally
change the plant-to-animal ratio, assigning the same cut-off for both high- and low- income countries, therefore,
the nutrient adequacy of the 2025 report, in terms of vitamin B12, iron, calcium, and zinc, remains a critical
concern. Finally, for the PHD to be individualized in different populations, a concrete roadmap taking into account
socio-economic factors, food environments and individual choices, is still missing.

6. Implementation and Policy
6.1. Implementation Barriers and Policy Gaps

Despite the PHD evidence base and the reaffirmation of it being a flexible framework in the 2025 report,
some restrictions are highly improbable to be followed by most people in industrialized nations, due to cultural or
psychological barriers [48,49]. For instance, red meat is limited to only one serving per week, which is very small
(a serving of 100g is approximately the palm of one’s hand), compared to the quantity and frequency it is consumed
in most industrialized countries where red meat signifies affluence or even masculinity [50].

If one looks into it more profoundly, the PHD could be tailored to specific regions. Given the focus on GHGE
(the major driving force of climate change) a “sustainability paradox” might occur. For example, growing water-
intensive crops, such as nuts, might not be ideal in drought-prone areas. This would need blue water
(irrigation/groundwater, which leads to scarcity) instead of relying on green water (rainwater, which is less
critical). In such regions, and when protein is a concern (e.g., weight-loss, athletes, chronic diseases with
protein/energy wasting, older populations with depleted muscle mass) or when plant protein, from nuts or legumes,
cannot be preferred or easily tolerated (e.g., irritable bowel syndrome, chronic kidney disease, diverticulosis),
animal protein from poultry (which, compared to ruminant meats, produces less GHGE and has been associated
with beneficial effects for cardiovascular health) might be a more sustainable choice [51-53].
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Although the new 2025 EAT-Lancet report focuses on providing a just food system, in practice,
characterizing foods as sustainable is not an easy task, and cannot be strictly generalized. A sustainability factor
that gets confused is the area of food production. Although the WHO and FAO reports describe sustainable food
systems as “local” [4,18], recent research shows that local foods can be more sustainable when they are in-season
and minimally processed, as the environmental impact is largely determined by production methods rather than
transport distance alone [51]. In specific, despite the commonly used term “food miles” (e.g., importing healthy
extra virgin olive oil from the Mediterranean to the US leads to GHGE from transportation), transport usually only
accounts for about 5-10% of total GHGE, while land-use change and farm-stage processes account for more than
80% [51]. Another factor of sustainability that is often neglected includes the price of foods (affordability).
Affordability can directly lead to preferring cheaper options; these options could be preferring the cheaper option
among equally nutritious foods (e.g., preferring cheaper nuts) or preferring less nutritious foods (e.g., preferring
white instead of whole-grain pasta).

6.2. Implementation Barriers in Practice: Planetary Health Diet vs. Sustainability Assessment

For dietitian practitioners, the ambiguity of these multi-factorial sustainability aspects creates a procedural barrier
to the development of tailored interventions, ultimately limiting the clinical utility of current sustainability frameworks.

To assess, quantify and categorize the adherence to a sustainable diet, various indexes exist, including more
diet-forward indexes such as the Planetary Health Diet Index (PHDI), the EAT-Lancet index and WISH (World
Index for Sustainability and Health), used to measure the adherence to the reference diet suggested by the EAT-
Lancet 2019 report [54—56], as well as more multidimensional indexes such as the Sustainable Diet Index (SDI) [57],
which has been developed in France and adapted for different concepts such the US and Ghana [58,59] or the extensive
multidimensional index developed in Canada based on the Canadian Food Life Cycle Inventory database [60].

However, these scores are rarely used in clinical practice. Although there is guidance to follow more plant-
centered dietary patterns for planetary health, explicit and specific advice to help an individual adopt more
planetary-friendly dietary habits is not so well-elucidated.

For example, the Mediterranean diet is a well-defined and well-studied dietary pattern with health benefits
(which could also be sustainable for mainly Mediterranean populations). Various metrics exist to measure
population or individual adherence to this pattern (e.g., Mediterranean diet Score-MDS, MedDietScore, KIDMED,
Mediterranean diet adherence screener-MEDAS) [61]. Dietitians meeting clients scarcely use these Mediterranean
diet scores in clinical practice; they prefer using the Mediterranean diet pyramid to propose practical food swaps.

Although this can also be performed for the PHD based on the Lancet Report, to truly individualize food
swaps that would benefit both the individual and the planet, is objectively challenging. Ultimately, albeit this is an
ideal scenario that would need global and country-level collaborations between different sectors, country-specific
definitions of planetary healthy diets and sustainable practices should be defined to facilitate clinical action.

6.3. Proposed Actions for Policy Initiatives and Clinical Practice

First and foremost, combined efforts are needed for a clear, updated and evidence-based consensus
framework of what a planetary health diet should include globally and in country-specific contexts.

As proposed by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) [62], policymakers
can incentivize the transition toward sustainable food systems by implementing fiscal instruments, such as tax
abatements for regenerative practices and corrective levies on resource-intensive production methods. To ensure
these measures do not exacerbate socio-economic inequalities, they should be designed as equity-focused interventions,
perhaps through revenue recycling to subsidize sustainable, nutrient-dense foods for vulnerable populations.

Last but not least, better education for practitioners and the general public should be encouraged and
facilitated by policy makers [63]. Planetary health could be included in educative curriculums of health
professionals. Such courses should be extensive and in-depth in universities for dietitians in-training in order for
them to provide specific tailored advice to their future clients. The basic principles could also be offered, via
courses, seminars or congresses, in working or in-training professionals who lack dietetic and/or sustainability
knowledge such as doctors or nurses. This education should not be limited in a theoretical context; rather dietitians
and other practitioners should be provided with specific tools to navigate the trade-offs between “nutritional
adequacy” and “environmental footprint”. After adequate research, an app could be made, to facilitate this. Easier-
to-comprehend guidance could also be offered to school teachers who shape the overall -including nutritional-
knowledge and skills of the future generation [64]. A relatively easy workshop that could be included even in
school curriculums would be ways to reduce food waste in households [64].
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7. Conclusions

In conclusion, the PHD is a prime tool that can be used as a starting point to advocate for more sustainable

choices for the general population. However, dietitians and health professionals should take care to individualize
these practices. To individualize such practices is relatively easy, when an individual’s health is the main focus,
however, to also take into account the sustainability of local food systems is easier said than done. More research
is warranted on developing contextualized, regional Planetary Health Diets that reflect local ecology, agriculture,
and culture. Ideally, this would need an interdisciplinary team in each area/region/country, to truly tailor
sustainable practices of food production and consumption.

Funding

This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement

Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement

Not applicable.

Data Availability and Statistical Reporting

Not applicable.

Conflict of Interest

The author declares no conflict of interest.

Use of AI and AI-Assisted Technologies

No Al tools were utilized for this paper.

References

1. Gussow, J.D.; Clancy, K.L. Dietary guidelines for sustainability. J. Nutr. Educ. 1986, 18, 1-5. https://doi.org/
10.1016/S0022-3182(86)80255-2.

2. Barilla Foundation 2019. Available online: https://www.barillagroup.com/en/who-we-are/barilla-foundation/ (accessed
on 9 April 2024).

3. EFAD Position Paper on Sustainable Dietary Patterns. Komp Nutr. Diet. 2021, 1, 118-119. https://doi.org/10.1159/000519851.

4 World Health Organization. Sustainable Healthy Diets: Guiding Principles. Available online: https://www.who.int/
publications-detail-redirect/9789241516648 (accessed on 17 April 2024).

5. Willett, W.; Rockstrom, J.; Loken, B.; et al. Food in the Anthropocene: The EAT—Lancet Commission on healthy diets
from sustainable food systems. Lancet 2019, 393, 447-492. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)31788-4.

6.  Beal, T.; Ortenzi, F.; Fanzo, J. Estimated micronutrient shortfalls of the EAT-Lancet planetary health diet. Lancet Planet.
Health 2023, 7, €233—e237. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(23)00006-2.

7. Beal, T.; Gardner, C.D.; Herrero, M.; et al. Friend or Foe? The Role of Animal-Source Foods in Healthy and
Environmentally Sustainable Diets. J. Nutr. 2023, 153, 409-425. https://doi.org/10.1016/.tjnut.2022.10.016.

8. Beal, T. Environmentally protective diets may come with trade-offs for micronutrient adequacy. Am. J. Clin. Nutr. 2024,
119, 872-873. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajcnut.2024.01.028.

9. Rockstrom, J.; Thilsted, S.H.; Willett, W.C.; et al. The EAT—Lancet Commission on healthy, sustainable, and just food
systems. Lancet 2025, 406, 1625-1700. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(25)01201-2.

10. Johnston, J.L.; Fanzo, J.C.; Cogill, B. Understanding sustainable diets: A descriptive analysis of the determinants and
processes that influence diets and their impact on health, food security, and environmental sustainability. Adv. Nutr. 2014,
5, 418-429. https://doi.org/10.3945/an.113.005553.

11.  Steffen, W. Introducing the Anthropocene: The human epoch. Ambio 2021, 50, 1784—1787. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$13280-020-01489-4.

12.  Crutzen, P.J.; Stoermer, E.F. The ‘Anthropocene’ (2000). In Paul, J. Crutzen and the Anthropocene: A New Epoch in

Earth’s History; Benner, S., Lax, G., Crutzen, P.J., et al., Eds.; Springer International Publishing: Cham, Switzerland,
2021; pp. 19-21. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-82202-6 2.

https://doi.org/10.53941/ijctm.2026.100004 6 of 9



Damigou Int. J. Clin. Transl. Med. 2026, 2(1), 4

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

Steffen, W.; Richardson, K.; Rockstrom, J.; et al. Planetary boundaries: Guiding human development on a changing
planet. Science 2015, 347, 1259855. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1259855.

Rockstrom, J.; Steffen, W.; Noone, K.; et al. A safe operating space for humanity. Nature 2009, 461, 472-475.
https://doi.org/10.1038/461472a.

Mekonnen, M.M.; Hoekstra, A.Y. A Global Assessment of the Water Footprint of Farm Animal Products. Ecosystems
2012, /5,401-415. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-011-9517-8.

Marvinney, E.; Ro, J.W.; Kendall, A. Trade-Offs in Net Life Cycle Energy Balance and Water Consumption in California
Almond Orchards. Energies 2020, 13, 3195. https://doi.org/10.3390/en13123195.

Selvamani, Y.; Elgar, F. Food insecurity and its association with health and well-being in middle-aged and older adults
in India. J. Epidemiol. Community Health 2023, 77, 252-257. https://doi.org/10.1136/jech-2022-219721.

FAO; IFAD; UNICEF,; et al. The State of Food Security and Nutrition in the World 2023: Urbanization, Agrifood Systems
Transformation and Healthy Diets Across the Rural-Urban Continuum; FAO: Rome, Italy, 2023.
https://doi.org/10.4060/cc3017en.

Serra-Majem, L.; Tomaino, L.; Dernini, S.; et al. Updating the Mediterranean Diet Pyramid towards Sustainability: Focus
on Environmental Concerns. Int. J. Env. Res. Public. Health 2020, 17, 8758. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17238758.
World Cancer Research Fund/American Institute for Cancer Research. WCRF/AICR—Third Expert Report—... Health
Open Research 2018. Available online: https://healthopenresearch.org/documents/3-30 (accessed on 17 December 2025).
Miinzel, T.; Liischer, T.; Kramer, C.M.; et al. Environmental Stressors and Cardiovascular Health: Acting Locally for
Global Impact in a Changing World. JACC accepted 2026. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacc.2026.01.015.

Stubbendorff, A.; Janzi, S.; Jukkola, J.; et al. Mini-review of the EAT-Lancet planetary health diet and its role in
cardiometabolic disease prevention. Metabolism 2025, 172, 156373. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.metabol.2025.156373.
Muszalska, A.; Wiecanowska, J.; Michatowska, J.; et al. The Role of the Planetary Diet in Managing Metabolic Syndrome
and Cardiovascular Disease: A Narrative Review. Nutrients 2025, 17, 862. https://doi.org/10.3390/nul7050862.

Sawicki, C.M.; Ramesh, G.; Bui, L.; et al. Planetary health diet and cardiovascular disease: Results from three large
prospective cohort studies in the USA. Lancet Planet. Health 2024, 8, ¢666—e674. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-
5196(24)00170-0.

Liu, J.; Shen, Q.; Wang, X. Emerging EAT-Lancet planetary health diet is associated with major cardiovascular diseases
and all-cause mortality: A global systematic review and meta-analysis. Clin. Nutr. 2024, 43, 167-179. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.cInu.2024.10.021.

Damigou, E.; Downs, S.M.; Chrysohoou, C.; et al. Sustainable, planetary healthy dietary patterns are associated with
lower 20-year incidence of cardiovascular disease: The ATTICA study (2002-2022). Eur. J. Clin. Nutr. 2025, 79, 536-543.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41430-025-01586-1.

Cacau, L.T.; Hanley-Cook, G.T.; Vandevijvere, S.; et al. Association between adherence to the EAT-Lancet sustainable
reference diet and cardiovascular health among European adolescents: The HELENA study. Eur. J. Clin. Nutr. 2024, 78,
202-208. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41430-023-01379-4.

Berthy, F.; Brunin, J.; Alles, B.; et al. Higher adherence to the EAT-Lancet reference diet is associated with higher
nutrient adequacy in the NutriNet-Santé cohort: A cross-sectional study. Am. J. Clin. Nutr. 2023, 117, 1174-1185.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajenut.2023.03.029.

Ojo, O.; Jiang, Y.; Ojo, O.0.; et al. The Association of Planetary Health Diet with the Risk of Type 2 Diabetes and
Related Complications: A Systematic Review. Healthcare 2023, 11, 1120. https://doi.org/10.3390/healthcare11081120.
Teixeira, B.; Afonso, C.; Severo, M.; et al. Are the EAT-Lancet dietary recommendations associated with future
cardiometabolic health?—Insights from the Generation XXI cohort from childhood into early adolescence. Am. J. Clin.
Nutr. 2024, 120, 1344—1353. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajcnut.2024.09.023.

Shojaei, S.; Dehnavi, Z.; Irankhah, K.; et al. Adherence to the planetary health diet index and metabolic syndrome: Cross-
sectional results from the PERSIAN cohort study. BMC Public. Health 2024, 24, 2988. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-
024-20484-y.

Satija, A.; Hu, F.B. Plant-based diets and cardiovascular health. Trends Cardiovasc. Med. 2018, 28, 437-441.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tcm.2018.02.004.

Petersen, K.S.; Flock, M.R.; Richter, C.K.; et al. Healthy Dietary Patterns for Preventing Cardiometabolic Disease: The
Role of Plant-Based Foods and Animal Products. Curr. Dev. Nutr. 2017, 1, ¢dn.117.001289. https://doi.org/10.3945/
¢dn.117.001289.

Mozaffarian, D. Dietary and Policy Priorities for Cardiovascular Disease, Diabetes, and Obesity: A Comprehensive
Review. Circulation 2016, 133, 187-225. https://doi.org/10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.115.018585.

Frank, S.M.; Jaacks, L.M.; Avery, C.L.; et al. Dietary quality and cardiometabolic indicators in the USA: A comparison
of the Planetary Health Diet Index, Healthy Eating Index-2015, and Dietary Approaches to Stop Hypertension. PLoS
ONE 2024, 19, €0296069. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0296069.

https://doi.org/10.53941/ijctm.2026.100004 7 of 9



Damigou Int. J. Clin. Transl. Med. 2026, 2(1), 4

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

Young, H.A. Adherence to the EAT-Lancet Diet: Unintended Consequences for the Brain? Nutrients 2022, 14, 4254.
https://doi.org/10.3390/nu14204254.

Rochefort, G.; Robitaille, J.; Lemieux, S.; et al. Are the 2019 Canada’s Food Guide Recommendations on Healthy Food
Choices Consistent with the EAT-Lancet Reference Diet from Sustainable Food Systems? J. Nutr. 2024, 154, 1368—1375.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tjnut.2024.02.012.

Frank, S.M.; Jaacks, L.M.; Adair, L.S.; et al. Adherence to the Planetary Health Diet Index and correlation with nutrients
of public health concern: An analysis of NHANES 2003-2018. Am. J. Clin. Nutr. 2024, 119, 384-392.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajcnut.2023.10.018.

Hirvonen, K.; Bai, Y.; Headey, D.; et al. Affordability of the EAT—Lancet reference diet: A global analysis. Lancet Glob.
Health 2020, 8, e59—-66. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2214-109X(19)30447-4.

Damigou, E.; Kosti, R.I.; Anastasiou, C.; et al. Associations between meat type consumption pattern and incident
cardiovascular disease: The ATTICA epidemiological cohort study (2002—2022). Meat Sci. 2023, 205, 109294.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.meatsci.2023.109294.

Johnston, B.C.; Zeraatkar, D.; Han, M.A.; et al. Unprocessed Red Meat and Processed Meat Consumption: Dietary
Guideline Recommendations from the Nutritional Recommendations (NutriRECS) Consortium. Ann. Intern. Med. 2019,
171,756-764. https://doi.org/10.7326/M19-1621.

Zhang, K.; Chen, X.; Zhang, L.; et al. Fermented dairy foods intake and risk of cardiovascular diseases: A meta-analysis
of cohort studies. Crit. Rev. Food Sci. Nutr. 2020, 60, 1189—1194. https://doi.org/10.1080/10408398.2018.1564019.
Astrup, A.; Magkos, F.; Bier, D.M.; et al. Saturated Fats and Health: A Reassessment and Proposal for Food-Based
Recommendations: JACC State-of-the-Art Review. J. Am. Coll. Cardiol. 2020, 76, 844-857. https://doi.org/10.1016/
jJjacc.2020.05.077.

Astrup, A.; Geiker, N.RW.; Magkos, F. Effects of Full-Fat and Fermented Dairy Products on Cardiometabolic Disease:
Food Is More Than the Sum of Its Parts. Adv. Nutr. 2019, 10, 924S-930S. https://doi.org/10.1093/advances/nmz069.
Mozaffarian, D. Dairy Foods, Obesity, and Metabolic Health: The Role of the Food Matrix Compared with Single
Nutrients. Adv. Nutr. 2019, 10, 917S-923S. https://doi.org/10.1093/advances/nmz053.

Yamada, S.; Shirai, T.; Inaba, S.; et al. Saturated Fat Restriction for Cardiovascular Disease Prevention: A Systematic
Review and Meta-analysis of Randomized Controlled Trials. JMA J. 2025, 8, 395—407. https://doi.org/10.31662/
jmaj.2024-0324.

Harcombe, Z.; Baker, J.S.; DiNicolantonio, J.J.; et al. Evidence from randomised controlled trials does not support current
dietary fat guidelines: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Open Heart 2016, 3, ¢0004009.
https://doi.org/10.1136/openhrt-2016-000409.

Damigou, E.; Kosti, R.I.; Downs, S.M.; et al. Comparing the Mediterranean and The Japanese Dietary Pattern in Relation
to Longevity—A Narrative Review. Endocr. Metab. Immune Disord. Drug Targets 2024, 24, 1746-1755.
https://doi.org/10.2174/0118715303270869240120040514.

Downs, S.M.; Fox, E.L.; Mutuku, V.; et al. Food Environments and Their Influence on Food Choices: A Case Study in
Informal Settlements in Nairobi, Kenya. Nutrients 2022, 14, 2571. https://doi.org/10.3390/nu14132571.

Clonan, A.; Roberts, K.E.; Holdsworth, M. Socioeconomic and demographic drivers of red and processed meat
consumption: Implications for health and environmental sustainability. Proc. Nutr. Soc. 2016, 75, 367-373.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0029665116000100.

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

Damigou, E.; Kosti, R.I.; Panagiotakos, D.B. White Meat Consumption and Cardiometabolic Risk Factors: A Review of
Recent Prospective Cohort Studies. Nutrients 2022, 14, 5213. https://doi.org/10.3390/nu14245213.

Downs, S.M.; Fanzo, J. Is a Cardio-Protective Diet Sustainable? A Review of the Synergies and Tensions Between Foods
That Promote the Health of the Heart and the Planet. Curr. Nutr. Rep. 2015, 4, 313-322. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13668-
015-0142-6.

Cacau, L.T.; De Carli, E.; de Carvalho, A.M.; et al. Development and Validation of an Index Based on EAT-Lancet
Recommendations: The Planetary Health Diet Index. Nutrients 2021, 13, 1698. https://doi.org/10.3390/nu13051698.
Stubbendorff, A.; Sonestedt, E.; Ramne, S.; et al. Development of an EAT-Lancet index and its relation to mortality in a
Swedish population. Am. J. Clin. Nutr. 2022, 115, 705-716. https://doi.org/10.1093/ajcn/nqab369.

Trijsburg, L.; Talsma, E.F.; Crispim, S.P.; et al. Method for the Development of WISH, a Globally Applicable Index for
Healthy Diets from Sustainable Food Systems. Nutrients 2020, 13, 93. https://doi.org/10.3390/nu13010093.

Seconda, L.; Baudry, J.; Pointereau, P.; et al. Development and validation of an individual sustainable diet index in the
NutriNet-Santé study cohort. Br. J. Nutr. 2019, 121, 1166-1177. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007114519000369.

Jung, S.; Young, H.A.; Braffett, B.H.; et al. Development of a sustainable diet index in US adults. Nutr. J. 2024, 23, 46.
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12937-024-00943-3.

https://doi.org/10.53941/ijctm.2026.100004 8 of 9



Damigou Int. J. Clin. Transl. Med. 2026, 2(1), 4

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

Okekunle, A.P.; Nicolaou, M.; De Allegri, M.; et al. A multi-dimensional Sustainable Diet Index (SDI) for Ghanaian
adults under transition: The RODAM Study. Nutr. J. 2024, 23, 117. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12937-024-01009-0.
Jarvis, S.; Hadjikakou, M.; Wu, J.; et al. Integrating health, nutrition, and environmental impacts of foods: A life cycle
impact assessment and modelling analysis of foods in Canada. Lancet Planet. Health 2024, 8, S18.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(24)00083-4.

Damigou, E.; Faka, A.; Kouvari, M.; et al. Adherence to a Mediterranean type of diet in the world: A geographical
analysis based on a systematic review of 57 studies with 1,125,560 participants. Int. J. Food Sci. Nutr. 2023, 74, 799—
813. https://doi.org/10.1080/09637486.2023.2262781.

Policy Instruments for the Environment (PINE) Database. OECD. Available online: https://www.oecd.org/en/data/
datasets/policy-instruments-for-the-environment-pine-database.html (accessed on 23 January 2026).

Burkhart, S.; Verdonck, M.; Ashford, T.; et al. Sustainability in Nutrition: Potential Guiding Statements for Education
and Practice. J. Nutr. Educ. Behav. 2021, 53, 663—676. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jneb.2021.03.011.

Fernandez-Morilla, M.; Albareda-Tiana, S. Developing Sustainability Competencies Through Healthy and Sustainable
Nutrition Workshops in Initial Teacher Training. Educ. Sci. 2025, 15, 321. https://doi.org/10.3390/educscil 5030321.

https://doi.org/10.53941/ijctm.2026.100004 9 of 9



