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SUMMARY OF REPORT FINDINGS: COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS OF 

NATIONAL PATHWAYS TO PRACTICAL IMPLEMENTATION OF 

SUSTAINABLE DIETS AND ECONOMIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT OF 

SUSTAINABLE DIETS IN THE EU 

This paper summarises the work carried out by Civic Consulting between November 2013 and March 2014. It 

presents the key findings of their economic impact assessment of the adoption of sustainable diets by 2020 

according to various scenarios. It also analyses the costs and benefits of public policy options to put these into 

practice, in both the EU and also in the three LiveWell pilot countries (France, Spain and Sweden).  

This document should help you to participate fully in LiveWell for LIFE’s third stakeholder workshop: 

‘Facilitating the adoption of healthy, sustainable diets in the EU’ – a two-day workshop to refine key national 

implementation pathways and EU policy options. Taking place in Brussels, from 11-12 June 2014, this will be an 

opportunity for the Network of European Food Stakeholders to prioritise the implementation pathways and policy 

options identified by members of the network and LiveWell for LIFE over the last year.  

BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 

Our cost-benefit analysis is important information in the debate on the sustainability of our food supply chain. 

We’ve provided insight into some of the key economic impacts that would result from the adoption of the 

LiveWell Plate in the EU if it were taken up by an extra 30% or 70% of the EU population (LiveWell 30% 

scenario and LiveWell 70% scenario) compared to a reference scenario. It also tests the practicality of some of the 

key policy options proposed. 

The study builds on LiveWell for LIFE’s two previous reports: A balance of healthy and sustainable food choices 

for France, Spain and Sweden (2012) and Adopting healthy, sustainable diets: key opportunities and barriers 

(2013). It will be the core of LiveWell for LIFE’s final recommendations later this year.  

In line with the project’s main objectives, the economic modelling looked at impacts relating to the food chain, 

climate and obesity-related health problems. The modelling on food chain and climate impacts are the same as 

those used by the European Commission (Common Agricultural Policy Regionalised Impact modelling framework 

or CAPRI model
1
), which is helpful for comparing findings. However, this model has limitations, and important 

                                                           
1
 The CAPRI model has been employed in this study to assess the effects of the adoption of diets following the LiveWell Plate’s recommendations on 

economic welfare. CAPRI is a partial equilibrium system (i.e. it takes in consideration only a part of the market) and therefore does not cover the whole 
economy. CAPRI allows for the modelling of effects on incomes of producers and processors as well as public budgets as far as they are directly related to 

agriculture, but for most non-agricultural sectors, like the fertiliser industry, it is assumed that prices are not affected by changes in consumption patterns. 

CAPRI also models environmental effects in physical units, including effects on greenhouse gas emissions (GHGe) and on the nitrogen balance of 



 

 
4 

information on ecosystem services and subsidy costs are not included in the study. As an example, a part of food-

related greenhouse gas emissions (GHGe) are not covered, as emissions related to indirect land use change, 

including loss of soil carbon, are not included. 

Therefore these findings should be read with the methodology limits in mind. LiveWell for LIFE also fully 

acknowledges the need for further research on many of the issues arising from the findings. 

KEY FINDINGS OF OUR STUDY  

1. The adoption of diets meeting the LiveWell Plate recommendations by EU consumers could lead to 

significant benefits in terms of a reduction of environmental impacts and improvements in public 

health. In particular, if an extra 70% of the EU population adopt such diets in 2020, compared to the 

reference scenario (which assumes a continuation of current trends), this could result in a decrease in 

agricultural greenhouse gas emissions (GHGe) of 4.0% from the EU, and of 1.5% worldwide
2
. The EU 

could also see a decrease in the prevalence and associated costs of obesity and related diseases in 2020 by 

8.4% (low estimate) to 15.7% (high estimate).
3
 

2. To encourage healthy and sustainable diets in the EU, the development of national sustainable food 

strategies using a mix of relevant policy measures is considered the most important and feasible of the 

policy options assessed here. To support their development, the EU should facilitate the exchange of 

experiences between Member States. 

3.  Teaching people about food, nutrition and the environment is key and could also be cheaper than other 

options. Education can play a central role and can have positive benefits both in the mid and long term. 

4. An environmental impact labelling scheme for food products could also be part of a national 

sustainable food strategy. Ideally, this would be mandatory, harmonised at EU level and supported by a 

publicly maintained database with generic data on food environmental impacts. It must also be presented 

clearly and accurately to consumers. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                          
agriculture, but these effects are not monetised and are therefore not included in the welfare accounting of CAPRI. See http://www.capri-
model.org/dokuwiki/doku.php?id=capri:faq_e 
2 Even though the LiveWell Plates are modelled to achieve a 25% GHG emissions reduction compared to the current diet, in the scenarios applied here not all 

consumers change consumption patterns. European food demand reductions are also partly offset by increasing exports, notably of meat and dairy products. 
This increase in exports to non-EU countries limits the reduction in global GHGe achievable through a dietary shift in the EU. The savings under the 

LiveWell 70% scenario represent 59.9 million tonnes CO2 equivalent. 
3
 If an additional 70% of the EU population meet the LiveWell Plate’s recommendations (LiveWell 70% scenario). 

http://www.capri-model.org/dokuwiki/doku.php?id=capri:faq_e
http://www.capri-model.org/dokuwiki/doku.php?id=capri:faq_e
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5. There is no general answer to the question whether the benefits of taxation measures outweigh the costs, 

whether that’s a higher excise tax rate on unhealthy foods or those with higher environmental impacts, or 

a reduced VAT rate on healthy food with low environmental impacts. The required level of the tax rate 

needed on unhealthy food/food with high environmental impacts would need to be much higher relative to 

other foods to be effective. The potential adverse incentives as well as specific unwanted impacts created 

by an excise tax – such as the regressive effects on low-income households – make it even more difficult 

to assess the costs and benefits. As a consequence, if an excise tax or reduced VAT rate on specific foods 

is wanted, a comprehensive impact assessment would be needed on the specific measure planned. 

6. We need further research to find out the critical determinants of healthy and sustainable diets. 

Stakeholders interviewed in this study noted that an important component of a national sustainable food 

strategy is supporting research to facilitate transition to healthier and more sustainable diets. A range of 

dynamic social, cultural, political, economic and environmental factors constitute the determinants of 

healthy and sustainable nutrition, and in order to promote behavioural shifts in EU consumers, 

understanding these determinants as well as the broader aspects of human behaviour is critical. This also 

includes the behaviour of food producers, as product development, advertising and marketing influence 

consumers strongly in the choice of products, which if unhealthy may impact on obesity, disease and life 

expectancy.  

I. EFFECTS OF THE ADOPTION OF THE LIVEWELL PLATE RECOMMENDATIONS PER FOOD 

CATEGORY4 

Cereals 

An increase in human consumption of cereals coupled with a decline in their use as animal feed results in a zero 

net effect on the total EU demand for cereals under the LiveWell 30% scenario and generates only a 2% increase 

in total EU demand for cereals under our 70% scenario. As a result, the price received by EU cereal producers as 

well as the quantity produced in the EU are expected to remain stable under the two LiveWell scenarios, compared 

to the reference scenario. 

                                                           
4 For more detail, please refer to Annex 1 – Recapitulative table of the effects of the adoption of LiveWell diets per food category. 
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‘Other plant products’ 

EU consumer demand for products such as fruits, vegetables, potatoes, pulses, coffee, tea, cocoa, wine and 

oilseeds increase under the two LiveWell scenarios relative to the reference scenario. As vegetables are usually 

not traded in large quantities, the main part of this demand shock must be compensated by domestic supply 

growth. As supply elasticity is generally not very high for vegetables, this results in a negligible increase in 

production of ‘other plant products’ in the EU in 2020.  

But this same factor means a significant increase in the price received by producers (+5% under the LiveWell 30% 

scenario and +14% under the LiveWell 70% scenario). More consumer demand and a limited supply growth leads 

to an increase in the consumer price of food from the ‘other plant products’ group (+2% under the LiveWell 30% 

scenario and +5% under the LiveWell 70% scenario). The EU will also see a reduction in imports and an increase 

in exports in this food group. 

Dairy products 

Consumers following the LiveWell Plate recommendations will eat fewer dairy products. This will result in a fall 

in production, as well as producer and consumer price, in the two LiveWell scenarios. Imports of these products 

will decrease and exports will increase compared to the reference scenario. Falling EU producer prices also means 

a small reduction in dairy production in non-EU countries (third countries) compared to the reference scenario. A 

decline in dairy production notably contributes to the decrease in greenhouse gas emissions. 

Oils 

Under the two LiveWell scenarios, EU consumers significantly reduce their consumption of oils (up to a reduction 

of 27% of calories intake from oil consumption under the LiveWell 70% scenario) compared to the reference 

scenario. Consumer prices will fall slightly, compared to those of the reference scenario. The drop in human 

consumption of oils is partly compensated by increased demand for oil seeds by the non-food industry, notably by 

the biofuel processing industry, which becomes an important alternative demand component in 2020. 

Meat products 

The decrease in consumption of meat products following the adoption of the LiveWell Plate’s recommendations 

by EU consumers results in a decrease fall in production and both producer and consumer price in 2020. The drop 

in meat demand in the EU also means lower imports and more exports of meat products compared to the reference 

scenario. The relative fall in producer prices is much stronger than the changes in consumer prices under the 
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LiveWell scenarios compared to the reference scenario. This is due to the high processing and distribution costs in 

the meat industry. Falling prices for meat producers in the EU will also trigger some decline in meat production in 

third countries, also crucial for global climate effects. 

‘Other animal products’ 

This group contains heterogeneous items including eggs, fish and other aquatic food. The adoption of diets 

meeting the LiveWell Plate’s recommendations affects demand for these products in a different way – in 

particular, egg consumption and price increase – while the consumption and price of fish decreases. 

Sugar 

The decrease in human consumption of sugar in 2020 under the LiveWell scenarios is partly compensated by more 

demand from the industry for sugar beet for ethanol production. Even so, this means a reduction of sugar of 11% 

and 22% under the LiveWell 30% and LiveWell 70% scenarios respectively. EU sugar production remains stable, 

while the producer price will drop (by -11% under the LiveWell 30% scenario and -23% under the LiveWell 70% 

scenario). This is explained by the falling share of the higher-priced sugar which is produced for human 

consumption, compared to the share of lower-priced sugar beet produced for the biodiesel processing industry in 

total sugar production. 

II. EFFECTS ON ECONOMIC WELFARE 

Price and quantity changes will have effects on the income and economic welfare
5
 of market participants. The 

modelling characteristics should be taken into account when considering the effects of the adoption of the 

LiveWell Plate’s recommendations on economic welfare. 

Agricultural revenues from pulse, egg and vegetable production increase sharply under both LiveWell scenarios. 

Other agricultural producers of commodities such as sugar, cow and buffalo milk and meat and the processing 

industry (in particular dairies, the oil crushing sector and the biofuel industry) are to experience income losses.  

EU consumer welfare will go up under the two LiveWell scenarios but consumer welfare does not increase in a 

consistent manner when moving from the LiveWell 30% scenario to the LiveWell 70% scenario. This is due to 

supply-side bottlenecks for other vegetables, i.e. price increases for these products in limited supply as their 

                                                           
5 Consumer welfare refers to the individual benefits derived from the consumption of goods and services. See 

http://stats.oecd.org/glossary/detail.asp?ID=3177 
 

http://stats.oecd.org/glossary/detail.asp?ID=3177
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demand intensifies due to a larger proportion of the EU population adopting diets meeting the LiveWell Plate’s 

recommendations. This negative effect on consumer price increasingly offsets the consumer welfare gains from 

the falling price of other food items under the two LiveWell scenarios. 

III. EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT 

Effects on greenhouse gas emissions (GHGe) 

The adoption of diets meeting the LiveWell 30% scenario compared to the reference scenario leads to a total 

reduction in agricultural GHGe from the EU of 2.1%. The adoption of the LiveWell 70% scenario decreases 

agricultural GHGe from the EU by 4% from the reference scenario. This is a direct result of a decrease in 

consumption of dairy products and meat. 

The reductions in agricultural GHGe may seem moderate achievements, but as these are demand-driven they are 

not counteracted by so-called ‘leakage’ effects which could occur if EU production were displaced to third 

countries. Instead, falling producer prices for dairy products and meat also curbs animal production in third 

countries, which adds to the reduction in agricultural GHGe at the global level. The LiveWell scenarios thus 

involve ‘negative leakage’. This contribution of third countries is essential to achieve a total reduction of 1.5% in 

global agricultural GHGe (under the LiveWell 70% scenario) from a change in food consumption only adopted by 

consumers in the EU. 

The global estimates of agricultural GHGe reduction (-0.6% under the LiveWell 30% scenario and -1.5% under 

the LiveWell 70% scenario) are conservative because the effects of changes in agricultural area use on the release 

of soil carbon (known as Indirect Land Use Change, or ILUC effects) are still largely neglected in CAPRI. 

Effects on the nitrogen balance of agriculture 

Overall nitrogen balance of agriculture – i.e. the difference between nitrogen added to an agricultural system and 

nitrogen removed from the system per hectare of agricultural land – is another relevant environmental indicator 

affected by the LiveWell scenarios. As animal production is reduced in the LiveWell 30% and LiveWell 70% 

scenarios relative to the reference scenario, farmers also reduce their total use of fertilizers. In fact, the application 

of mineral fertilizers is expected to moderately increase, as farmers partly compensate for less manure available. 

Even so, the overall nitrogen balance surplus declines by 1.6% under the LiveWell 30% scenario and by 3.0% 

under the LiveWell 70% scenario. Reduced overall surplus of the nitrogen balance is associated with lower 

leaching below ground and lower gaseous emissions, mostly of ammonia. 
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IV. EFFECTS ON PUBLIC HEALTH 

The latest figures available on the prevalence of obesity in the pilot countries show that the proportion of obese 

people in the adult population varied between 11.8% (in Sweden), 15.0% (in France) and 17.0% (in Spain) in 

2012. This data was extrapolated to provide estimations for 2020, assuming that growth in the prevalence of 

obesity would continue to develop following past national trends. The results show that the proportion of obese 

people is expected to rise to 13.9% in Sweden, 16.2% in France and 19.3% in Spain, and to either 19.0% or 21.6% 

in the EU under the reference scenario, depending on the extrapolation methodology. 

Compared to the reference scenario, the prevalence of obesity in 2020 is expected to decrease by between 3.6% 

(low estimate) and 6.7% (high estimate) at EU level under the LiveWell 30% scenario, and by between 8.4% (low 

estimate) and 15.7% (high estimate) under the LiveWell 70% scenario. 

Data shows that the costs of obesity and related diseases (such as hypertension, type 2 diabetes, and myocardial 

infarction) amounted to €596 per obese person in Spain, €780 in France in 2002 and up to €2,806 in Sweden in 

2003. These figures are not directly comparable as they include different cost items; however, they reflect a range 

of different estimates and are considered a suitable basis for estimating the costs of obesity and related diseases at 

EU level. 

As cost data identified relates to the years 2002 and 2003, these figures were inflated to reflect 2020 prices. We 

predict the costs of obesity and related diseases to amount to €9.2 billion in France, €6.5 billion in Spain and €4.0 

billion in Sweden in 2020, assuming a continuation of the current trend. Under the reference scenario, these costs 

are expected to range between €180.2 billion and €204.4 billion for the EU, depending on whether the lower or the 

higher estimates of EU obesity levels in 2020 are used. 

As cost reductions are assumed to be proportional to reductions in the prevalence of obesity, a switch to healthier 

and more sustainable diets by EU consumers could lead to an identical proportional reduction of the costs of 

obesity and related diseases in 2020, i.e. of between 3.6% and 6.7% under the LiveWell 30% scenario, and of 

between 8.4% and 15.7% under the LiveWell 70% scenario, compared to the reference scenario. 

The figures listed in Civic’s study are conservative estimates due to the assumptions on which they are based: 

those figures do not cover health costs associated with people being overweight (only those costs associated with 

obesity). They also do not cover those additional costs related to obesity which are difficult to assess quantitatively 

(such as social stigmatisation, mental health problems and general physical impediments). 
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ANNEX 1: SUMMARY TABLE OF THE EFFECTS OF THE ADOPTION OF LIVEWELL DIETS PER FOOD 

CATEGORY  

 CEREALS 

 LiveWell 30% LiveWell 70% 

ES FR SE EU ES FR SE EU 

Consumption +29.1% +10.1% +6.0% +13.6% +68.4% +23.7% +14.0% +32.0% 

Production -0.4% -0.3% -0.5% -0.3% 0.0% -0.1% -0.4% +0.1% 

Consumer price +0.3% 0.0% -0.7% +0.1% +0.7% 0.0% -1.5% +0.3% 

Producer price -0.1% -0.3% -0.6% -0.3% +1.0% +0.3% -0.2% +0.4% 

 OTHER ANIMAL PRODUCTS 

 LiveWell 30% LiveWell 70% 

ES FR SE EU ES FR SE EU 

Consumption -3.4% -9.7% +16.9% +5.9% -7.9% -22.3% +39.5% +13.8% 

Production +4.5% +3.8% +3.0% +4.3% +11.2% +9.5% +7.4% +10.7% 

Consumer price -0.1% -1.9% +3.9% +0.7% +1.1% -4.3% +8.9% +2.7% 

Producer price -0.5% -0.8% 0.0% +0.3% -0.1% -1.1% +0.7% +1.7% 

 OTHER PLANT PRODUCTS 

 LiveWell 30% LiveWell 70% 

ES FR SE EU ES FR SE EU 

Consumption +2.8% -0.9% +13.1% +5.3% +6.6% -1.8% +30.5% +12.4% 

Production +0.4% +0.2% +0.3% +0.3% +1.1% +0.6% +1.1% +1.0% 

Consumer price +5.0% +2.0% -0.3% +1.6% +11.1% +4.6% +0.3% +4.6% 

Producer price +5.9% +0.9% +6.6% +4.9% +15.4% +3.0% +17.4% +13.6% 
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 DAIRY PRODUCTS 

 LiveWell 30% LiveWell 70% 

ES FR SE EU ES FR SE EU 

Consumption -15.4% +4.1% -8.2% -5.4% -35.9% +9.6% -19.1% -12.7% 

Production -5.5% -4.6% -4.4% -4.1% -11.8% -10.2% -9.7% -9.2% 

Consumer price -6.4% -0.3% -9.3% -4.4% -14.4% 0.0% -21.1% -8.8% 

Producer price -4.3% -5.2% -6.8% -5.8% -9.3% -10.7% -14.0% -11.9% 

 OILS 

 LiveWell 30% LiveWell 70% 

ES FR SE EU ES FR SE EU 

Consumption -19.4% -9.6% +15.0% -11.5% -44.8% -21.8% +34.9% -26.6% 

Production -2.5% -2.8% -1.7% -1.8% -5.5% -6.2% -3.7% -3.8% 

Consumer price +3.7% +0.6% +0.1% -0.4% +13.6% +1.8% +0.3% -0.5% 

Producer price -5.1% -2.5% -1.4% -3.2% -11.3% -5.9% -3.3% -7.3% 

 MEAT 

 LiveWell 30% LiveWell 70% 

ES FR SE EU ES FR SE EU 

Consumption -5.3% -14.0% -17.3% -12.4% -12.8% -33.4% -41.0% -29.4% 

Production -6.0% -5.1% -5.0% -5.5% -11.9% -10.0% -10.0% -10.9% 

Consumer price -2.3% -2.8% -5.4% -3.8% -3.1% -5.3% -12.6% -7.4% 

Producer price -12.1% -14.3% -13.2% -12.7% -23.2% -28.1% -26.1% -24.8% 

 SUGAR 

 LiveWell 30% LiveWell 70% 

ES FR SE EU ES FR SE EU 

Consumption -24.4% -15.3% -17.1% -18.9% -56.2% -34.9% -39.4% -43.4% 

Production +0.1% -0.2% -0.2% -0.3% +0.4% -0.5% -0.3% -0.6% 

Consumer price -0.5% -0.5% -0.5% -0.5% -1.0% -1.0% -1.0% -1.0% 

Producer price -11.2% -11.2% -11.2% -11.3% -23.1% -23.1% -23.1% -23.3% 
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SUMMARY OF POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS TO ENCOURAGE MORE 

SUSTAINABLE FOOD CHOICES 
In July 2013, the Institute of European Environmental Policy (IEEP) and Bxl-law presented the outcomes of their 

study identifying the key EU policy options available to encourage more healthy and sustainable diets. The report 

was a combination of desktop studies, in-depth interviews with key experts and a workshop with a select number 

of key stakeholders in June 2013. The concluding report explores 13 policy areas. They cover ways to support 

more informed choices as well as how to influence the market environment. The report also outlines which policy 

tools are needed to support any decisions.  

The table below shows 21 policy recommendations, including their legal implications and the responsible 

European Commission directorate.  

Policy area Policy recommendation  

Promotional campaigns 

and raising awareness 

among the general 

public:  

 

To underpin and justify all other policy recommendations, information tools could be 

developed to spread knowledge of the carbon impact of food: 

 Meat-free days/weeks in EU-institutions canteens may be introduced to show the 

environmental cost of intensive meat production.  

 Raising awareness in the EU of sustainable fish. DG Mare could develop a website 

and mobile app to provide an easily accessible source of information for 

consumers about the sustainability of different types of fish depending on catch 

location and the fishing methods used. Deeper detail could include the 

requirements of different certification labels, which fisheries are closed at any 

given point in time; the sustainability of different fishing methods, and more on 

which practices are legal and illegal. 

 European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) Marketing measures: to provide 

greater guidance to Member States on how to use these measures, and encourage 

the use of funding to promote sustainably sourced fish and a wider range of fish – 

including less familiar species. 
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Ecological footprinting  Support the Commission’s proposals to develop a Single Market for Green Products 

(COM(2013)196), product environmental footprint (PEF) and associated category 

rules for food (PEFCR). 

Green Public 

Procurement (GPP) 

To encourage a move towards more sustainable diets through GPP, three primary areas 

could be amended:  

 Amend the core and comprehensive criteria on which GPP is assessed to 

include a wider suite of criteria reflecting sustainability. 

 Amend the guidance documentation to help the implementation of GPP and 

the training toolkit to include more reference to positive environmental 

management activities undertaken by farmers and foresters in the EU.  

 Embed the implementation of GPP policy in the core operating procedure of 

the main EU institutional organisations to show leadership and commitment in 

this area and demonstrate the effectiveness of GPP policy.  

Water pricing Continue enforcement action to ensure compliance with Article 9 of the Water 

Framework Directive. 

Enforcement of the ex ante conditionality relating to water pricing for the European 

Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) and Structural Funds so that 

funding is not provided if appropriate water pricing measures are not in place. 

Support the Commission’s efforts to improve the methodology for an adequate cost-

recovery programme that includes environmental costs. 

Education  Develop and implement a blueprint for classes on ‘food, nutrition and the 

environment’ as part of the school curriculum, including more practical and dynamic 

educational approaches such as designing active farms or gardens to teach children 

about biodiversity and healthy food.  

Improve the sustainability dimension of the School Fruit Scheme: 

 Include health and sustainability criteria in rules about how Member States source 
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fruit, and the types of products that are eligible for funding.  

 Give guidance to Member States on adding health and sustainability dimensions to 

any other measures introduced to ensure the successful implementation of their 

scheme.   

Direct (local) sales from 

farm  

Ensure that sustainability is included in the criteria for the proposed new optional 

quality term ‘product from my farm’, so farmgate sales can show how local sales and 

short food supply chains reduce the carbon footprint of food. 

Development of 

sustainability 

certification schemes 

The EU should continue actively to support industry and stakeholder-led initiatives to 

develop sustainable certification schemes for products with a high environmental 

footprint, such as those already under way (e.g. the Roundtable for Sustainable Palm 

Oil, the Roundtable on Sustainable Soy, and the Global Roundtable for sustainable 

beef). 

Common Agricultural 

Policy (CAP) 

Ensure that the implementing regulations and delegated acts are drafted in such a way 

as to ensure sustainable outcomes, putting safeguards in place to avoid 

environmentally-harmful activities. 

These should encourage Member States to: 

 Use the facility to transfer funds from Pillar 1 to Pillar 2. 

 Discourage transfers of funds from Pillar 2 to Pillar 1. 

 Influence the design and delivery of Pillar 2 funding to support sustainable 

production as well as gearing marketing and information activity towards 

sustainability. The use of the Leader (‘Links between the rural economy and 

development actions') approach should be promoted to develop community-based 

sustainable and healthy food / diet activities. 

 Ensure that cross-compliance, Pillar 1 greening and Pillar 2 are implemented 

coherently, effectively and efficiently. 
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Common Fisheries 

Policy 

Draft implementing regulations and delegated acts to ensure sustainable outcomes. 

Include safeguards to avoid environmentally-harmful activities or outcomes. 

These should encourage Member States to: 

 Set total allowable catches at levels that will produce stocks at levels above the 

maximum sustainable yield, and in the case of poor data, follow the precautionary 

approach to setting exploitation rates. 

 Implement the discard ban while doing their utmost to reduce unwanted catches, 

prioritising selective fishing methods, and allocating quotas to reflect the expected 

catch composition of species in the fisheries. 

Influence the design and delivery of the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund 

(EMFF) to support sustainable production as well as the use of measures for marketing 

products or other information type measures to be focussed on sustainability and to 

promote community based activities in relation to sustainable and healthy food and 

diets. 

Labelling on 

recommended portion 

sizes  

Review Dir. 76/211/EEC, Dir. 2007/45/EC and Dir. 2009/34/EC with a view to 

developing criteria for the establishment of portion sizes. Establishing additional 

particulars for specific types of foodstuff (Art. 10 of Reg. 1169/2011) by adding a 

category 7 to Annex III to Reg. 1169/2011 by delegated act.  

This is an entirely new proposal, requiring political momentum, impact assessment and 

the labours of lawmaking (if delegated act proves not to be available). 

Food taxes (excise taxes 

– consumer taxes) 

The European Commission should actively support the development of food taxes on 

unsustainable and unhealthy foods, such as through relevant statements in the 

European Semester. The European Commission could also promote the benefits of 

hypothecating the revenues to help boost healthy and sustainable eating patterns. This 

could be by funding awareness raising activities, health campaigns, fitness activities 

etc. 

The European Commission could consider the value of introducing an EU-wide 
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requirement relating to the taxation of unsustainable and unhealthy foods, or 

components of food, as long as Article 113 of the TFEU permits. 

The European Commission could support research to develop a robust methodology 

for applying a carbon tax to different types of food, particularly meat. 

Reduced VAT 

(foodstuffs/inputs/water) 

Use reduced VAT rates for sustainable food as a tool for keeping the purchase of 

healthy and sustainable food affordable for all Europeans, including the needy. And 

phase out reduced rates for water supplies and distribution, should be phased out (this 

measure does not apply to drinking water for households). 

Phase out reduced VAT rates for chemical fertilisers and pesticides. Maintain those for 

non-chemical (biological) fertilizers and pesticides. 

TV advertisement  Amend the restrictions in place on advertising of food and drinks in children’s 

programmes and include criteria preventing adverts for unsustainable food choices or 

lifestyles for children and other vulnerable consumers.  

Environmental claims 

on food  

Establish criteria for substantiated green claims on food and defining sustainable diets 

in an amended version of Commission 2009 “UCP-Guidelines”. This is currently 

under revision (introducing a new topic for guidelines).  

Funding for the 

promotion of EU farm 

products 

(CAP market measures) 

Push for the inclusion of sustainability and health criteria as part of the approval 

process for funding applications from Member States in order to stop funding products 

that are not sustainable and encourage a greater focus on those that are sustainable.  

Sustainable food price 

monitoring 

Extend the mandate of the European Food Prices Monitoring Tool to collect data on 

retail prices of sustainable and unsustainable food.  

Non-financial reporting Ensure that non-financial information provided by companies under the new rules is 

made available to the public in an easily accessible and digestible form. EU citizens 

should be able to interrogate the information simply, and data should be categorised to 

allow meaningful analysis, for example by sector. 
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Develop environmental criteria/indicators which companies must report to – for 

example, the carbon footprint. Companies must provide information on how they plan 

to improve performance over time. 

Novel foods Use the proposed revision of the Novel Food Regulation with a view in particular to 

promote plant-based foods and low-carbon protein source insects. 

Food labelling Extend Ecolabel to food – once criteria have been established for identifying 

sustainable and low-carbon foodstuffs. Two options for achieving this could be 

considered.   

1- to identify criteria by which to assess all the certification schemes operating in the 

EU-28 and provide a shortlist of those that could be allocated the Eco-label. 

2 – use the Product Environmental Footprint (PEF) work in relation to food to 

ascertain which foodstuffs are sufficiently green to be awarded the Eco-label. 

Under Regulation 1151/2012 on quality schemes for agricultural products and 

foodstuffs: 

1 - develop some criteria to ensure that all quality labelling schemes also need to 

adhere to a set of sustainability criteria.   

2 - provide environmentally-beneficial farming systems with some form of 

identification via this regulation – for example, High Nature Value farming systems, as 

mentioned in the Commission’s Communication in 2009 on agricultural product 

quality policy (COM(2009)234). 

Restrictions on 

international trade 

Build on the findings of ongoing research studies to consider ways of using trade 

policy to restrict products onto the EU market that have a high environmental 

footprint, particularly those that have been produced as a result of the destruction of 

natural habitat. 

Price control Member States may be encouraged to set price limits set minimum prices / price 

thresholds on certain products, as long as they do not discriminate against goods 
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imported from other Member States.  

This suggests a massive intervention into how prices are fixed. Such a measure 

infringes market orthodoxy and will be, if implemented, contested in the judiciary of 

Member States and eventually the European Court of Justice as has already been the 

case in Scotland in relation to alcohol.  
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SUMMARY TABLE: LIVEWELL PATHWAYS – NATIONAL INITIATIVES 

TO FACILITATE THE ADOPTION OF SUSTAINABLE DIETS  

We have developed pathways to facilitate the adoption of the LiveWell Plate in pilot countries – France, Spain and 

Sweden – alongside working groups drawn from the Network of European food stakeholders. Between June and 

October 2013, discussions were hosted in each of our pilot countries, with participants representing all the key 

target sectors of the food supply chain. 

The following table shows the various projects that stakeholders have chosen as priorities in each pilot country. 

Country Pathways 

France - Set up a programme to allow people (and youth in particular) to visit farms and food 

processing plants as part of an ‘agriculture week’. 

- Revise deadlines for optimal use and use-by dates on food products, and make them 

easier to understand. 

- Conduct a cost-benefit analysis of the portion size of food products. 

- Conduct a cost-benefit analysis of the National Pact against food waste (low priority). 

 

Spain 

 

- Create a national reference centre for sustainable diets. 

- Phase out taxes on fuels and/or pesticides. 

- Increase the price of water in a bid to recuperate the real costs of water usage, to 

stimulate water saving and increase the sustainability of food production. 

- Launch a National Day for Sustainable Diets. 

 

Sweden - Major companies in the retail and catering industry and a top restaurant chain start an 

education campaign for their staff on food sustainability.  
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- Launch public communication campaigns to: 

a. Reduce food waste in different parts of the food chain, 

b. Increase consumer acceptance of low carbon, healthy options (e.g. through the 

involvement of celebrity chefs). 

- Key Swedish companies (e.g. Ikea) develop food products with lower climate impact 

(e.g. burgers with 40% potato/pulses, ready meals, etc). 

- Develop and distribute an education package for schools around food sustainability. 

- National stakeholders develop and implement a national strategy for food, to include 

social, economic and environmental/sustainability components.  
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COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS: FAQ 

In order for the proposed interventions to encourage the adoption of sustainable diets in the EU to work, we need 

to check that these recommendations are socially and economically viable in the context of today’s society. 

To do this, LiveWell commissioned Civic Consulting to assess the economic impact of adopting the LiveWell 

Plate by 2020. The study looked at various scenarios to analyse the costs and benefits of the key public policy 

options proposed by the LiveWell Network of European Food Stakeholders across the EU, and the three LiveWell 

pilot countries (France, Spain and Sweden).  

The key findings of this research are in our summary. The full report will be available after our third workshop.  

Here, we answer the most common queries about this study. This will be updated with questions asked by 

participants at our third workshop. A more general FAQ about LiveWell for LIFE can be found on our website. 

Q. What methodology did you use? 

A. We used the CAPRI model – also known as the Common Agricultural Policy Regionalised Impact modelling 

framework. It assessed the effects that following the LiveWell Plate’s recommendations would have on 

consumption patterns, consumer and producer prices, production, trade, economic welfare and on the 

environment. CAPRI is what’s known as a partial equilibrium system, so it considers only part of the market – not 

the whole economy. CAPRI let us model the effects on incomes of producers and processors, as well as on public 

budgets as far as they’re directly related to agriculture. For most non-agricultural sectors, like the fertiliser 

industry, it’s assumed that prices aren’t affected by changes in consumption patterns. You can find more 

information here. 

Q. LiveWell says that adopting the LiveWell Plate would see a 25% fall in greenhouse gas emissions from 

the food supply chain. But the cost-benefit analysis finds that the adoption of the LiveWell Plate by 70% of 

the EU population would result in only a 4% decrease in greenhouse gas emissions. Why such a difference 

in figures? 

A. Several factors may explain the differences between the results of this study under the different scenarios and 

the 25% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions for which the LiveWell diets were designed: 

- There are important differences between the lifecycle approach used to devise the LiveWell Plate and the CAPRI 

production-oriented approach. Most important, CAPRI tracks production changes in all regions to find changes in 

http://livewellforlife.eu/wp-content/uploads/2013/02/LiveWell-FAQs.pdf
http://www.capri-model.org/dokuwiki/doku.php?id=capri:faq_e
http://www.capri-model.org/dokuwiki/doku.php?id=capri:faq_e
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global emissions. The lifecycle approach, by contrast, assumes that other European and non-European consumers 

wouldn’t change their behaviour in spite of global price changes. The effects of international markets are clearly 

visible from the CAPRI simulation results. For example, under the LiveWell scenarios, meat exports from the EU 

to countries outside the EU increase significantly: +44% under the LiveWell 30% scenario and +128% under the 

LiveWell 70% scenario, relative to the reference scenario. This increase in exports limits the reduction in 

greenhouse gas emissions achievable through a dietary shift in the EU, as the CAPRI model captures the balance 

of all greenhouse gas emissions on an international scale.  

- The CAPRI model does not follow a lifecycle approach, which means impacts on greenhouse gas emissions only 

relate to those from agriculture. 

- Finally, the LiveWell report considers the maximum reduction in greenhouse gas emissions that could be 

achieved if all consumers followed the LiveWell Plate’s recommendations. In contrast, the study assumes that at 

most an additional 70% of the EU population adopt diets meeting the LiveWell Plate’s recommendations in 2020 

(LiveWell 70% scenario). 

Q. The study only covers the costs of obesity, not the costs of people being overweight. Why is that? 

A. Although studies show that medical costs relating to being overweight may be considerable, such costs are not 

included in the study because statistical evidence isn’t widely available. 

Q. The study refers to consumer and producer welfare. What does this mean? 

A. In Civic’s study, the term welfare refers to the individual benefits derived from the consumption of goods and 

services. You’ll find more information about this here.  

Q. It’s surprising that under the LiveWell 70% scenario, an increase in human consumption of cereals 

coupled with a decline in their use as animal feed results in an increase in total EU demand for cereals. How 

do you explain this? 

A. First, the study shows that calorie intake from cereals increases the most – up to +32% under LiveWell 

70%.Second, and perhaps more important, soya cakes – a major animal feed item – are categorised under ‘other 

plant products’ in the CAPRI methodology. This category actually experiences a small decline in EU demand. 

http://stats.oecd.org/glossary/detail.asp?ID=3177
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Q. What is LiveWell’s perspective on this study? 

A. It gives us a snapshot of the impact that the wide adoption of sustainable diets in the EU could have. It has 

identified clear benefits for the environment and public health. In terms of economic welfare, the research 

indications are interesting – they show that some stakeholders (e.g. other plant and cereals producers) would 

greatly benefit from such a shift, while others (e.g. meat and oil producers) would not. The results vary, depending 

on the country considered and the level of adoption (by 30% or 70% of the EU population) of the LiveWell Plate. 

We need more research to find out what policies could be put in place to successfully combat the negative effects 

of the adoption of the LiveWell Plate (e.g. shift in subsidies). 

Overall, the report reinforces previous LiveWell research which points out that greater policy coherence and 

further research are needed to ensure sustainable diets are adopted. In June 2014, the European Commission will 

present a Communication on Sustainable Food, seen as an important next step to increase policy coherence on 

diets. The recent paper, Actions towards a more sustainable European food chain from Europe’s food chain 

partners shows that the EU food industry wants to encourage more healthy and sustainable diets in cooperation 

with public partners. The EU Food Sense initiative and events also showed the existing support for better diets in 

the European Parliament and in civil society. In light of this, we expect the next European Commission and 

Parliament to work with EU governments and other stakeholders on sustainable diet issues. 

Q. What are the next steps of the LiveWell project? 

A. The final LiveWell workshop of the Network of European Food Stakeholders takes place in Brussels in June 

2014. This event will further help assess which policies and initiatives ought to be implemented to ensure there’s 

an uptake of healthy and sustainable diets in the EU. Further to this, the findings of LiveWell for LIFE will be 

compiled into a report, to be showcased in Brussels at our final LiveWell event on 11 December 2014. 

 

Last updated on 28 May 2014 

 

 

http://www.fooddrinkeurope.eu/uploads/positions_documents/Declaration_Sustainability_of_Food_Systems.pdf
http://www.eufoodsense.com/

