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ABSTRACT
Cool Food is a global initiative that aims to help food 
providers sell dishes with smaller climate footprints. 
This technical note outlines the methods used by World 
Resources Institute (WRI) to identify a set of Cool 
Food Meals on a food provider’s menu. Drawing on the 
calculation methods established under the Cool Food 
Pledge, Cool Food Meals must fall under a maximum 
threshold of per-meal greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
based on recipe data submitted to WRI. In addition, Cool 
Food Meals are subject to a nutrition safeguard to ensure 
they meet a minimum threshold of nutritional quality. 
Publicly recognizing climate-friendly food providers, and 
steering consumers toward low-emitting menu options, 
can help accelerate the transition toward a sustainable 
food future.

INTRODUCTION: SHIFTING DIETS,  
COOL FOOD, AND A SUSTAINABLE  
FOOD FUTURE 
As the global population grows toward 10 billion by 2050, 
changing the way the world produces and consumes food 
will be essential for achieving global food security, halting 
deforestation, mitigating climate change, and meeting 
other environmental targets (Searchinger et al. 2019). 
One important solution to help feed a growing popula-
tion while reducing agriculture’s pressure on natural 
resources and the climate will be to shift diets that are 
high in meat—especially beef and lamb—toward more 
plant-based foods (Hallström et al. 2015; Ranganathan et 
al. 2016; Clark and Tilman 2017; Willett et al. 2019).

https://doi.org/10.46830/writn.20.00092.v2
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The Cool Food Pledge (www.coolfoodpledge.org) aims to 
help dining facilities—from hotels and hospitals to restau-
rants and company cafeterias—offer consumers delicious 
food while reducing food-related greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions by 25 percent by 2030 (and by 38 percent per 
calorie), relative to a 2015 base year—a level of ambition in 
line with the goals of the Paris climate agreement (Waite 
et al. 2019). Launched in 2019, the Cool Food Pledge is 
led by a partnership of environment and health organiza-
tions (World Resources Institute [WRI], United Nations 
Environment Programme [UNEP], EAT, Carbon Neutral 
Cities Alliance, Health Care Without Harm, Practice 
Greenhealth, the Sustainable Restaurant Association, 
and Climate Focus), with WRI serving as secretariat. The 
Cool Food Pledge celebrates food providers committed 
to serving more climate-friendly food, empowers Pledge 
members with insights from the latest behavioral science, 
and tracks members’ progress against the GHG target 
annually. As of this publication, more than 50 members 
serving more than 3.4 billion meals per year have com-
mitted to the Cool Food Pledge.

Cool Food Meals is an initiative launched by WRI in 2020 
that complements the Cool Food Pledge by identifying 
meals on food providers’ menus that are particularly 
climate-friendly (i.e., in line with 2030 GHG reduction 
targets). This 2022 update to the 2020 technical note 
incorporates consumption pattern updates from FAO’s 
Food Balance Sheets (FAO 2022), adds Cool Food Meals 
thresholds for two additional regions (Latin America and 
Oceania), and removes mention of Cool Food “Heroes,” a 
designation that has been discontinued.

IDENTIFYING COOL FOOD MEALS
If all food providers everywhere signed up to the Cool 
Food Pledge and achieved the collective targets, their 
absolute food-related emissions would fall by 25 percent 
by 2030, relative to a 2015 baseline. However, because 
food demand is projected to grow by 21 percent during 
that period (Searchinger et al. 2019), food-related emis-
sions intensity (measured per calorie) would need to fall 
even more—by 38 percent by 2030—to achieve the abso-
lute 25 percent emissions reduction (Waite et al. 2019).1 

Consistent with the Cool Food Pledge target-setting and 
GHG measurement methods (Waite et al. 2019), a “Cool 
Food Meal” is defined herein as a meal that would help a 
consumer eat a diet with a food-related GHG emissions 
intensity falling at least 38 percent below the regional 
average diet. Designating and promoting such meals on a 

food provider’s menu should, therefore, enable consum-
ers to make climate-friendly choices consistent with a 
science-based 2030 GHG reduction target.

Meal Definition
To define what constitutes a “meal,” we use the definition 
of “main dish” from the U.S. Food and Drug Administra-
tion (FDA 2019), which states products must satisfy the 
following criteria:

	▪ They should weigh at least 6 ounces (oz) (170 grams 
[g]) per labeled serving, and contain not less than 
40 g of food(s) from at least two of the following food 
groups: bread/cereal/rice/pasta, fruits/vegetables, 
dairy, and meat/fish/eggs/beans/nuts.

	▪ They should not be sauces or other types of condiment 
or garnish.

	▪ They should be commonly understood by consumers 
to be a main dish, and not a snack/beverage/dessert.

GHG Emissions Thresholds
To identify the GHG emissions thresholds below which a 
meal can qualify as a Cool Food Meal, we first use data 
from FAO’s Food Balance Sheets (FAO 2022) and the Cool 
Food calculator (Waite et al. 2019) to estimate the GHG 
emissions associated with the regional average diet in 
2015, including food-related GHG emissions from agri-
cultural supply chains along with food-related carbon 
opportunity costs (Box 1). The calculator includes regional 
default emission and conversion factors from several 
recent sources (Poore and Nemecek 2018; Searchinger et 
al. 2018; FAO 2022). 

We then divide the region’s total annual food-related 
GHG emissions in 2015 by total population and by 365 to 
calculate the regional average food-related GHG emissions 
per person per day. Reducing this amount by 38 percent 
gives the total “allowable” food-related GHG emissions 
per person per day, in line with a regional GHG reduction 
target for 2030 (Table 1).

To determine a per-meal “allowable” amount of food-
related GHG emissions, we multiply the daily allowable 
amount by 30 percent (for lunches and dinners) and 20 
percent (for breakfasts), under the assumption that the 
three daily meals comprise 80 percent of daily calories 
(20 percent for breakfast, 30 percent for lunch, 30 percent 
for dinner). The remaining 20 percent of calories are 
allocated to snacks, beverages, and desserts. This eating 
pattern roughly mirrors recent observations in the United 

http://www.coolfoodpledge.org
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Box 1  |  Painting a More Complete Picture of Agriculture’s Climate Impacts

The Cool Food calculator (Waite et al. 2019) estimates two measures of 
the climate impacts of food production and consumption:

	▪ Agricultural supply chain emissions. The majority of these GHG 
emissions are related directly to the purchased foods and occur on 
farms to produce both food and animal feed (Poore and Nemecek 
2018). They include livestock-related emissions (enteric fermenta-
tion, manure management, livestock wastes on pastures) as well as 
emissions from soil fertilization, energy use, and rice paddies. The 
minority of these emissions occur at supply chain stages between 
the farm gate and the point of purchase, including transport, pack-
aging, and processing (Poore and Nemecek 2018). The calculator 
also estimates emissions associated with food losses that occur at 
each supply chain step.

	▪ Carbon opportunity costs. Life-cycle assessments of food 
production commonly either do not account for emissions from 
land-use change, or only account for recent (e.g., past 20 years) 
land-use change. However, all agricultural land use has an opportu-
nity cost. Carbon opportunity costs estimate the “missed potential 
carbon sink” if the land used to produce the food sourced by the 
food provider were instead able to return to its native vegetation 
(e.g., forests) (Schmidinger and Stehfest 2012; Hayek et al. 2020). 

Conversely, this metric is also an estimate of the likely potential 
additional carbon losses to clear natural ecosystems to produce 
another unit of a food. Shifting consumption toward plant-based 
foods, which have lower carbon opportunity costs, can help prevent 
future deforestation (Hawken 2017). Because carbon losses from 
converting native ecosystems to agriculture occur quickly, but food 
production often continues on a cleared plot of land for many years, 
the calculation annualizes carbon opportunity cost values over a 
33-year period (Searchinger et al. 2018).

In a world where population and food demand continue to grow while 
deforestation must be halted and reversed to stabilize the climate 
below dangerous levels of warming (IPCC 2019; Searchinger et al. 
2019), counting both agricultural supply chain emissions and carbon 
opportunity costs (Figure B1) paints a more complete picture of the 
climate impacts of food production and consumption choices, and can 
encourage more efficient uses of the world’s finite land. Of course, cli-
mate change mitigation is not food providers’ only sustainability goal, 
and providers should also bear in mind other important goals related 
to their food purchases and sales, including other environmental (e.g., 
water), social (e.g., labor conditions, animal welfare), and economic 
(e.g., profitability) goals (Waite et al. 2019).

FIGURE B1  |  ANIMAL-BASED FOODS ARE MORE RESOURCE INTENSIVE THAN PLANT-BASED FOODS

Notes: The abbreviation kg CO2e stands for kilogram of carbon dioxide equivalent. “Retail weight” for meats and fish refer to raw and boneless products. Global average factors shown.
Sources: Poore and Nemecek 2018; Searchinger et al. 2018.
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Table 1  |  Maximum Food-Related Greenhouse Gas Thresholds for Cool Food Meals

Notes: Total GHG figure includes GHG emissions from agricultural supply chains plus annualized carbon opportunity costs. Total GHG figure is used for determining eligibility. Breakfast figures are in 
italics. Tea, coffee, and alcoholic beverages are omitted from the analysis. Numbers may not sum correctly due to rounding.

N/A = Not applicable.

Sources: FAO (2022) on regional dietary data (total food supply); Waite et al. (2019) on GHG calculation methods.

States (Kant 2018) as well as dietary guidance in the 
United Kingdom (Public Health England 2020). Table 1 
shows examples of maximum thresholds for food-related 
GHG emissions per breakfast and per lunch or dinner in 
the Americas, Europe, and Oceania.

To identify Cool Food Meals on a food provider’s menu, 
the provider must submit recipe information for candidate 
meals, including default side dishes, to WRI. WRI then 
uses the Cool Food calculator to estimate the associated 
food-related GHG emissions from agricultural supply 
chains and food-related carbon opportunity costs. 

As with the Cool Food Pledge, if the food provider has 
any alternative emission factors (e.g., primary farm-level 
data, detailed estimates of mixed items such as premade 
burgers or soups, emissions of precooked items), requests 

to use alternative data may be submitted to WRI for con-
sideration. To be accepted, the data must be of equal or 
higher quality than the secondary data in the Cool Food 
calculator in terms of the data quality indicators in Table 
2 (technological representativeness, temporal representa-
tiveness, geographical representativeness, completeness, 
and reliability).

Meals falling below the total GHG thresholds, which 
include agricultural supply chain emissions and carbon 
opportunity costs (e.g., 5.71 kg CO2e per lunch or din-
ner for North America), potentially qualify as Cool Food 
Meals, subject to the nutrition safeguard below. Table 3 
outlines emissions for a series of hypothetical lunch meals 
for a North American food provider and demonstrates 
which would fall below the total emissions threshold for 
lunches in North America.

REGION AVERAGE FOOD-RELATED GHG 
EMISSIONS PER PERSON PER DAY, 
2015 (KG CO2E)

“ALLOWABLE” FOOD-RELATED GHG 
EMISSIONS PER PERSON PER DAY 
(KG CO2E)

“ALLOWABLE” FOOD-RELATED GHG 
EMISSIONS PER MEAL (KG CO2E)

EMISSIONS 
TYPE

Agricultural 
supply chain 
emissions

Carbon 
opportunity 
costs

Total Agricultural 
supply chain 
emissions

Carbon 
opportunity 
costs

Total Agricultural 
supply chain 
emissions

Carbon 
opportunity 
costs

Total

CHANGE FROM 
PREVIOUS 
CATEGORY

N/A -38% (62% of previous category) 30% of previous category for lunch or dinner
20% of previous category for breakfast

EUROPE 4.94 15.34 20.28 3.06 9.51 12.57 0.92 
0.61

2.85 
1.90

3.77 
2.51

LATIN 
AMERICA

7.74 16.62 24.36 4.80 10.30 15.11 1.44 
0.96

3.09 
2.06

4.53 
3.02

NORTH 
AMERICA

7.03 23.69 30.72 4.36 14.69 19.05 1.31 
0.87

4.41 
2.94

5.71 
3.81

OCEANIA 8.06 27.12 35.19 5.00 16.82 21.82 1.50 
1.00

5.05 
3.36

6.55 
4.36
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INDICATOR DESCRIPTION COMMENT ON SPECIFIC DATA SET IN COOL FOOD CALCULATOR
POORE AND NEMECEK (2018) SEARCHINGER ET AL. (2018) FOOD PROVIDER’S FOOD 

PURCHASE DATA

Technological  
representativeness

The degree to which the data 
set reflects the actual food 
production technology or 
technologies used.

Regional emissions data come 
from more than 38,000 farms in 
119 countries, and 40 food types 
representing approximately 90 
percent of global calorie and 
protein consumption.

Data come from a global 
model based on data sets on 
vegetation, soils, crops, and 
livestock products, covering 
more than 50 food types.

Data are drawn from most 
recent year available, organized 
into food types that match the 
two emission factor data sets.

Temporal  
representativeness

The degree to which the data 
set reflects the actual time (e.g., 
year) or age of the activity.

Median reference year is 2010. Reference year is 2005. Data are drawn from most 
recent year available.

Geographical  
representativeness

The degree to which the 
data set reflects the actual 
geographic location of the 
activity (e.g., country or site).

Emission factors that are 
available at global, regional, or 
country level; each observation 
(primary study) is weighted by 
share of national agricultural 
production it represents, and 
each country by share of global 
production.  

Emission factors are global, 
reflecting the global nature of 
total food demand.

Food provider records majority 
region of origin of each food 
type.

Completeness The degree to which the data 
are statistically representative 
of the relevant activity. Includes 
the percentage of locations for 
which data are available and 
used out of the total number 
that relate to a specific activity, 
and seasonal and other normal 
fluctuations in data.

See “Technological 
representativeness,” above.

See “Technological 
representativeness,” above.

See “Technological 
representativeness,” above.

Reliability The degree to which the 
sources, data collection 
methods, and verification 
procedures used to obtain the 
data are dependable.

Data come from a peer-
reviewed academic source.

Data come from a peer-
reviewed academic source.

Food providers make a good-
faith effort to accurately provide 
all food purchase data. 

Table 2  |  Data Quality Indicators

Sources: Based on WRI and WBCSD 2011; Weidema and Wesnæs 1996, modified by WRI in Waite et al. 2019.
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Table 3  |  Illustration of Application of Greenhouse Gas Threshold to Identify Potential Cool Food Meals

Notes: Illustrative data for six lunch meals from one food provider in North America. Total GHG figure includes GHG emissions from agricultural supply chains plus annualized carbon opportunity costs. 
Total GHG figure is used for determining eligibility.

N/A = not applicable.

Sources: FAO (2022) on regional dietary data (total food supply); Waite et al. (2019) on GHG calculation methods.

MEAL FOOD-RELATED GHG EMISSIONS (KG CO2E PER MEAL) POTENTIALLY QUALIFIES AS COOL 
FOOD MEAL?

AGRICULTURAL SUPPLY 
CHAIN EMISSIONS

CARBON OPPORTUNITY 
COSTS

TOTAL

Lunch 1 (with side) 6.25 19.46 25.71 No

Lunch 2 (with side) 1.88 4.43 6.31 No

Lunch 3 (with side) 1.55 4.34 5.89 No

North America maximum 
threshold per meal (lunch 
or dinner)

1.31 4.41 5.71 N/A

Lunch 4 (with side) 1.30 3.25 4.55 Yes

Lunch 5 (with side) 0.91 2.99 3.90 Yes

Lunch 6 (with side) 0.53 1.70 2.23 Yes

Nutrition Safeguard 
While the primary aim of identifying Cool Food Meals 
is to promote climate-friendly menu items that meet the 
environmental criteria above, we recognize that health 
is an essential component of dietary sustainability (FAO 
2012; Willett et al. 2019). As FAO points out, sustain-
able diets must be nutritionally adequate, safe, and 
healthy—thereby contributing to a healthy life for pres-
ent and future generations (FAO 2012). Nutrient-dense 
diets that are high in fiber, fruits, and vegetables and low 
in sodium, saturated fat, and sugar have been linked to 
reduced chronic disease risk and improved health out-
comes, suggesting ample opportunities for serving meals 
that are both good for climate and human health (Tilman 
and Clark 2014; USDA/HHS 2015; Willett et al. 2019). 
However, such “win-win” outcomes are not automatic, and 
promoting meals that are relatively good for the climate, 
but pose a threat to human health, would jeopardize a 
broader societal goal of achieving dietary sustainability 
(Garnett 2016). This section lays out a nutrition safeguard 
for Cool Food Meals.

The nutrition safeguard draws from a family of  
“nutrient profiling” models and scoring systems that 
 have evolved over the past two decades to assess and 
compare the nutritional quality of foods, meals, and/
or diets (Drewnowski 2005; Poon et al. 2018). Nutrient 
profiling involves classifying foods, meals, and/or diets 
according to their nutritional composition to determine 
their relative healthfulness. This can be done for the 
purpose of promoting health and preventing disease by 
informing consumer decision-making, motivating cor-
porate product reformulation, and/or informing policy 
change (WHO 2010). 

After considering several possible nutrient profiling model 
options, we ultimately selected a system based on a model 
developed by the British Food Standard Agency (FSA) as 
appropriate for determining Cool Food Meal eligibility due 
to its extensive vetting and global adoption since 2007, in 
addition to its compatibility with food providers’ readily 
available nutrient data. Details of the FSA development 
process have been documented extensively elsewhere 
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POINTS ENERGY (KJ) SATURATED FAT (G) TOTAL SUGAR (G) SODIUM (MG)
0 ≤ 335 ≤ 1 ≤ 4.5 ≤ 90
+1 > 335 > 1 > 4.5 > 90
+2 > 670 > 2 > 9 > 180
+3 > 1,005 > 3 > 13.5 > 270
+4 > 1,340 > 4 > 18 > 360
+5 > 1,675 > 5 > 22.5 > 450
+6 > 2,010 > 6 > 27 > 540
+7 > 2,345 > 7 > 31 > 630
+8 > 2,680 > 8 > 36 > 720
+9 > 3,015 > 9 > 40 > 810
+10 > 3,350 > 10 > 45 > 900

(Rayner et al. 2004; Rayner et al. 2005). The FSA model 
assesses nutrient density in adherence with science-based 
public health guidelines for four “unfavorable” and three 
“favorable” dietary components detailed below (U.K. 
Department of Health 2011). The system has demon-
strated validity across a number of contexts (Cooper et al. 
2016; Arambepola et al. 2008; Drewnowski and Fulgoni 
2008; Rayner et al. 2005) and has been validated interna-
tionally for a range of applications (Rayner 2017). The FSA 
model was more recently adapted for use in front-of-pack 
food labeling and food reformulation in France (Santé 
Publique France 2020), resulting in the Nutri-Score 
system (Julia et al. 2014), which has been adopted for use 
within several European countries, including Belgium, 
Switzerland, and Germany. 

Similar to the FSA score, the Nutri-Score determines 
the nutritional quality of a food or meal on a scale rang-
ing from -15 (healthiest) to +40 (least healthy) based 
on a meal’s food group and nutrient content per 100 
grams. Specifically, the Nutri-Score system accounts for 
four “unfavorable” components, which are considered 
unhealthy when consumed in excess (calories, saturated 
fat, sugars, and sodium) (Table 4) and three “favorable” 
components (protein, fiber, and fruits/vegetables/pulses/

nuts/oils) on a per 100 gram basis (Table 5). 

To calculate the Nutri-Score for an individual meal, 0–10 
points are assigned for each unfavorable component, 
representing a maximum of 40 points in total. Concur-
rently, 0–5 points are assigned for each favorable com-
ponent, representing a maximum of 15 points in total. 
The favorable points are subtracted from the unfavorable 
points under the following conditions (U.K. Department 
of Health 2011): 

	▪ If a food scores 0–10 unfavorable points, then the 
overall score is calculated as follows: Total unfavor-
able points minus total favorable points.

	▪ If a food scores 11 or more unfavorable points, but 
scores 5 points for fruit/vegetables/pulses/nuts/oils, 
then the overall score is calculated as follows: Total 
unfavorable points minus total favorable points.

	▪ If a food scores 11 or more unfavorable points, and 
less than 5 points for fruit/vegetables/pulses/nuts/
oils, then the overall score is calculated as follows: To-
tal unfavorable points minus favorable points for fiber 
and fruit/vegetables/pulses/nuts/oils only (points for 
protein are excluded). 

Table 4  |  Nutrient Content Thresholds for “Unfavorable” Meal Components and Corresponding Nutri-Score Point  
Values (per 100 grams)

Note: 1 calorie (kcal) is equal to 4.184 kilojoules (kJ).

Sources: U.K. Department of Health 2011; Santé Publique France 2020.
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POINTS FRUIT, VEGETABLES, PULSES, NUTS,  
AND HEALTHY OILS (% WEIGHT) FIBER (G) PROTEIN (G)

0 ≤ 40 ≤ 0.9 ≤ 1.6
-1 > 40 > 0.9 > 1.6
-2 > 60 > 1.9 > 3.2
-3 N/A > 2.8 > 4.8
-4 N/A > 3.7 > 6.4
-5 > 80 > 4.7 > 8.0

Table 5  |  Nutrient Content Thresholds for “Favorable” Meal Components and Corresponding Nutri-Score Point  
Values (per 100 grams)

Notes: Fiber is measured following the Association of Official Analytical Chemists (AOAC) and is the standard for food labeling purposes in the United States (Phillips et al. 2019). “Healthy oils” includes 
rapeseed (canola), walnut, and olive oils as further elaborated in Santé Publique France (2020).

N/A = Not applicable.

Sources: U.K. Department of Health 2011; Santé Publique France 2020.

Table 6  |  Illustration of Calculation of Nutri-Score for Three Meals (Nutrients per 100 grams) 

Notes: Illustrative data for three lunch meals below the Cool Food maximum GHG threshold from one food provider in North America. Scoring figures are in italics. 1 calorie (kcal) is equal to 4.184 
kilojoules (kJ). “Healthy oils” includes rapeseed (canola), walnut, and olive oils as given in Santé Publique France (2020).

N/A = Not applicable.

Sources: U.K. Department of Health 2011; Santé Publique France 2020.

MEAL “UNFAVORABLE” MEAL COMPONENTS “FAVORABLE” MEAL COMPONENTS TOTAL  
NUTRI-SCORE

Energy (kJ) Saturated fat (g) Total sugar (g) Sodium (mg)

Fruit, vegetables, 
pulses, nuts, and 
healthy oils (% 
weight)

Fiber (g) Protein (g)

Lunch 4  
(with side) 800 (+2) 2.2 (+2) 2.0 (0) 420 (+4) 20% (0) 1.1 (-1) 10.0 (-5) 2

Lunch 5  
(with side) 980 (+2) 4.2 (+4) 1.5 (0) 600 (+6) 10% (0) 0.5 (0) N/A (0) 12

Lunch 6  
(with side) 700 (+2) 1.6 (+1) 5.2 (+1) 250 (+2) 50% (-1) 1.7 (-1) 5.2 (-3) 1

Nutri-Score assigns “grades” to the scores as follows 
(Santé Publique France 2020):

	▪ A: -15 to -1

	▪ B: 0 to 2

	▪ C: 3 to 10

	▪ D: 11 to 18

	▪ E: 19 to 40

To screen out particularly unhealthy meals, meals  
scoring greater than 10 (corresponding to Nutri-Score’s  
D or E categories) are excluded from consideration as  
Cool Food Meals.

Following the example above, applying the nutrition safe-
guard may exclude additional meals from consideration as 
Cool Food Meals (Tables 6 and 7).
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FOOD-RELATED GHG EMISSIONS  
(KG CO2E PER MEAL)

POTENTIALLY QUALIFIES AS 
COOL FOOD MEAL BASED ON 
GHG EMISSIONS?

NUTRI-SCORE 
(NUTRITION 
SAFEGUARD)

QUALIFIES AS 
COOL FOOD 
MEAL?

AGRICULTURAL 
SUPPLY CHAIN 
EMISSIONS

CARBON 
OPPORTUNITY 
COSTS

TOTAL

Lunch 1 (with side) 6.25 19.46 25.71 No Not calculated No

Lunch 2 (with side) 1.88 4.43 6.31 No Not calculated No

Lunch 3 (with side) 1.55 4.34 5.89 No Not calculated No

North America 
maximum thresh-
old per meal (lunch 
or dinner)

1.31 4.41 5.71 N/A 10 N/A

Lunch 4 (with side) 1.30 3.25 4.55 Yes 2 Yes

Lunch 5 (with side) 0.91 2.99 3.90 Yes 12 No

Lunch 6 (with side) 0.53 1.70 2.23 Yes 1 Yes

Table 7  |  Illustration of Application of Nutrition Safeguard to Identify Potential Cool Food Meals

Notes: Illustrative data for six lunch meals from one food provider in North America. Total GHG figure includes GHG emissions from agricultural supply chains plus annualized carbon opportunity costs. 
Total GHG figure is used for determining eligibility.

N/A = Not applicable.

Sources: FAO (2022) on regional dietary data (total food supply); Waite et al. (2019) on GHG calculation methods; U.K. Department of Health (2011) and Santé Publique France (2020) on  
nutrition safeguard.

CONCLUSIONS
Cool Food Meals complements the Cool Food Pledge 
by identifying particularly low-emitting meals on food 
providers’ menus that consumers can choose to help fight 
climate change. This designation aims to help consumers 
choose dishes that contribute to an overall diet in greater 
alignment with 2030 targets for food-related GHG emis-
sions reduction.

These initiatives and accompanying marketing campaigns 
aim to steer consumers toward the low-emitting options 
on menus, help shift the market toward climate-friendly 
food providers, and inspire others across the food service 
industry to accelerate the transition toward a sustainable 
food future. 
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ENDNOTES
1.	 0.75 / 1.21 = 0.62. This means that to achieve a 25 percent reduction in 

overall food-related GHG emissions as food demand grows by 21 percent, 
a 38 percent reduction in food-related GHG emissions per calorie would be 
necessary.
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