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value are scarce.

e | abels are in general based on nutri-
tional recommendations but not on en-
vironmental policy targets.

Case study: 100 hot meals with
fish, a vegetarian option, non-rumi-
nant meat or ruminant meat served
in a canteen of Ghent University.

Consumers’ choice
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The nutritional value is quantified as The thresholds are based on the average
Weighted Nutrient Density Score (WNDS), = Weighted Nutrient Density Score results
including nutrients with positive and nega-  and theoretically healthy meals.
WORST tive health effects (Arsenault et al., 2012).

e Meals with fish have generally the best overall score and ® Environmental hotspots can relate to the product choice

meals with ruminant meat the worst overall score. (ruminant meat, rice, and meat portion), preparation (deep-

* \legetarian meals have the best environmental and the  frying), and agricultural practice (greenhouse vegetables).

worst nutritional score. e Nutritional hotspots are total fat, salt, calories, and saturat-
ed fat.
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