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FEASTS® Background

Measuring adherence to EAT-Lancet recommendations for healthy and sustainable diets is

challenging, leading to diverse methods and a lack of consensus on standardized metrics.

Development of several indices

Different:
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Aim

This study aimed to evaluate and compare the measurement performance of six dietary indices for

assessing adherence to the EAT-Lancet reference diet (WISH, PHDI, ELD-I, ELI, HSDI and ELDS)

4114 participants to

INCA3 Survey
1993 participants <
v 18 years old

(INCA3).

2121 participants >
18 years old

Misreporting:
> 347 under-reporters
A 4 51 over-reporters

1723 participants>
18 y.0. with
plausible data

Adequate nutrient intake «— PANDiet

Overall diet quality «— GDQS

Healthy plant and animal products «— CDQI| +—

Inflammatory potential of diet «— ||

Diet antioxidant profile «— CDAI
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Methods

over a 3-week period.

Healthy
diets

Sustainabl
e diets
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Data derived from the third Individual and National Study on Food Consumption

Food consumption was recorded using 3 nonconsecutive 24-hour dietary recalls

(Product Environmental Footprint
Greenhouse gas emission
Ozone depletion
lonizing radiation
Photochemical ozone formation
Particulate matteremissions
Acidification
Terrestrial eutrophication
Freshwater eutrophication
Marine eutrophication
Land use
Freshwater ecotoxicity
Water use

Fossils resource
\Metals and minerals resource




@
Key Insights on reliability and structural validity

Indices assessing their food
components with quantitative scoring
have higher reliability.

All indices were structurally valid,
however, PHDI and ELD-I had higher
CD values.

0.6

o
(4]

Lambda coefficient

Results

Fit indices for Confirmatory Factor Analysis

- \IZ’V}-I%SD]: Expected WISH PHDI ELD-I ELI
x2/df 2.50 1.65 1.77 234 1.60
RMSEA <0.08 0.019 0.021 0.028 0.019
CFI >0.90 0.922 0.904 0.911 0.928
SRMR <0.05 0.025 0.027 0.028 0.023
cD The higher, 0.323 0.568 0.466 0.364
the better

A

Key Insights on variability and energy dependence

B0

Indices assessing their food
components with quantitative scoring
captured dietary variability, with PHDI
and ELD-I being less dependent on
energy intake.
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= WISH

== PHDI

== ELDI
ELI
HSDI
ELDS

Energy intake

(kcal/d)

WISH -0.2542
PHDI -0.0881
ELD-I -0.1066
ELI -0.2789
HSDI -0.2274
ELDS -0.3055




o mm we we wlAdelbanagt Dietary Indices

Nutritonal metrics 7WiSH___PHDI___ELDIS___ELI HsDI ___ELDs _ P
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Key Insights on Inter-index Concordance:
* Low concordance was observed between the indices.
* Only 32% to 43% of individuals were classified into the same quintile across different indices.

WISH PHDI ELD-I ELI ELD-I WISH ELI PHDI

High

HSDI ELDS

Quintile ranking

Low

Total concordance = 35.15% Total concordance = 32.16% Total concordance = 36.00% Total concordance = 37.46% Total concordance = 41.78% Total concordance = 34.06% Total concordance = 42.96%
Adjacent quintile =23%  Adjacent quintile =22.75% Adjacent quintile = 26% Adjacent quintile =25.5%  Adjacent quintile =25.63% Adjacent quintile = 23% Adjacent quartile = 27.83%
Extreme quintile = 4.5% Extreme quintile = 6% Extreme quintile = 1% Extreme quintile = 2% Extreme quintile = 1% Extreme quintile = 3.5% Extreme quartile =6.5%

Kr =0.187 (0.159-0.215)  Kg =0.149 (0.122-0.177)  Kr =0.192 (0.163-0.220) Ke =0.216 (0.187-0.245)  Kg = 0.265 (0.236-0.295) K = 0.167 (0.139-0.195) Kr =0.212 (0.182-0.243)
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ame Key Insights on Concurrent-Criterion Validity:
FEASTc- » Overall, the indices effectively distinguished between demographic groups that are
theoretically associated with healthier diets.
* Binary Scoring Indices: Showed weaker associations with demographic factors.
WISH PHDI ELD-I ELI HSDI ELDS

worer Q@ O Q A
@ @

18-44 years-old /N
45-64 years-old ._ \/l
= 65 years-old

Education
Primary and middle school
High school
1 to 3 years of post-secondary education
= 4 years of post-secondary education
Monthly income
<900 €/month/CU
900-1,340 €/month/CU

®
L ¢ @

G

%é‘ > t Scores

1,340-1,850 €/month/CU E

>'1,850 €/month/CU = =8 =
Weight status

Underweight

Normal LO‘ r@l r@l

Overweight il

Obesity L F \ F \ F

Morbid obesity

Smoking status
No
Yes

Physical activity
Low
Moderate
High
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. &
— Conclusions &S
FEASTS I P
How did the indices perform? { | S N
Properties WISH PHDI ELDI ELI HSDI ELDS
Variability capture Do the indices provide sufficient variation in scores among individuals? @ @ @ o o o
Energy independence Do the indices assess diet quality independently of diet quantity? @ @
Reliability Are the items consistent in measuring the intended constructs? @ @ o
Structural validity Do the indices accurately reflect the dimensionality of the constructs being measured? @ @ @ - -
Concurrent criterion validity Can the indices effectively differentiate between groups with known variations in diet quality? @ @ o
Convergent validity (nutritional) @ @ @ o @
Do the indices correlate well with other indicators that measure similar constructs?

Convergent validity (environmental) @ o @
Ease of computation Is the metric straightforward to calculate? @ o ® @ @
Ease of interpretation Is the metric easy to interpret? @ @ ® @ @ @
® Good © Fair @ Poor Maybe... but in a different way:

Healthy diet
Sustainable diet

Are the indices
measuring the same
phenomena?

Healthy diet
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FEAST."

« The different approaches to assess adherence to a sustainable and healthy diet are

complementary, and the superiority of one method over another cannot be asserted. G

» ltis crucial to carefully address methodological issues to better understand the utility and
applicability of these indices, including the precise clarification of objectives and assumptions,

as well as a detailed description of score composition. > complexity and useful in

precision-focused research,

uantitative scoring systems a )
'Q g3y such as clinical trials or

The selection of an index

depends on the specific needs epidemiological research
and objectives of the :
researcj:hers , Qualitative scoring systems simpler and faster mef[hods
for surveys, observational
BRI > Loncet 2023 Jul 29,402(10399)352-354, doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(23)01290-4, studies, and public health
Epub 2023 Jul 10,
EAT-Lancet Commission 2.0: securing a just This becomes even more relevant with the anticipated release of

cransition o healthy, environmentally sustainable  EAT-L ancet version 2.0 in 2025, which is expected to address

the main concerns identified in recent years.

EAT-Lancet 2.0 Commissioners and contributing authors. Electronic address: fabrice@eatforum.org

PMID: 37442146 DOI: 10.1016/S0140-6736(23)01290-4
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