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Glossary

AGRI Committee

AHDB

AmCham EU

AAA
AFIA

AnimalhealthEurope

Committee on Agriculture and Rural Development in the European

Parliament

Agriculture and Horticulture Development Board, a statutory
levy board in the UK, funded by farmers, growers and others in the
supply chain, which is running industry-friendly projects, ranging

from advertising and marketing campaigns to research

American Chamber of Commerce to the European Union,
advocates for transatlantic trade and investment and supports

American businesses in Europe

Animal Agriculture Alliance, non-profit organisation advocating for

the interests and sustainability of animal agriculture (US)

Animal Feed Industry Association, represents the interests of the
animal feed and pet food industry (US)

represents manufacturers of animal medicines, vaccines and other

animal health products in Europe

ATAC

AVEC

BEUC

CAFOs

CAP

CCF

CLEAR

CGIAR
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Agricultural Technical Advisory Committee for Trade in Animal and
Animal Products (US)

Association of Poultry Processors and Poultry Trade in the EU

countries

Bureau Européen des Unions de Consommateurs, or European
Bureau of Consumers’ Unions is an umbrella group, representing the

interests of European consumers
Confined Animal Feeding Operations (US definition)

Common Agricultural Policy (EU), stands for the agricultural policy
in the European Union - one of the oldest policies, which has been
subject to numerous reforms. CAP receives around a third of the
entire EU budget, which is distributed to European farmers in the

form of agricultural subsidies.

Center for Consumer Freedom Berman-affiliated food industry
group (US)

Clarity and Leadership for Environmental Awareness and Research
Center University of California Davis, industry funded research
institute at UC Davies (US)

Consortium of International Agricultural Research Centers
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CDGs

CLITRAVI

CMA

ECVC

COP26, COP27, COP28

Copa-Cogeca

CPA

Civil Dialogue Groups, advisory bodies to the European Commission
providing expertise and stakeholder perspectives on agricultural

policy and rural development
Liaison Centre for the Meat Processing Industry in the EU

Competition and Markets Authority, the main competition regulator
in the UK, responsible for strengthening business competition

and preventing and reducing anti-competitive activities. The CMA
published a green claims code for businesses and has ramped up

enforcement actions on greenwashing.

European Coordination Via Campesina, a confederation of unions
and organisations of peasant farmers, small and medium-scale

farmers, and agricultural workers

United Nations Climate Change Conferences - usually followed by a

number to indicate the year of a meeting.

Copa and Cogeca, the united voice of farmers and agri-cooperatives
in the EU, the biggest farm lobby in the European Union, claiming to

represent over 22 million farmers

Collaboration Platform on Agriculture, a forum for agricultural
stakeholders from the US and EUn to exchange information and

coordinate activities

DAFC

DG AGRI

ECR

EDA

EEA

EEA

EFFAB

ELV

EDF
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Danish Agriculture and Food Council, supports Denmark'’s
agriculture and food sectors through advocacy, research, market

promotion, and sustainability initiatives

Directorate General for Agriculture and Rural Development, a
department of the European Commission responsible for policy

development and funding of agriculture

European Conservatives and Reformists Group of MEPs, a political
group in the European Parliament advocating for conservative and

reformist policies

European Dairy Association

European Economic Area

European Environment Agency

European Forum of Farm Animal Breeders

European Livestock Voice, a coalition of stakeholders from the
European livestock sector claiming to be advocating for sustainable

and responsible livestock farming

Environmental Defence Fund, advocates for environmental

protection through science-based policy and market incentives (US)
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ENVI Committee

EPA

EPP

EQIP

FAIRR

FAO

FDF

FEFAC

Industry, Research and Energy Committee in the European

Parliament
Environmental Protection Agency (US)

European People’s Party, a political party in the European
Parliament, composed of centre and centre-right political groups

Environmental Quality Incentives Program, offers financial and
technical support to US agricultural producers for implementing
conservation practices that enhance environmental quality on their
land (US)

Farm Animal Investment Risk and Return, investor network
evaluates and addresses environmental, social, and governance
risks associated with farm animal production for sustainable

investment decisions
Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations

Farmers' Defence Force, a new political party established following

farmers’ protests against nitrogen reform in the Netherlands

The European Feed Manufacturers' Federation, represents
compound feed producers, influencing policies for feed safety and
sustainability

FSFS

GHG

GMP

GRSB

Greenpeace CEE

GWP

GWP*

IATP

IPPC
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Framework on Sustainable Food System, outlines guidelines
and strategies to promote environmentally friendly and socially
responsible practices across the EU’s food production and

distribution networks
Greenhouse Gas

Global Methane Pledge, an initiative launched at COP26 in Glasgow
aiming to reduce methane emissions by 30% by 2030, with over 150

governments signed up

Global Roundtable for Sustainable Beef, an international
organisation dedicated to advancing sustainable practices in
the global beef industry through collaboration and standards

development
Greenpeace Central and Eastern Europe

Global Warming Potential, a measure used to evaluate the relative
impact of different greenhouse gases on global warming over a
specified time period, usually compared to carbon dioxide

Global Warming Potential Star, an alternative metric to account for

temperature change impact of methane emissions
Institute for Agriculture & Trade Policy (US)

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
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IED

IMTF

Interbev

ITRE Committee

IRA

LRF

LSU

MERAP

MLA

Industrial Emissions Directive (EU)

International Meat Trade Federation, a UK trade association
representing predominantly UK companies involved in importing

and exporting meat
French livestock and meat lobby

Industry, Research and Energy Committee in the European

Parliament

Inflation Reduction Act (US) is a landmark US law adopted in 2022,

which represents the biggest US investment in clean energy and

climate change mitigation
Federation of Swedish Farmers

Livestock Units, a standardised measure used to compare
different types of livestock based on their feed requirements and

environmental impact
Methane Emissions Reductions Plan (US)

Meat and Livestock Australia, supports Australia’s red meat and
livestock sector with research, development, and marketing to

enhance profitability, sustainability, and global competitiveness

MCC

NDC

NCBA

NEC Directive

NET ZERO

NCI
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Mathias Corvinus Collegium, Hungarian Orban-backed think tank
that focuses on promoting conservative and nationalist ideologies

Nationally Determined Contributions are plans that each country
has to submit to UNFCCC to reduce national emissions and adapt to

the impacts of climate change

National Cattleman'’s Beef Association, represents 175,000 beef
producers in the US members include companies like Tyson Foods

and Cargill

National Emissions Ceiling Directive (EU) sets national emission
reduction commitments for Member States and the EU for five
important air pollutants: nitrogen oxides (NOx), non-methane
volatile organic compounds (NMVOCs), sulphur dioxide (502),
ammonia (NH3) and fine particulate matter (PM2.5).

means that any emissions are balanced by absorbing an equivalent
amount from the atmosphere. In order to meet the 1.5°C global
warming target in the Paris Agreement, global carbon emissions
should reach net zero around mid-century. Many countries and

companies are setting net zero targets

New Climate Institute, a research organisation focused on
developing innovative solutions to address climate change and
support sustainable development policies worldwide (Germany)
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NFU

PCSC

SBTi

SAI

SUR

UECBV

UNFCCC

USDA

USDEC

National Farmers' Union (UK) is the largest UK farm lobby group USMC
Partnership for Climate Smart Commodities, an initiative aimed US Pork Board
at expanding markets for agricultural commodities produced using
climate-smart practices to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and
enhance carbon sequestration (US)

WUR

Science Based Targets Initiative, an organisation helping companies
to put in place climate and net zero targets, often referred to also
as science-based targets.

Sustainable Agricultural Initiative Platform, a global organisation
that promotes sustainable agricultural practices through
collaboration and innovation among food and drink industry

stakeholders

Sustainable Use of Pesticides Regulation (EU)

European Livestock and Meat Trades Union

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
United States Department of Agriculture

US Dairy Export Council, promotes the interests of the American
dairy industry globally through advocacy, market development, and

trade policy initiatives
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US Mexico-Canada Trade Agreement

represents America's 60000 pig farmers who pay into the
Pork Checkoff which supports US pig farmers through research,

education, and promotion, optimising market presence

Wageningen University and Research, institution specialising
in agriculture, food, and environmental sciences, known for its

research and education in these fields (Netherlands)
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Executive Summary

This report reveals the tactics of Big Meat and Dairy companies to delay,
distract and derail action on food system transformation, mirroring the tac-
tics previously used by tobacco and the fossil fuel industry. Food systems
are responsible for around a third of total greenhouse gas emissions, with
approximately 60% of that coming from animal agriculture,! which is also
the single largest source of man-made methane emissions.

The science is clear: we cannot stay close to a 1.5-degree temperature increase
trajectory, as stipulated by the Paris Agreement, if we do not significantly
cut methane emissions?and reduce consumption of animal products,? which
are both projected to increase. The agricultural sector is both uniquely de-
pendent on the stable climate system, and one of the biggest contributors to
climate change, both directly (through methane and nitrous oxide pollution
from animals) and indirectly (as one of the major drivers of deforestation
and land use). A recent survey of over 200 climate scientists has shown that
they believe that the emissions from livestock must peak by 2025 in high-
and middle-income countries and be cut globally by 50% by 2030.4

| Source: Industrial farm, WeAnimal
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Despite their huge negative impact on climate, biodiversity and human health, big
meat and dairy corporations have largely been off the hook, regarding environmen-
tal regulation. Our investigation reveals that the industry has largely succeeded in
convincing policymakers of agricultural exceptionalism, getting a number of con-
cessions, exemptions and delays to climate action in the sector. In several countries,
the industry managed to convince policymakers to adopt all-carrots-and-no-sticks
approaches to regulating agricultural emissions, which means that any change
in farming practices is voluntary and depends on additional financial incentives,
while significant public subsidies that the sector already receives remain off limits
for any reforms. Unfortunately, current agricultural subsidies largely support the
existing status quo of big farms, benefiting large companies in the middle of the

chain (so-called Big Ag) and have been putting small family farms out of business.

To better understand Big Ag’s influence, we analysed actions by 22 of the biggest
meat and dairy companies across four continents, looking at their voluntary cli-
mate commitments, greenwashing claims, investments in advertising vs low car-
bon solutions and their political engagement, which included political donations,
meetings with politicians, money spent on lobbying, as well as what narratives they
are pushing either directly or indirectly through the work of industry associations.
We looked at how the industry is co-opting science by funding its own research
to downplay the sector’s impact on climate and promoting its preferred solutions,
mostly in the form of voluntary technological fixes. The report provides a detailed
analysis of different corporate narratives to consumers, media, and policymakers,
showing how the industry distracts us with the smokescreen of voluntary climate
targets, environmentally friendly products, and seemingly ambitious investments
in emissions reduction technologies, while behind the scenes, it mobilises signifi-
cant resources to delay and derail progressive environmental legislation.

The New Merchants of Doubt| Executive Summary | 14

Delay, distract and derail tactics

Our investigation broadly divided the corporate playbook of Big Meat and Dairy into
three key tactics: distract, delay and derail. This builds on our previous research
into the corporate playbook of Big Plastic, which we published in the landmark re-
port Talking Trash,> which launched in 2020. Some of the companies and industry
associations overlap, but the way the tactics play out in each sector is different. We
found strong correlations with the tactics of climate denial by Big Oil, which are
referred to throughout the report.

Distract

Big Meat and Dairy companies are masters of distraction when it comes to drawing
attention away from their lack of climate action. A significant proportion of these
tactics can also be dubbed ‘greenwashing’, which includes claims on the packages
of their products, as well as weak net zero targets and other marketing efforts to
present their products as climate-friendly, natural and an essential part of a healthy
diet. By putting up a green smokescreen through such subtle tactics, companies
are creating a collective placebo effect, misleading us into believing change is hap-
pening, when the environmental impact of the sector has, in fact, deteriorated.

The investigation has shown that the industry is especially concerned about younger
generations, which are more worried about climate change and personal health,
and therefore specifically targets Gen Z with its misleading advertising campaigns,
using influencers and social media. We found seven examples of companies and
trade groups using social media efforts to target young people; on TikTok, YouTube,
Instagram and other channels, often making misleading claims, such as present-
ing meat and dairy as healthier dietary choices for young consumers in already

high-consuming countries like the UK.
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Social media tactics also translate into direct attacks on vegan diets and alternative
protein, which are dubbed as ultra-processed, unhealthy options, through various
advertising and misinformation campaigns that could be traced back to the meat
and dairy industry. Industry giants are getting help in forming these narratives
from a variety of PR consultants and agencies. They are working with at least two
leading PR companies that helped write Big Oil and Tobacco’s corporate playbook
over the last century. This includes US PR company, Edelman, one of the world’s
oldest and most famous PR companies that has recently boasted of its success in
deterring young audiences from plant-based alternatives to dairy products.

Despite the talk of climate action, corporate climate, or net zero targets largely fail
on the integrity test. Of the 22 companies investigated in this report only 15 have
some kind of net zero target. We compared these targets to the main elements in
the standard provided by the UN Expert group, published in the Integrity Matters
report at COP27 and revealed that none of the companies meets the standard. Danone
leads the pack, when it comes to the scientific integrity of its target, as it roughly
aligns to a 1.5-degree trajectory. It is the only company in the sector with a specific
commitment to cut methane emissions by 30% by 2030 and a shift to plant-based
products, while Nestlé is slowly moving in the right direction. Other companies fall
behind on the level of ambition and holistic approach, such as a clear commitment
to cut supply chain emissions, including methane. This results in companies like
JBS having their commitments removed by the Science-Based Targets Initiative

(SBTi), which has become controversial due to the weakening of its standards.

Instead of investing in true plans and trajectories to cut their emissions, the report
reveals that companies prefer to invest in the science that suits their agenda. This
becomes particularly evident when it comes to downplaying the impact of methane
emissions from the sector. We found two main and somewhat conflicting narratives,

which were both pushed by industry-funded academics to downplay the impact of

The New Merchants of Doubt | Executive Summary | 15

methane emissions. The first is around livestock methane being part of the biogenic
cycle and, therefore, naturally absorbed by the vegetation, conveniently ignoring
the significant short-term warming impact of this potent gas. The second narrative
focuses on the new climate metric, GWP*, claiming that even small reductions could
lead to the sector becoming ‘climate neutral’. GWP* is being pushed by at least ten
industry groups and allied entities in at least four continents, including at the EU
level. Academics from UC Davis and Oxford University - both of which have received
funding from industry - have also been part of industry’s push for the metric and
advocated for the industry’s use of GWP* in ways that would significantly weaken

climate commitments.

The third industry-funded scientific narrative revealed in this report focuses on
the emissions reduction potential of regenerative agriculture. More than half of the
companies analysed in the report are embracing this term to claim their business
can be good for the planet. Unlike agroecology, regenerative agriculture - used by
companies including Nestlé, FrieslandCampina and Dairy Farmers of America - has
no clear definition and often relies on dubious scientific claims around the soil’s
ability to store carbon. Its proponents claim that we do not need to reduce livestock
numbers, and just changing practices to regenerative grazing can be part of climate
solutions by offsetting (part of) the industry’s emissions and helping nature. Six
companies are involved in ‘Regenerating Together’ - an industry initiative which
says it is working to provide a definition of regenerative agriculture to improve out-
comes, but which promotes a profit and yield-driven model and fails to introduce

any curbs on methane emissions or reducing livestock numbers.

Like Big Oil before them, Big Meat and Dairy companies ensure that industry-funded
academic research is used both to downplay the sector’s impact on climate and to
promote their preferred solutions with policymakers. As we show in the subsequent

chapters, this is often used to delay and derail climate action in the sector.
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Delay

Closely linked with distraction tactics, delay tactics allow companies to ask gov-
ernments to slow down any regulation by claiming that they are already taking
voluntary action. However, the reality is somewhat different. This investigation
shows that companies spend much more money on advertising than they do on
low-carbon solutions. Despite featuring techno-fixes in their PR and marketing
materials, our research shows that they spend only 1% of their revenues on re-
search and development. The actual amount that goes into low-carbon solutions
is probably only a small fraction of this, as most companies do not break down
where their R&D spending is going. Three companies - Fonterra, Nestlé, and Arla
- all spend more on advertising than they do on research and development across
their business. JBS - the only company to declare the spend it will give to research
and development efforts towards its net zero goal specifically - spends more on
advertising than it does on these efforts. Its spending on net zero efforts equates
to $20 million (€18.99 million) per year, which works out as just 6.2% of its annual
advertising and marketing budget (€294 million), and just 0.03% of its 2022 annual
revenue ($69 billion or €63 billion).

Our research shows that in recent years, at least 16 of the 22 companies have pub-
licly promoted the potential of technical fixes to reduce emissions, such as meth-
ane -suppressing feed additives. However, only one company (Danone) has made
commitments to transformative action by setting a methane reduction target, while
seven other dairy companies, including Nestlé, have committed to start reporting
and come up with a plan to cut their methane emissions. Our review of scientific
literature shows that many technical fixes promoted by the industry have ques-

tionable impacts on methane emissions reductions, but even when some of them
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prove promising, the companies often refuse to scale them up due to cost barriers.
Instead of investing in techno-fixes that they spend so much time promoting in
their PR materials, they request more public money to finance their use.

Regarding the transition to more plant-based diets, we found a glaring lack of action.
Science clearly shows that major changes in the way food is produced is needed
to meet the goals of the Paris Agreement and that a dietary shift can provide sig-
nificant emissions reduction opportunities. One study found that a dietary shift
could reduce annual CO, emissions by 3.10 Gt CO,. This reduction could more than
double to 6.22 Gt CO, equivalent, if the land that is spared is used to draw down
carbon.® However, our research shows that although some companies are investing
in alternative protein, this is with a view of growing an additional market and not
as part of a transition towards more plant- and less-and-better animal products.
One of the tactics is selling the growth of its meat and dairy products under the
banner of being ‘diversified’ food or protein company. This echoes the tactics of
oil and gas giants such as BP and TotalEnergies, which have promoted themselves
as diversified energy companies, all while continuing to invest nearly all of their

business into oil and gas.

Derail

These tactics are the most aggressive of them all, and we reveal how they have
played out in two of the biggest livestock-producing regions: the US and the EU.
Derail tactics include spending millions on political donations, direct and indirect
lobbying through industry groups to ensure industry influence and the highest lev-
el of access. We reveal examples of conflicts of interest, where elected politicians
benefit from the agricultural subsidies they are supposed to reform, and examples
of revolving doors, where key policy experts come from the industry and return

there after the end of their public office. The most prominent example of revolving
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doors is the current US Agriculture Secretary, Tom Vilsack, who previously worked
as the president of the US Dairy Export Council, and before that, as the US Agricul-
ture Secretary under Obama. He is a strong proponent of voluntary action and has
overseen large hand-outs to the industry in the form of incentives and subsidies,
including in methane biodigesters, while denying that there is any need to reduce

livestock production in the US.

This makes the interests of the powerful agricultural companies even more en-
trenched at the highest political level, resulting in the sector setting its own political
agenda, which translates into all-carrots-and-no-sticks approaches to emissions
from agriculture. The special treatment this polluting industry gets is reflected
in the US Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) - touted by the government as the ‘larg-
est investment’ in reducing carbon pollution in US history.” But, when it comes to
mitigating the impact of the meat and dairy industry, particularly in relation to
methane emissions, it is severely lacking, as it comes with no strings attached to
prove actual emissions reductions. USDA is already providing funding of almost $20
billion to reduce greenhouse gases from agriculture (much of this going to techno
fixes, such as biodigesters and feed additives), but will only study possible climate
benefits in 2024. Alongside all these carrots, in a pre-emptive strike to prevent
methane regulation, the industry-funded Senators and Congressmen from both
parties even proposed amendments to ban reporting of methane emissions from

farms completely.

In the EU, the farm lobby successfully decimated the Green Deal, which set out to
transform Europe’s economy to produce net-zero emissions by 2050. A key part
of the Green Deal was the Farm to Fork strategy, which promised to create a ‘green
and healthier agriculture’ system, significantly reducing chemical pesticides and
fertilisers. Farm to Fork recognised that moving to a ‘more plant-based diet with less

red and processed meat’ would reduce the food system’s environmental impact.?
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New laws and revisions of existing policies were promised. In this report, we review
eleven policy initiatives resulting from the Green Deal and show how most of them
were either weakened or completely dropped. This has repercussions way beyond
the current legislature, as the powerful Copa-Cogeca lobby group also managed to
remove an obligation to reduce agricultural emissions by 30% from the long-term

2040 climate target.

Our investigation revealed that between them, the 22 big meat and dairy firms, and
the 25 key trade groups they’re members of, have had close to 600 top-level meet-
ings with the European Commission (commissioners, their cabinets, and director
generals) since November 2014.2 They also hired specialised public relations consul-
tancies, used industry-dominated NGOs and set up new groups, such as European
Livestock Voice, which was behind several misinformation campaigns to derail
legislation and to push the industry agenda. Only seven of the companies declare
their lobby efforts in the EU Transparency register, and they employ 16 lobbyists
and declare annual spending of €1.8-2.4 million per year lobbying EU institutions.
This shows that indirect lobbying through industry groups, where Big Meat and
Dairy companies are members, is much more prevalent as a tactic: these groups
have together spent €9.35- €11.54 million per year lobbying the EU and employ 72
lobbyists. These publicly disclosed figures are just the tip of the iceberg of their
influence, as companies also deploy numerous public affairs firms and lobbyists
at the national level.

Blocking action to cut agricultural methane was a specific target of these lobbyists.
With the help of industry-funded scientists, lobbyists present methane emissions
as part of a biogenic cycle and are promoting the industry friendly metric GWP* in
various public consultations and meetings. This report reveals a number of tactics

A For lobby groups that aren't agriculture-specific but cross-sectoral, this figure only includes meetings on relevant topics (e.g. agriculture,
climate, sustainability, consumer-labelling) as opposed to all of their meetings.
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to block any measures to regulate methane in the EU. For Copa-Cogeca and the Eu-
ropean Dairy Association (EDA) lobbying centred around the argument that cutting
methane emissions would be subject to double regulation. This tactic was used in
response to the National Emissions Ceiling (NEC) directive, Effort Sharing Regulation
and Industrial Emissions Directive. In the end, not a single one of these regulates
agricultural methane, and the fearmongering of double regulation designed to kill
any regulation succeeded. The EDA’s internal background document on the ‘Dairy
sector and the Green Deal’ even stated that: ‘With regards to clean air, the ammonia
targets of the NEC are still under implementation [Methane targets thankfully were
gjected out of the deal - we may need to make sure they do not come in again].”

Putting the tactics into play

The report also investigates how these tactics play out in real-time in different ge-
ographies. The EU and the US are powerful examples of how the political influence
of Big Meat and Dairy and their industry groups have resulted in the sector setting
its own regulatory agenda, translating into all-carrots-and-no-sticks approaches to

emissions from agriculture.

These two powerful regions, where 13 of the 22 investigated companies have head-
quarters, are also key in setting the global agenda. The influence of Big Meat was
clearly visible in the language of the Global Methane Pledge, where methane mit-
igation from agriculture is confined to “incentives and partnerships with farm-
ers” - the victory that the meat industry celebrated. Similarly, our FAO case study
shows that the industry successfully pushed their narratives on the primacy of
increasing efficiency in the sector through various techno-fixes over the scientific
consensus that the highest emissions savings potential comes from dietary shifts
towards more plant-rich diets. Two important reports that the FAO published

during COP28 in Dubai, Pathways towards lower emissions'® and Achieving SDG
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2 without breaching the 1.5 °C threshold: A global roadmap," were criticised for
adopting industry-friendly narratives to food systems transformation and signifi-
cantly downplayed the potential of dietary shift.?

Our report also reveals how similar tactics play out in other corners of the world.

K%
*
Over the past two decades, New Zealand’s dairy and meat industries, led by powerful
lobby groups like Dairy NZ and Federated Farmers, have effectively stalled efforts
to regulate agricultural emissions through a combination of political influence,
disinformation campaigns, and promises of future technological solutions. For
instance, the 2003 “Fart Tax” farmers’ protest successfully derailed a modest levy
proposal. Despite multiple attempts to introduce agricultural emissions pricing, as
well as including agriculture in the Emissions Trading Scheme, the sector remains
exempt from meaningful climate regulation, continuing to produce nearly half of
the country’s greenhouse gases at the expense of taxpayers. Recently, New Zea-
land’s Maori leader, Mike Smith, celebrated a win when the Supreme Court ruled
in his favour to take fossil fuel and dairy companies, including Fonterra, to trial on
the basis that these companies have a legal duty to him and others in communities
who are being impacted by climate change.” This suggests that it might take legal

action to finally change cut the country’s outsized methane emissions.

&

In Australia, we investigated how the industry mobilised significant distract and
delay tactics in response to the government’s attempt to join the Global Methane
Pledge. The industry used fearmongering to oppose this move, claiming that if the

plan was to involve a reduction in agricultural production or livestock numbers,
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this could jeopardise food security. # The Big Ag lobby was afraid that signing the
Pledge could introduce regulatory measures, such as a tax similar to the one in New
Zealand, and suggested there should be a proper consultation to avoid protests by
farmers.”> When joining the Pledge, the government convinced farmers through
assurances that the Pledge was non-binding and by promising investment in the

technical measures to cut emissions in the agriculture sector.

N A
K1 N

Despite hosting the UN Climate Conference COP26 in Glasgow and committing to
the Global Methane Pledge, the UK government has failed to implement a clear plan
to reduce methane emissions. The influence of major agricultural lobby groups,
such as the National Farmers Union (NFU), has clear fingerprints on policies that
promote voluntary techno-fixes and biomethane digesters, often at the expense
of smaller farms and comprehensive climate action, such as a shift to healthier di-
ets in a country that overconsumes meat and dairy. Prime Minister Rishi Sunak’s
alignment with right-wing agendas and farmer protests net-zero policies is seen as
a political move to gain support in the election year, despite public concern about

climate change and a growing trend toward reducing meat consumption.

&

Agricultural exceptionalism is clear throughout the Brazil case study. Brazil is the
largest beef exporter in the world, heavily reliant on the agriculture sector for its
GDP, and it has headquarters of three powerful meat companies: JBS, Marfrig and
Minerva. The industry interests are deeply embedded in Brazilian policymaking on
agriculture and its environmental and social impacts. Bolsonaro’s government gave
a huge boost to the interests of big farmers and landowners, leading to a significant

rise in deforestation and the dismantling of regulations and safeguards. While the
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Lula government is trying to reverse some of these environmental setbacks, the
interests of Big Ag are firmly embedded in political decision-making bodies and
public institutions. Their influence ranges from downplaying the sector’s impact on
climate and deforestation, such as promoting GWP*, to promoting incentives-only
approach to regulation with a preference for techno-fixes and voluntary measures.
The big three companies are also engaged in distract and delay tactics, greenwash-
ing their products and targeting young people to enhance their reputation at home

and abroad.

Our Italian case study is specifically focused on the country’s recent ban on cul-
tivated meat and the labelling restrictions of plant-based products. Our research
found that misinformation online spiked around key moments of the legislative
process around Italy’s ban on cultivated meat, including what appeared to be a
strategic deployment of disinformation around cultivated meat in the weeks prior
to the ban itself. Online narratives framed cultivated meat as “fake” or “synthetic”
and linked it to the “Great Reset” conspiracy theory, painting it as a threat to Italian
tradition and health. The misinformation surrounding Italy’s cultivated meat ban
was not confined to local actors. Notably, 80% of the top influencers spreading
false information were from the US, UK, and Sweden, using English language posts
to connect Italy’s policy to broader global conspiracies. For instance, posts from
influencers like Bev Turner and Peter Sweden promoted the ban as part of a fight
against a “global elite,” using Italy as a model for other countries to resist modern

food technologies and environmental policies.
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Conclusion

This report shows the power of Big Meat and Dairy lobby groups, fighting across
the world to maintain status quo, blocking climate action, such as dietary shifts
and the adoption of alternative proteins. While tactics resemble Big Oil, which
have now been widely discredited as harming public interest, Big Meat and Dairy
influence still flies under the radar, and they continue to benefit from agricultural
exceptionalism. In the US, about 800 times more public funding and 190 times more
lobbying money goes to animal-source food products than alternatives.” In the EU,
about 1,200 times more public funding and 3 times more lobbying money goes to
animal-source food products.’® Alternative proteins are a promising technology,
but they received only a fraction of investments deployed in other sectors. This is

blocking progress towards climate solutions in the food sector.

A report by the Boston Consulting Group found that per dollar invested, plant-based
proteins have the highest CO, savings of any sector and have ‘ready consumer in-
terest’. Market trends also show that there is a huge appetite for plant-based foods.
In 2022, a survey covering 31 countries found a global average of 44% of consumers
who were ‘likely to eat less meat or replace it with alternatives to limit their contri-
bution to climate change’.’® Millennials are also more likely to try not to eat meat,?
and 22% of the world’s population are vegetarian,? while actions like Veganuary
have been increasing year on year, with an estimated 25 million people taking part

in January 2024.%

The climate science is clear: actions that we take in this decade will define tem-
peratures and the world we live in for the decades to come. The livestock sector is
both a significant source of GHG emissions and uniquely vulnerable to the impacts
of climate change that are already being felt by farmers and ordinary people every-

where. The studies show that as temperatures increase further, climate impacts
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will only get worse, with significant financial implications for the sector, as well as
with potential catastrophic food security implications across the world, impacting
the most vulnerable the most. As the industry fights to resist any reduction to live-
stock numbers and the transition to healthier, more plant-based diets, we must take
urgent action to regulate the industry, reduce emissions and invest in alternatives.

As Big Tobacco and Big Oil are scrutinised, Big Ag should be too.
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Introduction

In the second half of the 20th century, global population underwent rapid
growth.? In the same period, one of the fastest cultural shifts in human his-
tory unfolded: the convergence to a ‘Global Standard Diet’.?¢ While many of
us now have access to a more diverse range of foods than ever before, our
diets have become more uniform on the global scale, largely modelled on a
diet originating in rich nations in the 1960s.?> As many countries underwent
an economic transition on the same timescale, consumption of meat and
dairy products accelerated globally, with the increase in per capita meat
consumption growing much faster than the population rate.? As a result,
global meat production has quadrupled since the 1960s and, as part of this
trend, beef production has more than doubled.?

The Global Standard Diet has been promoting a certain type of heavily in-
dustrialised farming, focusing on volume over other aspects, such as envi-
ronmental issues, animal welfare and genetic diversity of crops and animals.
As aresult, farming methods also converged: the biggest players globalised
their businesses and eliminated their smaller competitors.?® In the meat and
dairy farming sector, the result is a highly concentrated industry in the hands

of a few corporations.

| Source: Industrial cattle farming, WeAnimal
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Geographically speaking, while the level of industrial concentration varies from
region to region, the industries tend to be especially concentrated in major meat and
dairy exporting regions: the United States (US), Canada, the European Union (EU),
Brazil, Argentina, Australia and New Zealand.? In the US, four large conglomerates
control 73% of beef processing,*° while in Brazil, a third of the beef sector is in the
hands of three companies.?' In major dairy-producing countries, such as Denmark,
the Netherlands and New Zealand, individual ‘super co-ops’ control the majority
of the dairy market.3

Animal farming on this industrial scale is associated with a myriad of environmental
challenges, affecting both our land and water resources. Animal farming of lamb,
mutton and beef requires about 100 times more land than cereals,? and the expan-
sion of land associated with animal farming is one of the key drivers of biodiver-
sity loss globally.3* Agriculture is also responsible for three-quarters of worldwide
deforestation, with beef production alone responsible for 41% of it.3> The average
water footprint per calorie for beef is 20-times that of grain, while at the same time,
excess livestock manure is a main driver of soil and water pollution in many parts
of the world.3® One of the biggest negative impacts of this sector is how it affects
the climate: industrial animal farming is a major producer of greenhouse gases.
It is responsible for 57% of emissions linked to agricultural production, which ac-
counts for an estimated 37% of all global emissions.3” One of them, methane, is of
particular concern. Methane persists in the atmosphere for around a decade, but
despite its relatively short lifespan, it is a potent greenhouse gas - around 80 times
more powerful than CO, over 20 years?® and responsible for an estimated 25% of
warming experienced today.? These unique properties have led climate scientists
to call for rapid cuts in methane this decade, as this would buy us valuable time to
avoid dangerous climate tipping points and to give humanity a fighting chance to
stay under a 1.5°C temperature increase.
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Animal agriculture contributes 32% of the world’s methane emissions, making it
the single largest source of human-made methane emissions.*° But not all kinds of
animal farming contribute equally to livestock methane emissions: cattle farming
is responsible for the lion’s share of these emissions, due largely to enteric fermen-
tation from cow digestive systems. At product level, this means that beef and dairy

production have a disproportionate methane footprint.

Although there are solutions that can be implemented at farm level to reduce some of
these emissions, there is mounting scientific evidence that globally, meat and dairy
consumption need to be reduced to tackle the climate crisis. The Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPPC) stated that a shift to sustainable healthy diets that
feature plant-based food ‘could lead to substantial decreases in GHG [greenhouse gas]
emissions’.* This includes methane: a recent study found that 75% of food-related
heating was driven by foods that are high sources of methane. It further conclud-
ed that temperature rise could be cut by 55% by cutting meat consumption in rich
countries to medically recommended levels, reducing emissions from livestock

and their manure and using renewable energy in the food system.4?

Although these companies’ huge revenues would theoretically allow them to address
their environmental impact,* there is neither an international framework covering
their activities nor policies in jurisdictions where they operate that would set spe-
cific standards for monitoring, reporting or emission reduction targets. Yet their
GHG emissions are so high that they equal some of the fossil fuel companies. These
companies are only ‘accountable’ to the voluntary initiatives that they have set for
themselves (if any). To this day, only a handful of meat and dairy companies have
set science-based targets and a fraction of them have targets that include emissions
that occur in their supply chains, so-called Scope 3 emissions.44 The blatant lack
of accountability is facilitated by a broader lack of scrutiny on these companies:

mainstream media fails to report substantially on their level of responsibility to-
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wards climate change (see Box 1) and climate negotiations fall
short of dealing with agriculture and food systems’ emissions
in a meaningful way.* Public pressure is also weak: a consumer
poll across the US, the UK, Germany, France and Brazil revealed
that people in general perceive industrial meat production as

one the smallest contributors to climate change.4®

But as the climate crisis is accelerating, the lack of accountabil-
ity of the livestock industry is coming under growing scrutiny.
Increasingly, Big Meat and Dairy are being compared to Big Oil
as they use some of the same tactics that the fossil fuel industry
used to distract from their responsibility for the climate crisis, as
well as to derail and delay climate policies.*” Some of the rhetoric
used by both sectors are akin: fossil fuels were portrayed by the
industry as essential to fighting poverty while meat is portrayed
as key to combating world hunger.4® This report aims to explore
some of these corporate tactics played by Big Meat and Dairy
companies and farm lobbies that represent their interests. In
2020, Changing Markets published a landmark report entitled
Talking Trash,* which exposed the tactics employed by the
plastic industry to delay, distract and derail progressive legis-
lation to control plastic pollution. This report explores similar
corporate tactics deployed by the 22 Big Meat and Dairy corpo-
rations (some of them already featured in our previous reports
Blindspot, Emissions Impossible and Feeding us Greenwash), in
key geographies where these giants are concentrated (US, EU,
Brazil, UK, Australia and New Zealand) and where regulating

their activities could achieve the biggest impact.
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Box 1: How the mediais failing to tell the full climate story

The climate impact of meat and dairy production remains largely underreported in the media. A 2023 analysis found that
industrial meat production’s contribution to climate change received only 0.5% of coverage on climate change among
mainstream newspapers, newswires and digital media in the UK, US and EU (between 2020 and 2022).>° Another study
from the same year found that only 7% of over 1,000 climate articles from top US media outlets mentioned animal agri-

culture at all.”

The few that do report on the links between animal farming and the climate crisis tend to focus on the fact that the in-
dustry is a victim of the climate crisis, rather than an active contributor.”? A 2022 academic analysis> on news coverage
of the topic of reduction in meat consumption also found that newspapers often called for individual-level behavioural
change (rather than systemic changes). Crucially, it found that coverage of diet change efforts towards less meat portrayed
substantial disagreement in the field and engaged in ‘both-sideism’: Journalists covering new evidence on the need to
shift diets with less meat often quoted both the lead researcher and an opponent with ties to the livestock industry. The
authors noted that the 'inclusion of "both sideism" was similar to previous media coverage that presented climate change

as an open debate for years'>*

This winning strategy of the fossil fuel industry, which clouded climate science with ‘uncertainties’, was also combined
with a second strategy: target conservatives with the message that climate change is a liberal belief and paint its follow-
ers as ‘out of touch with reality’.> Pitching it as a partisan issue has been successful for the fossil fuel industry and climate

denialism; meat-eating's impact on the environment is proving to be equally polarising.>®

This glaring gap in news coverage of animal farming (and associated meat and dairy consumption) in relation to the
climate is problematic because media narratives help to set the political agenda and are precursors to political action.>”
To remediate the lack of coverage, experts across civil society organisations, academics and scientists working on these
issues need to make it a priority to feed the media with a constant stream of news stories.*® Finally, to stop casting doubt
and overcome polarisation, journalists ought to treat food and farming as a science (rather than a matter of opinions)*°
and reframe narratives to place the burden of the transformation of our food systems on food retailers and governments,

not consumers.®©
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Methodology

Looking across 22 Big Meat and Dairy corporations and 7 national or regional country
contexts, the research for the report involved more than 15 expert researchers and
investigative journalists and took place between February 2023 and May 2024. Using
a mixed-methods analysis, we conducted a desk-based research of 22 of the largest
meat and dairy companies, building on our previous reports Blindspot,** Emissions
Impossible®? and Feeding Us Greenwash.®® We looked at the corporate tactics they
are using to distract, delay and derail climate action, drawing on media reporting,
academic studies, companies’ annual reports, lobbying transparency databases,
information on political donations, and data gathered through Freedom of Infor-
mation requests in the EU and US.® We supplemented this desk-based review with
a series of semi-structured interviews with experts that work on environmental,

animal welfare, food and agriculture issues.

The team assessed climate targets of Big Meat and Dairy companies against a set
of standards for Net Zero Targets developed in a report by the UN High Level Ex-
pert Group launched at COP27, as well as one of the most common used voluntary
initiatives for climate targets, the Science Based Targets Initiative (SBTi). A full
breakdown of each companies’ net zero commitments can be seen in Table 1.1in
Chapter 1.

Companies’ investments were also assessed for the report, in particular comparing
the budget allocated to emission reduction programmes and projects, and financial
investment into PR and advertising. It was sometimes challenging to find a direct
comparison between each company, depending on the information they publish, and
how they account for their budget spend. Where these are not direct comparisons
between companies, this has been clearly stated. We then compared the amount

B In Europe these are called Access to Documents requests, so the names may be used interchangeably.
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spent on these two areas, with the public commitments that companies had made
toward emission reduction solutions. This included a comprehensive assessment
of technological fixes (some of which we have deemed ‘false solutions’), looking to
see whether companies are upholding their vocal commitments with action from
their pockets. (A full table covering technological fixes can be found in Chapter 2,

Table 2.2. ‘Evaluations of measures to reduce methane emissions).

But publicly available information only scratches the surface of corporate tactics to
prevent change, therefore tried to find out, how companies influence decision-mak-

ers behind the scenes.

We wanted to understand the lobby activities and influence of the 22 companies
covered in the report, including spending on lobbying and political donations,
how many meetings they have with policymakers and what is discussed, as well
as how these companies engage through membership of trade associations, and
other groups. This drew on information gathered from the EU’s Transparency Reg-
ister, Lobbyfacts.eu, and IntegrityWatch.eu. To understand the lobby activities of
companies in the US, OpenSecrets.org provided most of the lobbying information
analysed in the report. Aside from these two areas, corporate influence on policy-
makers was also analysed in some of the case studies, where we worked closely
with researchers from relevant countries to map any available information related
to lobby activities at a national level. These varied from country to country depend-

ing on the focus of the particular case study.

A total of 21 Access to Documents requests were tabled between February and May
2023, to 11 Directorate Generals (DGs) of the European Commission.¢

C Namely, four requests to Agriculture and Rural Development (DG AGRI), four to Climate Action (DG CLIMA), three to Environment (DG ENV),
three to the Secretariat General (SEC GEN), and one each to Health and Food Safety (DG SANTE), Internal Market, Industry, Entrepreneurship
and SMEs (DG GROW), Energy (DG ENER), Justice and Consumers (DG JUST), Financial Stability, Financial Services and Capital Markets Union
(DG FISMA), Budget (DG BUDG), and Structural Reform Support (DG REGIO).
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A total of 15 requests returned some or all of the documents we requested. The
remaining six responded that they did not hold the information we asked for. Ten
of the requests were for minutes of meetings that we had identified as being of
potential relevance (based on the actors involved and the subjects discussed) in
the online meetings lists published by the respective European Commissioners,
their cabinets, and Commission Director Generals. The remaining requests were
for correspondence with stakeholders relating to particular policies or topics (a to-
tal of seven), such as agricultural emissions in the Industrial Emissions Directive,
and the naming, labelling and promotion of plant-based proteins, or for contacts
with the US Department of Agriculture, US Department of State or US Dairy Export
Council regarding methane, livestock emissions and so on (a total of four). Full
details of all Fols tabled, and the replies and documents received, can be found
on asktheeu.org.P

Other resources used in the research for this report included analysis of the industry
submissions to public consultations run by the European Commission; company
and trade association websites, reports, press releases, and other published materi-
als; reports and analyses by NGOs, research organisations and civil society groups;
media articles; press materials from politicians and political entities; official policy
documents, proposals and opinions; amendments, written questions, motions, and
so on tabled by politicians; recordings of lobby events; published transparency data
about lobby meetings; other publicly available lobbying materials (such as papers,

briefings, letters, event agendas/minutes, etc.).

The country case studies, focused on publicly available information and policy
analysis working together with researchers familiar with the country context in
question. These had a particular focus to show how the tactics of Big Meat and Dairy

D See https://www.asktheeu.org/en/user/elaine_girvan Please note that one of the Fols listed on this page is from an earlier piece of research in
2022; so 21 of the total 22 requests on this page pertain to the research conducted for this report.
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played out in the national context, particularly in relation to methane emission
reduction and commitments to the Global Methane Pledge. Each study analysed
the pledges made by government, policy progress, and whether any of the policies
were delayed or derailed by the lobby activities of Big Meat and Dairy. Each case
study was reviewed by the national NGO experts from the country researched, who

were not involved in the original research.

The only exception to this was the Italy case study, where we focused on social
media misinformation surrounding the country’s recent ban on cultured meat and
labelling restrictions for plant-based products. For this chapter human+AI analysis
was employed, covering a time frame between March 2023 and February 2024, to
understand a specific legislative process and the online discussions surrounding
this ban, building from Changing Markets’ Truth, Lies, and Culture Wars research
and a previous case study on the Netherlands.®* After developing a lexicon of key
search terms, the research identified posts on X (formerly twitter) and analysed
these for misinformation. For this case study Ripple Research utilised a number of
analytical methods that picked up the timing of heightened activity, the themes of

discussions and identified influential voices and sources of misinformation.


https://www.asktheeu.org/en/user/elaine_girvan
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1. Distract

1.1 Introduction

This chapter explores the various distraction tactics that meat and dairy
companies are employing to draw attention away from their lack of climate
action. This includes efforts to present a natural, climate-friendly, healthy
image of their products alongside misleading advertising campaigns, some
aimed at younger consumers, and flawed and misleading net zero targets
that do not align with the standards of the United Nations’ High Level Expert
Group on Net Zero. Distraction tactics encompass any activity designed to
make customers and policymakers think real change is happening while al-
lowing industry to continue flooding the world with the idea that meat and
dairy products are the best nutritional choice and can be part of the solution
to climate change.

A significant proportion of these tactics can also be dubbed ‘greenwashing’.
This term does not just encompass cheating the consumer, who is increas-

ingly looking for more environmentally friendly products and companies,
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(and is often willing to pay a price-premium), but is also an unfair business practice,
as it leaves companies that are genuinely investing in sustainability at a disadvan-
tage. With concerns around greenwashing mounting, environmental claims from
companies are increasingly under scrutiny and crackdowns from bodies including

consumer and advertising regulators, the EU and even the UN.%> 667

1.2 Greenwashingin consumer brands

Greenwashing is when companies make claims to make their products, services or
brands appear more environmentally friendly than they are, for example through
advertising, or through misleading statements on their products or about their
business practices. Often greenwashing takes the form of broad, vague claims, such
as ‘green’ or ‘responsible’ without providing any supporting evidence. In the meat
and dairy sector, this is often accompanied by more subtle greenwashing, such as
the use of natural colours, logos and images of grazing or happy animals (while in
reality the products were often produced in industrial farms), or by omitting certain
information, such as production method or climate impact, to give the impression
that a product is better for the environment or for animal welfare.®® Greenwashing
- which is practised across different high-carbon sectors - has been highlighted by
campaigners and academics as an increasingly important front in the battle against

climate misinformation and a common industry delay tactic.®*F By putting up a

E As well as being highlighted by other academics, greenwashing is highlighted in the academic paper Discourses of Delay under the headline ‘all
talk little action’ where companies or countries argue, for example, ‘we are world leaders in addressing climate change’ and ‘we have approved
an ambitious target'. (Source: Lamb, W. F., Mattioli, G., Levi, S., Roberts, T., Capstick, S., Creutzig, F., Minx, J. C., Mlller-Hansen, Culhane, T.,
Steinberger, J. K. (2020). Discourses of climate delay. Global Sustainability, 3(e17):1-5. [ONLINE] Available at: https://www.cambridge.org/core/
journals/global-sustainability/article/discourses-of-climate-delay/)
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green smokescreen through greenwashing, companies are creating a collective
placebo effect, misleading us into believing change is happening, when in reality,
nothing has changed, or has even deteriorated.

Greenwashing is pervasive in the meat and dairy industry’s marketing of its prod-
ucts and consumer-facing brands. A Changing Markets report into greenwashing in
the food sector, Feeding Us Greenwash,” revealed bold green claims coming from
some of the biggest meat and dairy companies, a key tactic in which they seek to
distract from the environmental damage connected to their business activities. From
over 50 examples of misleading green claims that Changing Markets has analysed,
over 80% were the result of false or vague climate claims. These are often levelled
as product claims or adverts saying certain products are ‘carbon neutral’, ‘climate
positive’ or ‘low carbon’. Many of these claims were found on the products of meat
and dairy companies that are some of the biggest climate and methane polluters
and which lack comprehensive climate plans.

For example, we found Nestlé’s carbon neutral claims for its brands, including
Nespresso and KitKat, FrieslandCampina’s carbon neutral milk powder, Marfrig’s
carbon neutral beef, and Danone’s carbon neutral Actimel. Nestlé and several other
companies have since announced a move away from carbon neutral claims, instead
focusing on emissions reductions.” This is now likely to be followed by even more
companies, as such vague claims are now banned by the EU, while some of the

major certifiers, like Carbon Trust, have stopped approving them.

Other meat and dairy companies were found to be regularly using a more subtle
form of greenwashing by depicting cows grazing in empty, rolling green fields and
vague claims about how sustainable their products are, even when, in reality, the
products come from industrial agriculture. Both Arla and Saputo were found to

utilise this form of subtle greenwashing, with Saputo marketing its ‘Make it better’


https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/global-sustainability/article/discourses-of-climate-delay/7B11B722E3E3454BB6212378E32985A7
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/global-sustainability/article/discourses-of-climate-delay/7B11B722E3E3454BB6212378E32985A7
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cheddar, while Arla’s cheddar is ‘building a sustainable future’. Dairy
products seemed to be particularly greenwashed with vague claims like
‘planet-friendly’ and ‘sustainable future’ used on the packaging, along
with shades of green and images of grazing cows.

We also found numerous climate claims that related to the packaging
only, ignoring the emissions-intensive content. The most outrageous
example was beef jerky sold under Amazon’s climate-friendly pledge on
the grounds that it had had some air removed from its packaging - but
which was still non-recyclable flexible plastic. Beef jerky is one of the

most carbon intensive food products available on supermarket shelves.

We then tested these claims with consumer polling run by YouGov. The
polling showed that these claims motivate consumers, who are will-
ing to pay more for products with environmental claims. Almost half
of people in Germany and UK told us that they regularly buy products
with sustainability labels or certifications, with nearly one in three being
willing to pay more for climate labels and over half willing to pay more
for animal welfare labels. This shows how Big Meat and Dairy benefits
from distracting consumers from the true environmental costs of their

products and why it is important to clamp down on greenwashing.
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Box 1.2:

Greenwashing clampdown

The EU has been revising its consumer legislation to address what claims companies can and can-
not make. The Directive on Empowering Consumers for the Green Transition will make the EU the
toughest region in the world when it comes to claims companies can make to consumers. It will ban
a number of vague green claims, such as ‘carbon neutral’, ‘net zero' or ‘environmentally friendly'.
Such claims will now need to be substantiated by an official certification scheme, set up by public
authorities, while claims that are solely based on offsetting will be banned.”” The Green Claims
Directive, which puts in place methodologies to substantiate green claims, as well as enforcement

and penalties is currently going through the co-decision procedure.”

This legislation is bound to accelerate complaints against companies which have already been
growing in number and are resulting in successful lawsuits and regulatory decisions. For example,
in March 2024, a court ruled that the Dutch airline KLM had misled consumers and had painted
an ‘overly rosy picture’ of some of its climate efforts.” In the financial sector in 2022, the UK bank
HSBC became the first major bank to face action over greenwashing when it was forced to pull an
advertising campaign by the UK's advertising regulator for adverts that highlighted sustainability
efforts without also giving details of its fossil fuel financing.”” The UK is also tightening its green-
washing regulations, as well as enforcement of the Competition and Markets Authority’s (CMA)

Green Claims Code.

Actions are also beginning to target meat and dairy companies. In June 2023, a US federal adver-
tising body banned the net zero claims of JBS, deeming that its claims to be on a path towards net
zero was not backed up by credible plans.” This was followed in March 2024 by a greenwashing
lawsuit brought against the company by the New York Attorney General Letitia James against
JBS' US subsidiary.”” In 2021, Danish meat company, Danish Crown was forced to withdraw a claim
about its pork being ‘climate controlled’ from its products, after campaigners complained. In April
2024, a Danish Court ruled that the claim was indeed 'misleading’ and ordered the company to pay
€40,000 in legal costs.”®
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1.2.1. Marketing meat to younger audiences as a natural, green and
healthy option

Companies are also using more targeted strategies to greenwash their operations
- and promote meat as a sustainable, natural and healthy choice. One particularly
interesting example of how this plays out is when it comes to the industry advertis-
ing to younger generations. The meat and dairy industries seem fearful that these
generations are more concerned about the environment, animal welfare and climate
issues, and are trying to position their products as aligned to these values. They
are also playing on Gen Z’s concerns about health to attack alternatives, by using

narratives that plant-based foods are processed and full of unnatural chemicals.

Particular efforts are being made to target young generations who are most concerned
about climate change, through activity on social media and online collaborations
with influencers popular with Gen Z, including those on TikTok and YouTube,
gamers, wellness influencers and popular sports figures. While much of the activity
happens online, other more longstanding methods are also used to target young

people - especially through targeting in schools.

These efforts are sometimes aided by PR firms with experience of working with
Big Food, as well as oil and tobacco clients, including the world’s most famous PR

firm, Edelman.”

Gen Z, closely followed by millennials, are the most concerned about the environ-
ment out of any generation; for example, polling from Pew Research found that
37% of Gen Z (25 years old or younger) said addressing climate change was their top
personal concern.® Gen Z are also particularly concerned about health and more
likely to see plant-based foods as a healthy option.
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Polling of Gen Z consumers in the UK, France, Poland, Spain and Germany from
the EIT Food project found that a total of 72% of Gen Z said they see healthy eating
as an integral part of their physical and mental health. Amongst the ‘healthiest’
options for food, Gen-Zers said they prefer whole, organic and plant-based foods.
Gen Z are also more likely to see processed food as unhealthy, to be concerned with
convenience when cooking food, and to find out about nutrition and new recipes

from social media - notably TikTok.®

These environmental, health and lifestyle concerns are translating into different
buying habits which pose a significant threat to the future of meat and dairy com-
panies’ business. For example, according to McKinsey, Gen Z and millennials are the
generations that are the most interested in vegetarian, vegan, and conscious eating
options, while according to the consumer market research company Circana, in the

US in 2022 members of Gen Z bought 20% less milk than the national average.% %

In response, many major meat and dairy companies and trade groups are undertak-
ing targeted efforts to win the trust of younger generations, with social media often
at the centre of their efforts. This follows the example of the oil and gas industry,
which has hired hundreds of content creators since 2017 to boost perceptions of
the companies among young people concerned about climate impacts.?

In the US and EU, several campaigns have focused on fears about a decrease in
dairy consumption overall and particularly among younger audiences. In 2022,
Dairy Farmers of America launched a major new social media and digital campaign
‘showcasing how dairy is sustainably made and can help protect the planet’® In an
effort to target younger consumers, the campaign’s launch featured a collabora-
tion with YouTuber Sean Evans, host of the ‘Hot Ones’ - a YouTube show where he
interviews guests while eating spicy chicken wings. (First We Feast - the channel
which hosts Hot Ones - has 12.8 million subscribers, and the video in question had

691,000 views at the time of writing.)%®



ANIMAL-BASED FOODS TEND TO HAVE A LARGER CARBON FOOTPRINT
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Meat is a sustainable way to get protein

When it comes to water, land, and energy, meat production is
highly inefficient and unsustainable. Agricultural production
accounts for 80% of all deforestation in the world and half of
the world’s habitable land is used for agriculture.®” Destroying
forests for grazing beef cattle results in the loss of 2.71 million
hectares of tropical forest annually, the same size as Sweden.8®
If we shifted to a plant-based diet, global agricultural land use
could be reduced by 75%.% It takes about 100 times more land
to produce the same amount of calories or protein from beef
or lamb compared to plant-based alternatives like peas or to-
fu.%° With nearly 10 billion people expected on earth by 2050,
we need to see a shift towards efficient farming practices and
sustainable diets.” Under the current growth scenario, there’s
a 56% disparity between the crop calories produced in 2010

and the projected requirements for 2050.9

| Figure 2: Animal-based foods have a larger carbon footprint

| Source: Carbon Brief



Changing Markets © 2024 all right reserved

> YouTube

P> Pl o) 003/238

The collaboration on the show was also accompanied by a wider series of new ‘dig-
ital and streaming adverts’, according to a Dairy Farmers of America press release,
showing ‘[hJow Milk Cuts the Heat in Spicy Foods, but Can Also Help Keep the Planet
from Getting too Hot by Lowering Emissions. 9 Content from Evans - who currently
has 81 million followers on TikTok - has included a sponsored video on National
Farmers Day in which he promoted pro-milk facts as he challenged a gamers to
compete in a special dairy-farm-themed level of Minecraft for a chance to win a

cash prize.

Similarly in the US, Dairy Management Inc has worked with Gen Z influencer and

Youtuber Mr Beast (real name Jimmy Donaldson) to promote the National Dairy
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Hot Ones host
Sean Evans, Youtube

Checkoff’s #UndeniablyDairy campaign. According to Dairy Management Inc’s
president and CEO, Donaldson was chosen as ‘Gen Z looks for authenticity, humor,
and voices they can relate to, and we know MrBeast will be effective in portraying
how dairy remains a health and wellness solution and is produced in a way that is
environmentally friendly o4

Parts of the Undeniably Dairy campaign were delivered by PR company Edelman,
the oldest and largest PR company in the world, which has delivered major cam-
paigns for oil and gas companies such as Exxon and Shell, as well as working for the
tobacco industry.% On its website, Edelman says that its work on the Undeniably
Dairy Campaign secured ‘more than 271 million impressions and more than 72 million
video views’ and that ‘among our audience, purchase intent for dairy alternatives

(e.g. plant-based milks) decreased 6%
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In the EU, Arla’s UK subsidiary has called on Gen-Z not to ‘cancel’ dairy over similar
concerns about young people’s purchasing intent.” While digital campaigns aim
to promote the industry’s environmental credentials to consumers, they are also
working to target Gen Z’s concerns about health, and rebrand meat and dairy as a
natural food and part of a healthy diet.

For example, a campaign from Beef + Lamb New Zealand is running a campaign
named ‘Good things start with New Zealand Beef + Lamb campaign’ featuring New
Zealand women’s rugby player, Stacey Waaka, and which is targeting teenage girls
and women in the country. According to a spokesperson for Beef + Lamb New Zea-
land, the campaign ‘will be focusing on the nutritional value, and sustainability of
beef and lamb - reassuring consumers that grass-fed New Zealand beef and lamb is
good for them, good for New Zealand and good for the planet*® In the UK, the Agri-
culture and Horticulture Development Board (AHDB) (a semi-governmental body
funded by industry) is running its first campaign targeting Gen Z through social
media, collaborating with the online food platform Mob Kitchen, and the TikTokers
Cole Anderson and Jack Joseph (who have a combined 5.4 million followers on the
platform).® This includes a joint video where Anderson and Joseph promote the
new Mob recipes “showcasing pork in a variety of world cuisines’, and an article on
Mob’s website, presenting pork as a great ‘post-workout’ food.

The AHDB was also recently criticised for a major advertising campaign, ‘Let’s Eat
Balanced’, that it ran at the beginning of 2024, timed to coincide with Veganuary.
The campaign was estimated to reach 9 out of 10 adults in the UK, and specifically
targeted younger consumers through partnerships with influencers on platforms
including TikTok. The AHDB declared the campaign a victory, according to com-
ments from a spokesman reported in an article in the Farmers Guardian, but did not
provide any data to support this claim.°° The campaign was delivered by Ogilvy,
another PR firm with a history of representing fossil fuel heavyweights.!°t 102
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In the US the Milk Processor Education Program (MilkPEP) - an organisation funded
by milk producers to encourage consumption - promoted the health credentials
of milk to young people through a campaign called ‘Gonna Need Milk’, which has
focused on partnerships with sportspeople and gamers to present milk to young
people as a ‘performance drink’.1%1°4 The industry is also training and coordinating
influencers, to amplify these ‘positive messages’ - including on health and sus-
tainability - on social media. For young people specifically, the Animal Agriculture
Alliance (AAA) - a US industry group which represents Cargill, Smithfield and the
American Farm Bureau Federation, among others - runs a yearly course called
‘online aggies’ where it trains college-age students from colleges across several
different states in the US to promote positive messages about the US agriculture

industry.10s 106

| Source: AHDB's We Eat Balanced campaign that “champions British beef, lamb and dairy.”


https://www.farmersweekly.co.nz/markets/new-marketing-drive-for-beef-and-lamb-kicks-off/
https://www.farmersweekly.co.nz/markets/new-marketing-drive-for-beef-and-lamb-kicks-off/
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Every week on the course students are tasked with posting content on Facebook, Instagram,
Twitter and/or TikTok with positive messages on themes such as health, animal welfare and the
environment. Content featured in the Impact Report included an ‘infographic challenge’ where
a student had created content about the sustainability of the US poultry industry and Instagram
posts about - for example - how livestock reduce and recycle waste. According to the AAA’s im-
pact report, in 2022, students’ posts reached over 8.5 million people.'*

1.2.2. Influencing education systems

In another tactic that echoes that of fossil fuel companies - the meat and dairy industry also target
young people offline through efforts to gain influence in schools and convince both schoolchildren
and teachers that animal products are a necessary part of a healthy diet for young people.°® Fol-
lowing a long history of (successfully) pushing for milk to form an integral part of school meals,
the industry has continued these efforts in the context of rising concern over falling sales.'% Dairy
industry groups have also pushed educational materials and programmes that present milk as
a healthy and necessary choice to students."o "

The beef industry has taken a similar tack when it comes to creating and sponsoring educational
materials. For example, as Wired reported in 2024, over the past eight years, the American Farm
Bureau Federation has produced industry-backed lesson plans, learning resources, in-person
events and webinars as part of a programme to boost the cattle industry’s reputation in the
country and counter ‘misinformation’."? PR firm Look East - run by so-called Big Food advo-
cate Charlie Arnott - has organised trips for influencers where they can learn and post about the
benefits of animal agriculture. Look East has recently taken part in a webinar with the American
Farm Bureau Federation to discuss efforts to target Gen Z.'> 14, 115
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The Meat Industry Is Advertising Like Big Oil

But they're using public funds to do it.

By Cartie Werthman on Apr 18, 2023 @ 12:02 PDT
3 14 min read

A cow stands in front of a wind turbine. Credit: iStock

Later this month, the National Cattlemen’s Beef Association (NCBA) will head to the 2023 National Agri-Marketing
Association’'s conference to see if its public relations campaign about beef's sustainability can secure the national
award for campaigns directed to consumers.

Earlier this year, a campaign NCBA began in 2021 called "Beefing up Sustainability,” and a corresponding
campaign targeted to kids, advanced to the final round.

Both were part of NCBA's multi-pronged PR campaign about how beef is actually a climate-conscious food. The
group, which is the beef industry’s largest trade association, plastered the New York Times (including its popular
podcast The Daily) and the Washington Post with climate-conscious food messaging. It also hired food and
nutrition influencers to talk about #sustainablebeef on social media. On Earth Day and during the United Nations
Climate Week, it published 85 letters to the editor in local newspapers on "behalf” of cattle farmers proclaiming that
beef is sustainable.

The NCBA wrote in its National Agri-Marketing Association's award submission that Beefing up Sustainability aimed
to “combat misinformation about beef sustainability and proactively position beef as a sustainable food.”

However, climate experts would describe beef not as “a sustainable food,” but as a climate problem. For each
kilogram of beef produced, nearly 60 kilograms of greenhouse gasses are released. In comparison, wheat releases
less than 2 kilograms of greenhouse gasses per kilogram produced.
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Myth bust: Consumers are free to choose the food they want to eat

The industry’s claim that increased meat consumption is solely due to consumer demand overlooks
the significant role played by marketing, availability, subsidies, and pricing strategies, simplifying the
complex interplay of factors shaping dietary habits in a market-driven food industry. We often call com-

bination of these food environments.

The Beef Checkoff programme in the United States is a notable example that underscores how indus-
try-driven initiatives influence consumer choices. The Beef Checkoff programme, funded by a man-
datory fee on cattle $1-per-head assessment, invests heavily in marketing campaigns to promote beef
consumption. In 2023 the Beef Checkoff brought in $42,982,585 and spent around $39 million on pro-
grammes for beef promotion, research, consumer information, industry information, foreign marketing
and producer communications."® The programme funds and promotes research that downplays the
impact of cattle production on climate change."” The Programme ran this ad in the New York Times on
Sunday, (August 8, 2021) and funded the “Beef Is Tonight’s Sustainable Dinner Option” campaign.'®

The programme has even targeted children. AFBFA, a contractor to Beef Checkoff, initiated a campaign
aimed at schools to address industry concerns regarding science teachers encountering what they per-
ceive as ‘misinformation’ or ‘propaganda.® As part of this effort, AFBFA developed industry-sponsored

educational materials like comics, bingo games, and math worksheets, it created lesson plans, learn-
ing resources, and in-person events to enhance the cattle industry’s reputation and counteract these
perceived challenges.

An example of a misleading ad funded by Beef Checkoff
programme that ran in New York Times and Wall Street

These campaigns significantly influence consumer perceptions, sway purchasing decisions away from Journalin August 2021

plant-based options, and contribute to the normalisation of high meat consumption. Through strategic
marketing, pricing, and the widespread availability of meat products, whilst simultaneously tearing down
alternative proteins, the industry effectively guides consumers toward increased meat consumption,
shaping dietary habits in a market-driven food industry.’?°


https://www.nationalbeefwire.com/beef-checkoff-approves-fiscal-year-2022-checkoff-plan-of-work
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1.2.3. Spreading misinformation online and attacks
on alternative protein

Although companies are spending millions on service of various PR firms such as
Edelman, they are also working to mobilising citizen allies to further promote meat
and dairy, particularly online. The National Cattleman’s Beef Association (NCBA) has
taken efforts to influence citizens through its Masters of Beef Advocacy, an online,
admissions-only course, which now has more than 21,000 graduates and which
the Guardian described as creating an ‘army of influencers and citizen activists’, to
promote industry-friendly narratives relating to beef. According to an NCBA doc-
ument the advocates and spokespeople trained in the programme, for which the
NCBA spent $572,000 in 2023 alone, ‘help educate consumers and influencers about
the role of beef'in a healthy diet’ and to ‘respond when there is misinformation in the
public about beef production and other beef-related issues.*

As well as presenting meat as a natural and healthy choice, social media and ad-
vertising efforts are also attacking alternative protein sources which pose a threat
to meat and dairy companies’ core business. These efforts have been linked to the
work of PR professionals who have amplified industry’s messaging to broader audi-
ences, and which have represented oil and gas and tobacco clients. They have also
been boosted by other third parties which amplify industry’s messaging and lend
it credibility with the public, notably the industry-funded Clarity and Leadership
for Environmental Awareness and Research (CLEAR) Center at the University of

California Davis.

While lobbying efforts against alternatives have taken the tactic of arguing against
the ‘misleading’ labelling of plant-based products (see the Derail chapter), advertis-
ing and social media efforts most often take the approach of attacking the authen-

ticity and health credentials of plant-based products, with the aim of generating
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mistrust among consumers. One figure who has been credited with planting the
seed for many arguments attacking meat and dairy alternatives in the mainstream
is PR executive Richard Berman.?? Berman, who has reportedly taken pride in his
nickname ‘Dr Evil’, has a record of working for ‘dark-money coalitions’ in addition
to his PR company, Berman and Company, which has represented clients including
Tyson Foods and the International Dairy Federation, and was set up with money
from tobacco firm Phillip Morris.!?3 124

In 2019, in a major moment for the battle against alternative proteins, a Berman-af-
filiated and food-industry funded group, the Center for Consumer Freedom (CCF)
began to place adverts against these products.’?> In its most high-profile advertising
push, in 2020 the CCF ran a $5 million Super Bowl advertisement based on a school
spelling bee with children asked to spell some of the ingredients of alternative
protein products. The core argument of the advert, which focused on methylcel-
lulose, a plant-based compound appearing in a wide variety of supermarket goods,
including cakes and bread, was that: ‘If you can’t spell it or pronounce it, maybe you
shouldn’t be eating it Berman has also said industry should target young people
specifically. In 2022, for example, he wrote in livestock trade publication Meating-
place, arguing that the industry needs to target the consumers of tomorrow more
aggressively to ensure their loyalty.*?

Professor Frank Mitloehner, head of the CLEAR Center at UC Davis, is another
high-profile actor who joined in attacks on alternative meats in 2019 as alternative
meat companies such as Beyond Meat were seeing rising sales. This included tweet-
ing a quiz that asked which ingredients are for Beyond and Impossible burgers and
which are for premium dog food. The post was widely shared on social media and
the concept was later adapted by the CCF for an advert, though Mitloehner claimed
there was no collaboration with the group.'?®
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Since these interventions, content attacking alternatives to meat have
become widespread across the internet with social media users often
employing very similar, if not the same, arguments. Fast Company, for
example, has reported how posts echoing Berman and Mitloehner’s attacks
- often verbatim - across diverse online communities have appeared in
recent years, including wellness influencers, keto dieters, the anti-seed

oil crowd and vaccine sceptics.?

While these social media messages come from many fronts, one organi-
sation that has actively pushed online engagement on beef messaging in
recent years - and may have had a hand in boosting the number of online
attacks - is the National Cattleman’s Beef Association (NCBA). The NCBA
has hired numerous agencies since 2018 to assist it with its ‘messaging
and strategy’, including Ketchum, VMLY&R (now VML) and Linhart PR, all
of which represent fossil fuel clients. The NCBA on its website advocated
using influencers ‘to engage with consumers across the country about beef’s
positive message.’>° As previously mentioned, its ‘Masters in Beef Advoca-
cy’ programme, has also distributed infographics about meat’s impacts,
and called on its students to engage proactively with other consumers
online - as well as offline - debates.’"

Outside of social media, other high-profile advertising efforts have at-
tacked alternative proteins along similar lines. One recent high-profile
example is an advert run by the Checkoff-funded body Milk PEP in the
USA in 2023, which featured White Lotus and Parks and Recreation star
Aubrey Plaza (who has a big fan base among younger generations). The
video is a parody of an advert for a type of milk named ‘Wood Milk’, and
centres around Plaza attacking the authenticity of plant-based milks. The
advert ends with Plaza saying: ‘Is Wood Milk real? Absolutely not. Only

real milk is real )32
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Plant based alternatives are ultra-processed food

Ultra-processed foods (UPFs) are industrially designed to be hyper-palatable, convenient,
and shelf-stable, packed with additives like preservatives, flavour enhancers, and sweet-
eners®3. Unlike whole foods, UPFs are made from industrial ingredients with minimal
nutritional value, often leading to overconsumption and health issues such as obesity,

diabetes, and heart disease.

One tactic used by the meat and dairy industry is to push the narrative that plant-based
alternatives are all ultra-processed and unhealthy.3* This argument attempts to stop the
growing demand for plant-based options and is both oversimplified and misleading. It
distracts from the fact that many meat-based products, such as burgers, sausages, and
nuggets, are highly processed and aggressively marketed due to their low production costs.
Notably, 40% of conventional meat products were classified as ‘less healthy’ compared
to just 14% of plant-based alternatives based on the UK’s Nutrient Profiling Model.?>

It is crucial to evaluate each food’s nutritional content individually. Many plant-based
products are high in fibre and nutrients and are better for people and the planet than
meat options. For instance, swapping a beef burger for a plant-based burger can reduce
health risks associated with high levels of red meat intake and are more environmen-
tally friendly, with plant-based burgers associated with up to 98% less greenhouse gas

emissions.36-137

While unprocessed plant-based foods are the healthiest options, replacing highly pro-
cessed meat products with minimally processed plant-based alternatives can support a
healthier diet and reduce environmental impact. The meat industry’s push to maintain
UPF meat consumption, despite links to health issues like cancer and heart disease, pri-
oritises profits over health and overlooks the benefits of minimally processed plant-based

products that are nutritious, affordable, and environmentally friendly.
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1.3 Weak voluntary commitments

Companies are investing significant funds and time into distracting us from their
lack of climate action. In the public space a narrative is being pushed to ensure the
consumer and younger generations are buying their products and feeling positive
about the environmental choices they are making based on their green labelling.
To back this up, companies are also promoting green targets and sustainability
platforms, usually without any transparency, clear measurement system or ac-
countability. Voluntary commitments and weak targets, allows companies PR
pushes with positive media headlines without taking any concrete action. Flawed
and misleading net-zero targets are under increasing scrutiny, including from the

UN High-Level Expert Group on Net Zero.
1.3.1. Corporate net zero strategies: failing on integrity

Corporate climate or net zero targets have been identified as one of the most prom-
inent ways in which companies greenwash. The UN Secretary General Antonio
Guterres has identified them as a key tool of climate greenwashing. For example,
in speech to the World Economic Forum, earlier this year Guterres argued net zero
targets can perpetuate ‘false narratives’ and feed ‘a culture of climate misinforma-
tion and confusion’ about the extent of companies’ action on climate change.s® As
a result of these concerns, in March 2022, Guterres established a High-Level Ex-
pert Group on the Net-Zero Emissions Commitments of Non-State Entities (Expert
Group) to develop stronger and clearer standards for net-zero emissions pledges by
non-State entities - including businesses, investors, cities, and regions - and speed

up their implementation.’®

The New Merchants of Doubt | Distract | 39

At COP27 in Sharm El-Sheikh, the Expert Group delivered a report setting out new
standards for Net Zero targets, including clear recommendations for companies
and financial institutions.#° The UN Secretary-General also gave a clear message
to companies during his remarks at the report’s launch: ‘Abide by this standard and

update your guidelines right away - and certainly no later than COP28.

We analysed meat and dairy company’s net zero pledges against key recommen-
dations set out by the Expert Group. Only 15 of the 22 companies covered in the
report have published or are working on a net zero or other type of climate target.
Therefore, we focused our assessment on these 15 companies’ statements, sus-
tainability reports, and other publicly available information with the standard
proposed by the Expert Group.'#-142143.144 Not all companies described their targets
with the same language,t for example some may use ‘net zero’, or say that they are
moving towards ‘climate neutrality’ (Danish Crown and FrieslandCampina), while
two Chinese companies (Yili and Mengniu) frame their targets as carbon neutral.!4>

It should be said that while there are major risks of companies delaying action
through greenwashing, there are also major risks associated with inaction. This
analysis found that seven companies (Bigard, Cargill, DMK, Marfrig, NH Group, OSI
Group and Saputo) have no net zero - or equivalent - target, therefore they were
excluded from more detailed analysis.#¢ Cargill, Marfrig, OSI group and DMK have
weak near-term climate targets set in 2030s and usually aiming for around 30%
intensity reduction in Scope 3. Saputo, NH Foods and Groupe Bigard have no plan
at all, therefore they cannot be held accountable. Several of these companies, like
Bigard, are private, family-owned businesses, which do not face investor or public
scrutiny over their environmental performance.
F The UK's National Grid says that while the two terms are sometimes used interchangeably, ‘net-zero’ tends to be greater in scope than ‘carbon
neutrality’ (often targeting non CO2, as well as CO2, emissions) and have more of an emphasis on emissions reductions, with carbon neutrality

often relying more on removals and offsets. (Source: National Grid (n.d.) Carbon neutral vs net zero - understanding the difference [ONLINE]
Available at: https://www.nationalgrid.com/stories/energy-explained/carbon-neutral-vs-net-zero-understanding-difference)


https://www.nationalgrid.com/stories/energy-explained/carbon-neutral-vs-net-zero-understanding-difference
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While this research does not provide a comprehensive comparison with the Expert
Group standards -- which provides dozens of guidelines across 10 broad recommen-
dations in its detailed report - it does provide an indication of whether companies
are measuring up in some of the areas most relevant to emissions-mitigation in
line with climate goals. As we see in this chapter, the research suggests companies
are widely failing on integrity, and their targets are not driving rapid climate action

and investments to reduce their emissions.

In addition to evaluating the strength of companies’ commitments, we also ana-
lysed the guidelines for climate targets set out by the Science Based Targets Ini-
tiative (SBTi), which is often presented as the gold standard for corporate climate
action, against the Expert Group standard. Like other recent analyses of the SBTi,
we also found that the initiative is failing to accurately assess the credibility of

companies’ ambition.
1.3.2. Companies must align to limit warming to 1.5°C

In its advice, the Expert Group said that companies’ net zero pledges must be
aligned with 1.5°C of warming. However, current data from the SBTi says that only
two of the companies - Nestlé and Danone - are on track for 1.5°C under the SBTi’s
highest ‘net zero’ standard (this standard assesses both companies’ short and long-
term emissions targets to give an overall assessment of their emissions reductions
goals). (See Table 1.1)

As Table 1.1 shows, Lactalis and Yilli have committed to be rated under the SBTi’s
‘net zero’ standard, but have not yet had targets approved by the SBTi. Six com-
panies (Arla, Danish Crown, Danone, Nestlé, FrieslandCampina and Vion) have
received a 1.5°C rating for their short-term emissions, but have not set targets for

longer-term emissions reductions.'4®
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Seven companies which have set net zero targets did not have any targets approved
as 1.5°C compliant with the SBTi at all, either because they were rated as being
compliant with a less rigorous standard of 2 or well below 2°C which the SBTi is
phasing out (Dairy Farmers of America, Fonterra, Tyson Foods); because they had
committed to set targets but not yet done so (Lactalis, Yili), had not engaged with

the SBTi process at all (Itoham, Mengniu), or had been removed (JBS).5 149150

While the fact that only two companies (Nestlé and Danone have had its overar-
ching climate plans approved by the SBTi is of concern, there are also significant
concerns with the strength of the SBTi’s evaluations, and reason to believe that
companies that have had targets rated as 1.5°C emission compliant by the SBTi are

a long way from this.

For example, while the SBTi gives Nestlé a 1.5°C rating for its climate plans through
the organisation’s ‘net zero standard’ (which rates companies’ targets for both
long-term and short-term emissions), other analyses suggest Nestlé is some way
off being 1.5°C aligned and that the company’s net zero target lacks integrity. For
example, analysis of Nestlé’s plans by the New Climate Institute in 2024, found
that, far from being 1.5°C compliant, the Nestlé’s climate plans had ‘low integrity’.
The New Climate Institute also rated Nestlé’s short-term targets (also rated 1.5°C
by the SBTi) as ‘poor’.'s!

The New Climate Institute’s (NCI) more negative rating of Nestlé was given for a
number of reasons, including the fact that Nestlé’s 2030 reduction target is mea-
sured against ‘business as usual,; an accounting trick that can allow emissions

growth overall, as well as company’s heavy reliance on regenerative agriculture,

G As of 2019, the SBTi began phasing out '2C" and ‘well below 2C’ targets and companies - which are expected to review their submissions at least
every five years, will be expected to re-apply with 1.5C targets if they wish to continue to be approved by the body. See citation 138 and 139.
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| Table1.1: Net-Zero Targets

Companies have set these targets, though they are not always substantiated or robust. ‘Net zero targets' includes companies that have said they are working to net zero but have not provided a date as well as companies who are working toward ‘carbon neutral’ or ‘climate neutral’ goals.
The SBTi website has been used as the source for targets where this information was available on the SBTi's dashboard. Where this was not available, we have used other, company sources.

The SBTi website has been used as the source for targets where this information was available on the SBTi's dashboard. Where this was not available, we have used other, company sources.

Dairy Farmers of America does not appear to disclose its emissions in its latest (2022) Sustainability Report and doesn't report to the Carbon Disclosure Project.

Danish Crown says that: ‘Given the high complexity of scope 3 emissions and our reliance on third-party data, scope 3 emissions for 2022/23 will be available in May 2024 (Source: Danish Crown Annual Report 2022 - 2023, p10; see endnote 6)

Percentage based on data declared for 2021/2022 (Source: Danish Crown 2021/2022 Sustainability Report; see endnote 7).

Danone also reports its percentage decrease in methane emissions (13.3%) between 2020 and 2023, though doesn't appear to report a total figure. (Source: Integrated Report 2023; see endnote 8, p15)
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Fonterra commits to a 50% absolute reduction in Scope 1and 2 emissions by 2030. (Source: 2023 Sustainability Report; see endnote 9)

Fonterra is working towards a 30% intensity reduction in Scope 1and 3 FLAG emissions from dairy by 2030, a target it announced in November 2023. (See endnotes 11 and 12)

—

FrieslandCampina reports figures for ‘Scope 3 member milk’ which is taken to account for most if not all of its Scope 3 emissions (Source: Carbon Disclosure Project 2023; see endnote 15)

~

Itoham says, ‘Our Group has formulated targets of halving Group greenhouse gas emissions (Scope 1,2) by 2030 (compared to FY2016) (Source: 2023 Integrated Report; see endnote 16)

No mention of Scope 3 reduction targets anywhere in its 2023 Integrated report, though there is mention of the Scope 1and 2 reduction goals above.

Itoham reports 210,273 tCO2 Scope 1emissions, 160,605 tCO2 Scope 2 emissions, and 6,952 2 tCO2 Scope 3 emissions its 2023 submission to the Carbon Disclosure Project and appears to have disclosed its 2021 figures on the its website. (See endnotes 17 and 18)
JBS will reduce its global scope 1and 2 emission intensity by at least 30% by 2030 against base year 2019. (Source: 2022 Sustainability Report; see endnote 20).

Although JBS said its net zero pledge will cover all Scopes (see endnote 20) the company has not set Scope 3 emissions reduction targets.

T O =z =2 -

JBS reported Scope 3 emissions partially in its 2021 Sustainability Report, though with numerous exceptions and omissions. (Source: Sustainability Report 2021/2022; see endnote 22). Its 2022 sustainability report says: we are currently updating our global scope 3 GHG emission footprint against the newly released FLAG Guidance and draft GHG
Protocol Land Sector Removals Guidance. It appears JBS' 2023 filing with the Carbon Disclosure Project is based on 2021 data. (See endnotes 20 and 23)
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At least 50% less GHG emissions by 2033 (scope 1& 2) (Source: Lactalis 2022 Sustainability Report; see endnote 24)

Lactalis has no mention of Scope 3 reduction targets alongside other mentions of its climate goals in either its latesu sustainability report or its ‘Climate Plan, though it does have targets for Scope 1and 2 emissions. (See endnote 24 and 25)
Mengniu had said it is working toward ‘carbon neutrality by 2050’, and refers to its environmental strategy overall as efforts to reach ‘carbon net zero. (See, for some examples, footnotes 27, 28 and 29).

Mengniu pledges to reach 'peak’ Scope 1and 2 emissions by 2030. (See footnotes 27 and 29).

Mengniu said that, by 2030: ‘the GHG emission intensity of a single ton of dairy products should be within 160kgCO2e/t. The company has an interim target of intensity of 165kgC0O2e/t by 2025, and reported 168kgC0O2e/t for the latest reporting year. This appears to be its only targets relating to Scope 3 emissions.’ (Source: 2022 Sustainability
Report; see footnote 27)

Mengniu’s 2022 Sustainability Report disclosed Scope 1and 2 emissions (p69) - reporting these as 1.43 million tonnes CO2e, but did not disclose Scope 3. It states that in 2021 its Scope 3 emissions amounted to between 10 and 14 million tons CO2e, however did not provide a more detailed breakdown. (Source: 2022 Sustainability Report; See
footnote 27)

In addition to reporting its total Scope 3 emissions in its latest roadmap (see footnote 30, p8), Nestlé also reports the share of its total Scope 3 emissions that were methane, which was 34% in the last reporting year (p13).

Tyson Foods latest (2022) sustainability report says ‘that the company is re-baselining and calculating a comprehensive Scope 3 emissions footprint, using the latest guidance and protocols.’ The company has reported its Scope 3 emissions previously, however, appears not to include this data in either its 2022 or 2021 sustainability reports.
(Source: 2022 and 2021 Sustainability Reports. See footnotes 31and 32). Its 2023 submission to the Carbon Disclosure Project says: ‘In FY22/FY23, we completed a full Scope 3 emissions inventory using FY19 data. This will be followed by an update for FY22, which will inform our resubmission to the Science Based Targets Initiative (SBTi). (See
endnote 33)

Vion provides figures for Scopes 1and 2 for 2022 on p44 and p96-97 ESG 2023 Report. It also provides figures for emissions ‘on farms we have measured’ on page 92. In 2022, Vion has pushed back against claims it does not report against Scope 3 emissions, however as of 2023, it still did not appear to report Scope 3 for all of its farms, or
Scope 3 emissions from other sources

Vion says it has a target covering FLAG emissions, however it appears that this has not been approved by the SBTi as it does not appear on the SBTi dashboard (Source: 2023 ESG report, p84; see endnote 34)

According to the World Benchmarking Alliance’ 2023 analysis of company targets, WH Group has a timebound target to reduce Scope 1and 2 emissions. (See endnote 36)

According to the section on its sustainability webpage relating to its climate targets, WH Group aims to ‘ reduce GHG emissions per unit of product by 30% by 2030 compared with a 2017 bassline [sic]'. (See endnote 35)

As of the latest reporting year. WH Group reports its emissions for both US and China regions in its 2023 ESG report (p81) (The group previously just reported its US emissions). However it does not appear to report for its European businesses, represents 9% of its business. (See endnotes 35 and 37)
Yili says: We strive to decrease the intensity of Scope 1and 2 carbon emissions by over 50% by 2030, relative to our 2012 levels, and we aim to achieve a year-on-year reduction in our total carbon emissions.’ (See endnote 38, p.50).

Yili says: We strive to decrease the intensity of Scope 1and 2 carbon emissions by over 50% by 2030, relative to our 2012 levels, and we aim to achieve a year-on-year reduction in our total carbon emissions. It also states: ‘By 2030, greenhouse gas emissions intensity of our selected low-carbon suppliers* (Scope 3) will be reduced by 50%
compared to the 2021 baseline.’ (Source: 2023 ESG report; see endnote 38, p.50). According to the World Benchmarking Alliance, Yili *had a prior goal to reduce carbon emissions per ton of dairy products year on year and GHG emissions per ton of dairy products to 183.47 kg CO2e/t by 2025, however there is 'no evidence found that the
company has targets to reduce scope 3 emissions beyond this, and the company appears according to its latest reporting to have now met this target. (See endnote 38 and 40)

In its latest sustainability report, Yili only reports its scope 1, 2 and emissions intensity figures. The company says it is currently working on more comprehensive life-cycle assessments for its products. (See endnote 38, p53 and p87).
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which leads to carbon insetting in their supply chains, accounting absorption by
soil and plants, which is less certain and questioned by scientists.

In an analysis casting similar concern over the validity of the SBTi’s rating, a 2022
analysis by Planet Tracker found that Nestlé’s plan was on track for +2°C and that,
if it continues on its current trajectory, Nestlé’s