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BACKGROUND OBJECTIVE METHODS

, _ . L _ .+ Four FCTs were selected for their comparable data on five subclasses of flavonoids: 1) the
Population-based studies often rely on food composition As part of the multinational Burden of Lung Disease (BOLD) survey, this USDA (American), 2) The BioActive Substances in Food Information System (eBASIS:

tables (FCTs) to estimate intake of nutrients and bio- study investigated the variations in the content of flavonoids of foods
compounds. The content of flavonoids, widely found in included in BOLD’'s food frequency questionnaire (FFQ), and their
plant-based foods, might differ depending on which FCT is comparability, using four international FCTs

being used.
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European); 3) the Indian Food Composition (IFCT), and 4) Phenol-Explorer (European).

* Flavonoid estimates were derived for all foods available in each table, and comparisons
were carried out for foods common between tables considering USDA and Phenol
Explorer as reference tables. Bias percentage, 95% limits of agreement, and intra-class

RESULTS correlation coefficients (ICCs; 95% confidence intervals [95%CI]) were estimated. |CC

was categorized as indicating low (<0.5), moderate (0.50-0.75), good (0.75-0.90), or

« The USDA FCT had the largest No of foods available with flavonoid content (n=122), and there were 40 foods common to all four FCTs. The excellent (>0.90) reliability.
IFCT showed the lowest total flavonoid content (including common sub-classes) whilst eBASIS the highest (Figure 1)

 Phenol Explorer and eBASIS showed moderate-to-good reliability for total flavonoids and anthocyanins, and low reliability for other sub-
classes, whilst the reliability with IFCT was good for flavanones only (Table 1). Compared to Phenol-Explorer, eBASIS and IFCT
overestimated content of most flavonoid subclasses (Table 1).

Table 2 Percentage of Bias and intra-class correlation coefficients (95%Cl) estimated for flavonoid content of
selected foods across composition tables under study (USDA as reference)

« There was good-to-excellent reliability between USDA and Phenol-Explorer for proanthocyanidins and flavanones (ICC 0.89; 95%CI 0.80, Flavonoids | % bias | Intraclass correlation coefficients (95%CI)
0.94; and ICC 0.94; 95%CI 0.86, 0.97, respectively). All three tables showed low-to-moderate reliability in total flavonoid estimates when .eB ASIS IECT Phenol Exolorer ’ eBASIS IFCT Phenol Explorer
compared to the USDA table (Table 2) ; (n=76) (n=61) (n=88)

e T Table 1. Percentage of Bias and intra-class correlation coefficients (95%ClI) estimated for flavonoid lotal Flavonolds | 96 408 0.33 042{027,050) 04800.%,059) 0.5010.34, 0.62)
827.26 . .
S . contents of selected foods among composition tables under study (Phenol Explorer as reference) Anthocyanidins = 63.4 - 32.2 0.26 (0.13, 0.39) - 0.12 (-0.38, 0.56)
- Flavanols 26.4 126 -4.6 -0.02 (-0.16, 0.13) 0.65(0.32, 0.85) 0.03 (-0.04, 0.10)
| S | !
Flavonoids » Dias Intraclass correlation coefficients (95%Cl) Flavanones | 151  65.4 27.9 0.35 (-0.10, 0.68) 0.82 (0.56,0.93) 0.94 (0.87, 0.97)
S 3. eBASIS  IFCT "(BA;S ('F%:) Flavones 616 102.1 2.0 0.33 (0.29, 0.37) 0.37 (0.20,0.52) 0.59 (0.47, 0.69)
n= n=
E, © el o4 40 0.67(051 )079 0.35(0.12. 0.54 Flavonols 91.6 27.3 3.8 0.003 (-0.07, 0.08) 0.26 (0.08, 0.43) 0.21(0.001, 0.41)
otal Flavonoids . : : 21, 0.79) . 12, 0.54)
fé’ Anthocyanidins 55 2 0.83 (0.63, 0.93) Isoflavones /89 -819 -0.57 0.71(0.66, 0.76) 0.44 (0.26, 0.58) 0.17(-0.22, 0.51)
2 K 381.10 : - : 0J, U. it
E Flavanones 11.1 14.1 0.31(-0.24, 0.71) 0.82(0.19, 0.97) % bias- Flavonoid estimate absolute difference divided by the mean of estimates
© S n- number of food items common for Total Flavonoid. This can vary among subclasses
;c_'S o0 | Flavones 89.8 87.3 0.41(0.22, 0.57) 0.16 (-0.22, 0.49)
Flavonols 7.9 63.1 | 0.24(0.05, 0.41) 0.03(-0.10, 0.16) CONCLUSIONS
Proanthocyanidins -117.1 - 0.04(-0.04, 0.11) - _ _ _ _ _
= : ‘ Food content of flavonoids varied considerably across international tables. There was a
T T % bias- Flavonoid estimate difference divided by the mean of estimates high heterogeneity in the levels of agreement (%bias and ICC) across flavonoid sub-
— JS';: — eB:r;S- it Z’O’l’“”l’::f;::o ’,‘)’:g ”":”;5 b‘;‘;’:’;’e"’go"’; ;‘;;‘:’ 5 ’;‘;;C”Z':t‘ ;:": ,C:}”m"‘;’zof;’;‘;’;lgso Szbc’asses- classes. These differences should be taken into consideration when deriving flavonoid
0. ' Vv J J

intake estimates in population-based surveys.
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