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ABSTRACT 
 
Method  
Original food composition data were selected from scientific papers. Selected 
components are present in the draft EuroFIR Guidelines for the Assessment of 
Methods for Analysis (GAMA) that supports compilers when performing data 
analytical quality assessment.  
A questionnaire was designed to collect general satisfaction level concerning the 
FoodCASE quality module and to store any problems and suggestions for 
improvement of QE scirep. 
 
Results  
Nine compilers took part in the exercise. Although different component and foods 
were assessed, compilers reported very consistent remarks on several points.  
Some terms used in QE scirep (e.g. “if relevant" and "not applicable") were confusing 
or revealed variable interpretations.  
The link between some criteria for quality assessment and LanguaL was unclear.  
Regarding the GAMA, identification of appropriate analytical methods and key 
method steps were in some cases difficult, some other issues require collaboration 
with analysts. The user friendliness of the QE scirep module in FoodCASE scored 
very high among compilers.  
 
Conclusions 
This exercise was useful to collect additional information for improvement of QE 
scirep. Propositions were given to rephrase the criteria and improve the guidelines. 
Optimizations were also suggested for the GAMA and the FoodCASE quality 
module. Input of analysts was indispensable to reorganize and improve criteria 
related to analytical method and analytical quality control and to define the 
associated scoring strategy.  
As using and extending QE scirep is a learning process, other issues might be raised 
by future use.  
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1. INTRODUCTION AND CONTEXT 

 

In the initial EuroFIR NoE, two systems, QE scirep (Quality Evaluation of analytical 
data from SCIentific literature and laboratory REPorts) and QE other (Quality 
Evaluation of data from OTHER data sources), composed of a set of questions, an 
associated scoring method, and accompanying guidelines, were developed to 
assess the quality of individual component values together with accompanying 
guidelines (EuroFIR, 2008a, EuroFIR 2009a). As shown on the EuroFIR generic flow 
chart of the compilation process (Westenbrink et al., 2009), these approaches apply 
to original data and not to aggregated and compiled data. They are based on 
existing national systems for data quality assessment (EuroFIR, 2008b) from the 
USDA, Anses, CSPO and also on the BASIS database, a database for critically 
evaluated published data on the content and biological effects of bioactive 
constituents in plant based foods (BASIS, 1999-2001). 
QE scirep, which is the abbreviation of the quality evaluation system of analytical 
values from scientific literature or reports, aims at assessing the quality of values 
from these sources in a standardized way. QE other, meaning the quality evaluation 
system of values from all other sources, is applied for all other data not produced by 
analysis. 
 
Testing of QE scirep using some literature data was done in 2007 in a value 
documentation and quality assessment test organised by IFR (EuroFIR, 2007). This 
led to a first improvement of QE scirep and its guidelines. Since then, QE scirep has 
been presented at the International Postgraduate Course on the Production and Use 
of Food Composition Data in Nutrition (Roe M., 2012). However it is clear from the 
EuroFIR compiler network that application of a quality assessment score to each 
individual value in the food composition databases with QE scirep and QE other is 
not yet common practice. The EuroFIR forum topic on that point initiated by MATIS 
(http://www.eurofir.eu/content/status_quality_evaluation, restricted access) showed 
that only Iceland, Slovenia and Slovakia have started this process using QE scirep.  
 
There could be several reasons to explain the fact that QE scirep has not been 
widely used: 
 

1) QE scirep and QE other  are rather complex, since they include up to 40 
questions or criteria that compilers have to answer with yes, no or not 
applicable, depending on type of foods and on type of methods of production 
of the data. Then, a score has to be calculated, this implying the use of 
various algorithms. The use of QE scirep and QE other  requires a 
computerised tool, that is compatible with their current database management 
system, to help compilers using QE scirep and QE other record their data in a 
traceable way  

2) QE scirep implies assessment of analytical method, which in general is very 
difficult for compilers who are not experienced analysts. QE scirep refers to a 
EuroFIR document, the GAMA, which are the Guidelines for assessment of 
methods of analysis (EuroFIR NEXUS, 2012) that would represent a major 
step forward. This document has been developed and refined during the 
NEXUS project and therefore was not yet available to compilers to help 
quality assess data.  

http://www.eurofir.eu/content/status_quality_evaluation
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3) Since the use of the EuroFIR data quality assessment approach would be an 
important investment, it certainly needs to be promoted to encourage 
compilers to use it routinely. Compilers may also need to be provided with 
very factual elements to demonstrate the importance and advantages of 
EuroFIR data quality assessment approach. 

 
Recently, major developments have been made and the situation has changed: 

1) A tool within the FoodCASE software was developed to allow quality 
assessment of data according to QE scirep and its guidelines. EuroFIR AISBL 
members will officially be able to use FoodCASE. 

2) The GAMA were recently made available in a draft version that can now be 
used in conjunction with QE scirep. 

These developments will be presented in more details in this report and based on 
them, EuroFIR NEXUS Work Package (WP) 1 task 1.4, with the contribution of the 
compiler network, was able to take the work on quality assessment further. 
 

2. AIM OF THIS WORK 

 
EuroFIR NEXUS WP 1 task 1.4 aims to re-launch the work on data quality 
assessment.  
 
Therefore the aim is to review the existing approach on data quality assessment, 
refine it where needed and implement the EuroFIR data quality evaluation system 
while promoting its use.  
 
Due to a change of work package coordinators the focus of this task changed during 
the project. For the initial description, see appendix 1.  
 
It was decided to limit the activities in this task to QE scirep and not to include work 
on QE other. The main reason for this is that analytical values are the backbone of 
food composition databases (Greenfield and Southgate, 2003, p7). These values will 
often be used to produce derived and aggregated values, which makes it important 
to have information on the quality of the contributing original values.  
A second very practical reason is that currently, FoodCASE software allows quality 
assessment with QE scirep only (and not with QE other). 
 
For WP 1 task 1.4 the following goals are defined: 
1a. Assess the improved usability of QE scirep when applied in combination with the 
newly developed guidelines for assessment of methods for analysis (GAMA).  
1b. Contribute to WP 1 task 1.2.1 on the improvement of GAMA.  
2. Make it easier for compilers to start using QE scirep by providing a tool for quality 
assessment application.  
3. Make an update of the status of the work on QE scirep:  
3a. inform compilers on the availability of the tool described on point 2.  
3b. highlight the benefits of using QE scirep to compilers and other users.  
4. Involve the whole compiler network and save work by using each others work.  
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These goals will be reached by the preparation of an exercise by WP 1 Task 1.4, its 
making by compilers and its analysis by WP 1 task 1.4. 
 
 

3. METHOD 
 

3.1 QE scirep exercise 
 

The test was designed using scientific papers, QE scirep system including the 
current guidelines, the latest version of the GAMA and a questionnaire. This exercise 
was designed to be as close as possible to real situations that compilers would face: 
papers were selected from journals that are commonly used by compilers, on various 
types of foods commonly consumed in Europe and on components that are present 
in the GAMA (EuroFIR NEXUS, 2012).  
 
Compilers were selected from the list of compilers available at 
http://www.eurofir.org/compiler_network/members. From this list, only participants to 
the EuroFIR NEXUS project were asked for collaboration. Compilers of France 
(Anses) and the Netherlands (RIVM) did not take part in the exercise, as they were 
the coordinators of the work.  
 
Pairs of compilers were asked to quality index 2 values from selected scientific 
papers (see appendix 2), using the QE scirep functionality in FoodCASE (see 
appendix 3). They were also asked to fill in a questionnaire (see appendix 4) to 
report difficulties encountered during the exercise and give suggestions for 
improvements to QE scirep and the GAMA for each criterion included in QE scirep. 
Compared to a round-robin test, the main aim of this exercise was not to assess if 
different compilers would make a similar assessment (i.e. to test reproducibility) 
because the number of compilers assessing the same value would be too limited. 
The main aim was to obtain feedback from compilers on the assessment of various 
situations described in different papers. The results will therefore be assessed with 
the focus on identifying the difficulties encountered and the solution proposed by the 
compilers. Findings are listed in this report and are used to prepare a revised version 
of the QE scirep guidelines.  
 
On November 16th 2012, the EuroFIR NEXUS compilers were asked by email (see 
appendix 5) to take part in the QE scirep exercise. All necessary documents were 
provided. The deadline to finish the work was set at November 30th 2012. 
 
 
3.2 GAMA 
 

As the use of food composition data includes both health and trade, the data should 
comply with specific quality requirements to prove the reliability and credibility of the 
results and to permit traceability of data over time. Previous investigations (EuroFIR, 
2009b) have identified that analytical methodology is a key factor in data quality and 
that specific criteria at the component level are needed for the comparison of 
analytical methods.  

http://www.eurofir.org/compiler_network/members
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At the global level, a lack of compatibility in methods of analysis can be a source of 
error as values may not be comparable. The EuroFIR Guidelines for the assessment 
of methods for analysis (GAMA) are drafted based on international standards. The 
aim of the GAMA is harmonizing the assessment of analytical data. Therefore, a set 
of criteria was developed for a large range of nutrients to ensure a common 
understanding and application of similar quality criteria. The GAMA aims to provide a 
quality assurance standard to meet the requirements of data compilers, analysts and 
users of food composition data.  
 
For the QE scirep exercise, the EuroFIR NEXUS Report on the guidelines for 
assessment of methods for analysis, Deliverable D1.4 (draft version September 
2012), was used. This GAMA document contains information on minerals and 
vitamins.  
 

3.3 FoodCASE 
 

The FoodCASE software was developed at the ETH Zurich, Department of 
Computer Science by Karl Presser and colleagues. It was developed for the Swiss 
food composition database previously maintained by ETHZ. This software is 
intended to manage food composition data in a database and make the data 
available through a web interface. A software license agreement 
(http://www.eurofir.net/) was signed in March 2012 for the use of FoodCASE; the 
licensees are EuroFIR AISBL and its members. In the future, EuroFIR AISBL 
members could choose to use this software to replace their own data management 
system. 
 
An important advantage of FoodCASE is that it conforms to the EuroFIR standard 
(EuroFIR, 2008c), which makes it possible to document the data according to the 
EuroFIR recommendations for data interchange. FoodCASE also includes the 
functionality for quality assessment of individual values according to QE scirep. It 
automatically calculates a quality assessment score per category and an overall 
quality index after the questions or criteria from QE scirep are answered by the 
compiler. As far as we know, no other tools have been developed to work with QE 
scirep. It was therefore decided to use FoodCASE for QE scirep application in this 
exercise. 
 
For this exercise a test version of FoodCASE was made available to EuroFIR 
compilers through EuroFIR AISBL. Most compilers had no or limited experience in 
using FoodCASE. They received a short manual made by WP 1 task 1.4 on how to 
access FoodCASE, how to get to the FoodCASE QE scirep tool and how to use it 
(see appendix 3).  
 
 

3.4 EuroFIR Forum 
 

A EuroFIR forum was started entitled ‘Quality evaluation’ by MATIS. It was decided 
to also use this forum for discussions evolving from the work on quality evaluation in 
WP 1 task 1.4. 

http://www.eurofir.net/sites/default/files/EuroFIR%20AISBL/FoodCASE/ETHZ_EuroFIR_FoodCASE_License_Agreement.pdf
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As requested by the coordinators of WP 1 task 1.4 in November 2012, access to the 
EuroFIR forums was limited to EuroFIR members only, in order for users/compilers 
to feel free in discussing issues related to food composition database management.  
 

3.5 Promotion of QE scirep 
 

To highlight the benefits of quality assessment both compilers and users of food 
composition data need to be informed. To re-launch the work on quality attribution 
with QE scirep, it is important to promote the work on QE scirep among compilers. 
For compilers already using FoodCASE, the presence of a QE scirep functionality is 
a major advantage. For others, it might be a reason to transfer to FoodCASE. Some 
compilers who want to use FoodCASE solely for the QE scirep tool would need to 
export QE scirep data from FoodCASE to their own food database management 
system. Functionality for such export is not yet available in FoodCASE at the 
moment. 
 
Two draft fact sheets were prepared, one compiler oriented, one user oriented, 
highlighting the benefits of using QE scirep and QE other. The fact sheet for users 
could also include elements to help understand quality index score.  
 
 

4. RESULTS OF THE QUALITY ASSESSMENT EXERCISE 

 

4.1 Response 
 

Participation to the quality assessment exercise implied for compilers the use of two 
tools: 

1) The Excel questionnaire to give feedback on their difficulties and make 
propositions to improve QE scirep and related EuroFIR documents (mainly, 
the GAMA and the QE scirep accompanying guidelines).  

2) FoodCASE to store the quality assessment they have made. 
 
Compilers who took part in the exercise were all able to use the Excel questionnaire, 
but some could not use FoodCASE. Due to limited time, some participants were not 
able to quality assess the 2 values they initially had to assess. Response rates are 
presented below (Table 1), see appendix 6 for detailed results. 
 
Table 1: Compiler questionnaire response rates 

Response 
rates 

Number of EuroFIR NEXUS compilers 
contacted to take part in this exercise 

18 compilers (from 18 
different countries) 

Number of EuroFIR NEXUS compilers 
who were able to contribute 

9 compilers 

Number of EuroFIR NEXUS compilers 
who were able to work on the 2 data they 
were assigned 

6 compilers 

Number of EuroFIR NEXUS compilers 
who were able to work on 1 of the 2 data 
they were assigned 

3 compilers 
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The exercise was initially designed to have 2 different compilers assessing the 
quality of the same data. Due to a limited response rate, it was not possible to collect 
two assessments of the same data. The report will then focus only on the difficulties 
encountered by compilers and suggestions to solve them.  
 
 
4.2 EuroFIR forum 
 

No messages from participants have been posted on the Quality Assessment forum 
related to WP 1 task 1.4. Remarks have only been made as a reply to the 
questionnaire and no remarks have been sent in by email to the coordinators of task 
1.4. So it is assumed that no discussion was needed by the compiler network when 
working on this quality assessment task. 
However the limited feedback might also be (partly?) caused by the forum website 
not operating perfectly. It proved very difficult to log in to the forum. It was known that 
users need to log in twice, however it was not easy to find how to log in for the 
second time. 
 
Another problem encountered with the forum was the difficulty users had with finding 
how to subscribe to receiving a message any time a post to the forum was made. 
 
The problems have been passed on to the webmaster.  
 
 
4.3 FoodCASE 
 

Seven compilers among the 9 who took part in the exercise were able to use 
FoodCASE. Technical problems or lack of time to get familiar with it where the 
reasons for not using it. 
 
In the questionnaire, compilers were asked to score the user friendliness of the 
quality indexing tool developed within Food CASE, on a scale from 0 (very poor) to 
10 (very satisfactory). The seven compilers using FoodCASE gave a score ranging 
from 8 to 10, one compiler indicated with words and without using the rating scale 
‘satisfactory’. This result indicates that FoodCASE is apparently a very user-friendly 
tool to apply QE scirep quality assessment.  
 
As none of the other functionalities of FoodCASE was used for this exercise, this 
result solely applies to the FoodCASE QE scirep tool. 
 
The task group leaders would like to add another issue. In this exercise, the 
compilers answered the QE scirep questions in FoodCASE for only two values. Data 
entry in FoodCASE needs to be done manually. To promote the use of FoodCASE 
for QE scirep on a large scale, it will be essential to be able to copy the QE scirep 
answers to some criteria or questions from one value to another from the same data 
source in an easy way. Otherwise, it is not likely that compilers will be able to 
produce with QE scirep the assessment results for all the values in their databases.  
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4.5 Discussion on QE scirep criteria 
 

In the following paragraphs, each criterion will be reviewed one by one. First, the 
difficulties and suggestions for improvement to QE scirep guidelines and the GAMA 
collected from compilers with the questionnaire will be presented. Additional remarks 
from the task group leaders can also be added. Then, a short discussion will be 
made to finally come to:  

 proposition of modifications of QE scirep (modifications can apply to a 
criterion, to guidelines or to the scoring strategy); 

 suggestions for the GAMA; 

 other suggestions to ease the assessment with FoodCASE (or with any other 
future system allowing scoring of data quality according to QE scirep). 

 
The starting point is that criteria that were validated earlier will not be changed, 
unless any of the compilers has made a proposition to do so. Propositions should 
consider that scientific literature is not written in order to provide all information for 
data quality assessment with QE scirep. Information that is usually not provided in 
publications should not be asked for in the QE scirep assessment.  
 
QE scirep should be based on a pragmatic approach fit for use by compilers. 
Nevertheless, if some information is absolutely necessary for data quality 
assessment and is often missing, for example in old scientific literature, these issues 
could be included in QE scirep.  

 

4.5.1 Criteria of the food description category 
 

Criterion 1: is the food group known (e.g. beverage, dessert, savory, snack, 
pasta dish) 
 

Results from the questionnaire: 
One compiler reported that the food group was not explicitly indicated in the data 
source but could be deducted from the preparation steps. This compiler suggests 
adding in the QE scirep guidelines that in such circumstances, the answer to this 
criterion should be YES. 
 
Discussion: 
The precise meaning of “known” in ”is the food group known?” is questioned.  
When should a compiler answer YES to this question? At least two options are 
possible: 

1) the food group should be explicitly mentioned in the data source 
2) the food group should be explicitly mentioned in the data source or the food 

group can be undoubtedly inferred from information provided in the data 
source. 

The second option is the proposed one. This should apply to assessment for any 
criterion were similar wording is used. 
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For harmonization with other criteria, the use of the term “provided” instead of 
“known” would be easier. 
 
Apart from that, another question is: what should be considered as a food group? 
 
In LanguaL, the facet A: PRODUCT TYPE lists various food classification systems. 
They were produced by different organizations to reach different goals. No food 
classification system was precisely designed to help compilers in food identification 
for quality assessment. Moreover, the food group examples quoted in the criterion do 
not refer to any existing food classification system. Nevertheless, mention of a food 
group in the data source, just like the other criteria in the food description category, 
is one element among others that can contribute to proper identification of the food. 
 

Proposed modifications of QE scirep: 

 Reformulate this criterion, using “provided” instead of “known”.  

 For all other criteria: replace also “known” and “indicated” by “provided”. 

 Mention at the beginning of the QE scirep guidelines that the general principle is 
that data on which compilers make their assessment should be “provided” that is 
to say “provided in the data source or undoubtedly inferred from information 
provided in the data source”. If no information is available in the data source to 
answer the criterion, the answer should be the one that leads to minimum score 
for this criterion: NO. 

 Mention in the QE scirep guidelines that no precise food classification system is 
referred to, since many different ones are available, but that any food group may 
contribute to proper identification of the food. 

 

 
Criterion 2: Was the source of the food or of the main ingredient provided 
(best if scientific name, cultivar/variety, genus/species, etc is included)? 
 

Results from the questionnaire: 
Compilers reported no difficulties or remarks. 
 
Criterion 3: Was the part of plant or part of animal clearly indicated? 
 

Results from the questionnaire: 
One compiler mentioned that the part of the plant or of animal was not mentioned 
explicitly in the description of the food in the paper, but that it can be found when 
reading sample preparation. Then, the compiler considered that the answer to the 
criteria should be YES. 
 
Discussion: 
This remark is very similar to the one made for criterion 1 on food group and the 
answer will be similar. Even if the part of the plant or of the food is not indicated in 
the food description part in a paper or scientific report, if this can be undoubtedly 
inferred from information provided in the data source, then the compilers should 
consider that the answer is YES. Compilers have to read the whole data source to 
perform their assessment. 
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Proposed modifications of QE scirep: 

 From conclusions made for criterion 1, reformulate the criterion as such: “Was 
the name of the part of plant or part of animal provided?” 

 From conclusions made for criterion 1, the issue should be solved by adding at 
the beginning of the QE scirep guidelines that the general principle is that 
“provided” means “provided in the data source” or “undoubtedly inferred from 
information provided in the data source”. 

 Add this example in the QE scirep guidelines: “When a fruit is peeled during 
sample preparation, even if the food description did not mention that the value to 
be assessed refers to fruit without peel, compilers should consider that the 
information was clearly provided in the data source and the answer YES should 
be chosen.” 

 
 
Criterion 4: If relevant, was the analyzed portion described and is it clear if the 
food was analyzed with or without the inedible part? 
 

Results from the questionnaire: 
Compilers reported no difficulties or remarks. 
 
Discussion: 
In the previous similar exercise made by EuroFIR WP 1.8 (EuroFIR, 2007), 
precisions were required considering the definition of the “edible” part. A pragmatic 
approach related to local habits and context should be applied. 
 
Apart from that, the task group leaders are concerned by the inconsistent mention of 
“if relevant” in some criteria. Except for some criteria, it is always possible for the 
compiler to answer NOT APPLICABLE. NOT APPLICABLE from the QE scirep 
guidelines, means that the criterion considered is not relevant for the food and 
nutrient under evaluation. So, there is no use to mention “If relevant”, “relevant” or 
“satisfactory” in criteria where the answer NOT APPLICABLE can be chosen. 
 

Proposed modifications of QE scirep:  

 The following addition to QE scirep guidelines concerning this criterion is 
proposed:  

“When assessing this criterion, if a compiler has some doubts on the exact nature of 
the edible portion of a food because it is not explicitly indicated in the data source, 
the compiler should pay attention to the context of the data source. Is it a paper 
published in a journal dedicated to feed (animals may eat different parts of plants or 
of animals than human do)? Does the paper originate from a country where eating 
habits are different from the local habits? When this is the case, the compiler should 
make a sensible assessment and possibly answer NO to the criterion.”  
“This edible portion differs when food is considered cooked or raw, treated or not, 
preserved or not. Size of food may also affect edible portion.” 

 Delete “If relevant” in this criterion. 

 
 
Criterion 5: Is the extent of heat treatment known? 
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Results from the questionnaire: 
One compiler indicated that it can be confusing in relation to whether or not cooking 
is included and that examples could be added. 
 
Discussion: 
LanguaL is the basis of most of the criteria included in the QE scirep food description 
category (criterion 5 indeed corresponds to LanguaL facet F). Wherever possible, 
QE scirep guidelines, should provide examples in line with the corresponding 
LanguaL facet documentation. Heat treatment can be applied either in relation with a 
cooking or a preservation method, for example (pasteurized milks and fruit juices). 
In addition to that, the use of the term ”provided” would be better in this criterion (see 
criterion 1) 
 

Proposed modifications of QE scirep: 
In the QE scirep guidelines, mention that: 
“Heat treatment can be applied either in relation with a cooking or a preservation 
method. Refer to LanguaL http://www.langual.org/langual_Thesaurus.asp that 
mentions the following explanations: 

 a fully-heated food is a food heat-treated for a time sufficient to fully change its 
flavor and textural characteristics and to cause significant chemical changes 
and/or destruction of enzyme and microbial activity. The product can be 
consumed without further cooking. 

 a partially heat-treated food is a food heat-treated for a time sufficient to partially 
change its flavor and textural characteristics and to cause some chemical 
changes and/or some reduction in enzyme and microbial activity. The product 
can be ready for consumption in a shortened cooking time. Products labeled 
'quick cooking' are often partially heat-treated. Some products are consumed 
partially heat-treated, e.g., pasteurized milk, blanched broccoli, or rare beef.  

So, extent of heat treatment refers to time (and temperature) of treatment. They can 
be compared to usual cooking recommendations made in cookbooks on duration 
and temperature in order to distinguish between partially and fully heat-treated foods, 
if not explicitly stated in the data source.“ 

 
 
Criterion 6: If the food was cooked, were satisfactory cooking method details 
provided? 
 

Results from the questionnaire: 
One compiler indicated that from the data source, it was not possible to know if 
added fat was used for cooking. 
 
Discussion: 
- When information is not provided where common eating habits allow various 
possibilities, the answer to this criterion is NO. This should be highlighted in QE 
scirep guidelines. 
- The task group leaders would like to also mention another issue which is a possibly 
confusing in the actual QE scirep guidelines, since cooking time and temperature are 
included in cooking method. Cooking time and temperature indeed correspond to the 
previous criterion, “extent of heat treatment”. The LanguaL facet for cooking method 
(G) does not refer at all to cooking time and temperature. 

http://www.langual.org/langual_Thesaurus.asp
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Proposed modifications of QE scirep: 

 Include in “Principles” of the QE scirep guidelines the following statement: “unless 
stated in the guidelines specific to a criterion, generally speaking, when 
information is not provided in the data source and where common eating habits 
allow various possibilities, the answer to this criterion is NO”. 

 Mention this just after the general recommendations on the use of NOT 
APPLICABLE, make it more visible. 

 Delete in QE scirep guidelines for this criterion that cooking time and temperature 
should be taken in account there since it has to be taken in account in the 
previous criterion. 

 
 
Criterion 7: Was relevant information on treatment applied provided? 
 

Results from the questionnaire: 
Three compilers reported difficulties to identify from the data source what treatment 
was applied.  
 
Discussion: 
This difficulty can either be due to a lack of precision in the paper or to difficulties for 
compilers to know what treatment refers to in the context of this criterion. To make 
this clearer, reference to LanguaL could be provided, with some examples. 
 

Proposed modifications of QE scirep: 
- List within the QE scirep guidelines what “treatment” means in this context by 
quoting examples from LanguaL: 

 component removed (e.g. alcohol, fat) 

 component substituted (e.g. fat substituted) 

 food modified (instantized, microbially/enzymatically modified: e.g. lactic acid 
fermented, cured, alcohol-acetic acid fermented, pickled, physically/chemically 
modified, e.g. candied, distilled, parboiled…) 

 ingredient added (e.g. coated, oil added, filled or stuffed) 

 water added or removed 

 
 
Criterion 8: Was information on preservation method provided? 
 

Results from the questionnaire: 
Compilers reported no difficulties or remarks. 
 
Discussion: 
Interference of heat treatment in relation to preservation method and cooking method 
is discussed in criterion 5. 
 
 
Criterion 9: If relevant, was information about the packing medium provided? 
 

Results from the questionnaire: 



EuroFIR NEXUS D1.8  16 

 

One compiler noted the frequent absence of information on that point. Another asks 
for information on relevance of this criterion per component. 
 
Discussion: 
Apparently, what packing medium is in the framework of QE scirep is unclear. Again, 
we have to make clear that the reference is LanguaL and use examples provided by 
LanguaL.  
For nutrient databases, inedible packing medium is supposed not to interfere with 
the nutrient content. Edible packing media can strongly affect the nutrient 
composition of foods; therefore it cannot be thought that this criteria may not be 
relevant for some components. 

Proposed modifications of QE scirep: 

 Make this addition in the QE scirep guidelines: “As suggested in LanguaL, the 
packing medium can be edible (oil, salt brine, water, fruit juice…) and it can affect 
the nutrient content of the food. 

 As mentioned in discussion on criteria 4, delete “If relevant”. 

 
 
Criterion 10: If relevant, was information about the geographical origin of food 
provided? 
 

Results from the questionnaire: 
Compilers reported no difficulties or remarks. 
 
Discussion 
Even if compilers did not mention it, it can be noted that the criterion should be 
interpreted and assessed in a specific manner if the food is a manufactured product. 
Then, place of sale or place of sampling should be considered instead of place of 
production. 
 

Proposed modifications to ease scoring of QE scirep: 

 As mentioned in discussion on criteria 4, delete “If relevant”. 

 It is recommended that the computerized system that allows compilers to store 
the quality assessment and that calculates the scores (e.g. FoodCASE) is 
designed in such a way that the quality assessment is made only after compilers 
indicate to the system if the food is manufactured or not (see also criterion 2). 
Then, the system could ideally be designed to propose to compilers two different 
versions of criterion 10: 

a. for manufactured foods: “Was information about the place of purchase of the food 
provided?” 

b. for other foods “Was information about the place of production of the food 
provided?”  

It would help compilers to have directly the criterion with terms that apply to the type 
of foods assessed; this would limit misinterpretations. 

 
 
Criterion 11: If relevant, was the month or season of production indicated? 
 

Results from the questionnaire: 
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Two compilers reported having difficulties to assess this criterion, because they do 
not know if month or season of production is relevant. 
 
Discussion 
For some pairs of food and component, it will be very easy for compilers to 
determine if month or season of production is relevant, meaning having an impact on 
nutrient content. But in the majority of cases, compilers may not know and can have 
different approaches. If the month or season is considered not relevant, compilers 
would answer NOT APPLICABLE. Otherwise, they would answer YES or NO. 
Important discrepancies could then be observed depending on compilers. The issue 
is the same with geographical origin of the food. It is currently not possible to define 
in these guidelines if these criteria are relevant (meaning having an impact on 
nutrient content) for any possible food and component. A pragmatic approach would 
be to consider that identification of date and place of production/place of purchase in 
itself is part of a proper documentation of a nutrient data. In this sense, presence of 
this information (and not relevance of it) is essential for data quality assessment. 
Later on, compilers could produce data specific to month or season of production or 
to geographical origin if needed and then see if this has any impact on nutrient 
composition. 
Therefore, it should not be possible to answer NOT APPLICABLE to criterion 10 and 
11.  
 
Proposed modifications of QE scirep: 

 As mentioned in discussion on criteria 4, delete “If relevant”. 

 Suppress possibility to choose NOT APPLICABLE for criteria 10 and 11, 
explaining that identification of date of production or date of purchase in itself is 
part of a proper documentation of a nutrient data quality. 

 As mentioned for criterion 10, it is recommended that the computerized quality 
evaluation system (e.g. FoodCASE) is designed in such a way that the quality 
assessment is made only after compilers have indicated if the food is 
manufactured or not (see also criterion 2). 

 Then, the system could ideally be designed to propose to compilers two different 
versions of criterion 11: 

a) for manufactured foods: “Was information about the date of purchase of the food 
provided?” 

b) for other foods “Was information about the date of production of the food 
provided?”  
 

 
Criterion 12: Was the moisture content of the sample measured and the result 
given? 
 

Results from the questionnaire: 
1) A compiler mentioned that information on dry solids content was available.  
2) Another compiler considered that this information is not applicable in the case of 

soft drinks and it was apparently not clear to her if she should answer NO or NOT 
APPLICABLE. 

 
Discussion 
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1) As far as moisture content can undoubtedly be calculated from dry solids content, 
it should be considered that the information was provided in the data source. This 
is in accordance with the addition that was mentioned for criterion 1 that concerns 
the general principle that “provided” means “provided in the data source” or 
“undoubtedly inferred from information provided in the data source”. 

2) Regarding the second comments, soft drinks can be made from powders or 
syrups. Then, it seems that this criterion is still applicable for assessment of food 
description. 

 

Proposed modifications of QE scirep: 

 Add in the QE scirep guidelines “When total solids or dry matter content are 
mentioned in the data source, moisture content can be deducted from this value 
and the answer to this criterion should be YES. 

 Clearly state in the QE scirep guidelines that NOT APPLICABLE is not among 
the possible answers, that is to say, the moisture content must always be 
provided directly or indirectly for any food. 

 
Criteria for manufactured prepacked foods only 

Proposed modifications to ease scoring of QE scirep: 

 Investigate the possibility for compilers to begin the quality assessment only after 
having indicated to the system if the food is manufactured or not (see also 
criterion 2). Then, the system presenting the criteria should ideally show only the 
appropriate criteria. 

 
 
Criterion 13: Was the generic name provided (e.g. chocolate paste with 
hazelnuts) 
 

Results from the questionnaire: 
Compilers reported no difficulties or remarks. 
 
 
Criterion 14: Was the commercial name provided? 
 

Results from the questionnaire: 
Compilers reported no difficulties or remarks. 
 
 
Criterion 15: If relevant, was the brand provided? 
 

Results from the questionnaire: 
Compilers reported no difficulties or remarks. 
 

Proposed modifications of QE scirep: 

 As mentioned in discussion on criteria 4, delete “If relevant”. 
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Criterion 16: Was relevant information on consumer group/dietary use/label 
claim provided? 
 

Results from the questionnaire: 
One compiler reported a difficulty to understand what answer to choose when no 
indication of presence or absence of claim is reported in the data source: NO or NOT 
APPLICABLE? 
 
Discussion: 
This issue was already detailed in the actual QE scirep guidelines. The QE scirep 
guidelines indicate that if the compiler is sure that no claim is possible for this food, 
the answer is: NOT APPLICABLE. 
 
Criteria for home made dishes or foods sold in restaurants 
 
 
Criterion 17: Was the complete name and description of the recipe provided? 
 

Results from the questionnaire: 
Compilers reported no difficulties or remarks. 
 
Discussion  
No remarks or suggestions were made by the compilers, since no composite dish or 
food sold in restaurants had to be assessed in the exercise. 
 
 
4.5.2 Criteria of the component identification category 
 
In this category 3 criteria apply: 
 
Criterion 18: Is the component described unambiguously? 
Criterion 19: Is the unit unequivocal? 
Criterion 20: Is the matrix unit unequivocal? 
 
Results from the questionnaire 
Compilers reported no difficulties or remarks. 
 
 
4.5.3 Criteria of the sampling plan category 
 
 
Criterion 21: Was the sampling plan developed to represent the consumption 
in the country were the study was conducted? 
 

Results from the questionnaire: 
One compiler reported that the criterion is open to individual interpretation and that 
clear examples are needed. 
 
Discussion: 
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There are several methods to design a sampling plan: random sampling, stratified 
sampling, selective sampling and convenience sampling, briefly defined by 
Greenfield and Southgate (2003). Probabilistic and non probabilistic sampling 
(quotas method) are other terms qualifying sampling plans. Compilers may not have 
the knowledge to identify some of these methods. A pragmatic approach should be 
used. 
 

Proposed modifications of QE scirep: 
The following addition id proposed: “The answer should be YES in the following 
cases: 

 Any one unit has an equal chance of being sampled (random sampling, 
Greenfield H., Southgate D., 2003, p71) 

 Or: samples were selected based on national consumption data, national 
production data or national population data. 

 No convenience sampling is acceptable. Convenience sampling is described by 
Greenfield H., Southgate D., 2003, p71 as sampling based on accessibility, 
expediency, cost or other reason not directly concerned with sampling 
parameters.” 

Clearly state in the QE scirep guidelines that NOT APPLICABLE is not among the 
possible answers. 

 
 
Criterion 22: Was the number of primary samples >9? 
 
Results from the questionnaire: 
Three compilers asked for a precise definition of primary samples. 
  
Discussion: 
The current definition of primary sample presented in the QE scirep guidelines is 
taken from the IUPAC Nomenclature for sampling in analytical chemistry. It is “The 
collection of one or more units initially taken from a population”. It is distinct from 
“analytical sample”, which is currently described in QE scirep guidelines as “The 
sample, prepared from the laboratory sample, from which analytical portions are 
removed for testing or for analysis” (also from the IUPAC Nomenclature for sampling 
in analytical chemistry). Currently, there is no unambiguous definition available in the 
literature for primary samples, even in the General Guidelines on sampling CAC/GL 
50-2004. The USDA data quality assessment system (Holden et al., 2002) does not 
consider for assessment the number of primary samples but the number of 
independently analyzed samples. A pragmatic approach allowing robust use by 
compilers should be used to define a primary sample. The idea behind the terms 
“primary sample” is the number of units that, if analyzed separately, may inform on 
variability of the nutrient value. However, it is impossible to define a priori precisely 
which characteristics should be present to identify if a sample is a primary sample. 
Even examples can be interpreted in different ways: 
 
If 1 kilogram of apples (5 apples being included in this kilogram) from one precise 
variety and cultivar is sampled from a given sales outlet counts for 1 primary sample, 
how to count another kilogram taken in the same sales outlet (same variety, same 
producer) the day after?  
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Indeed major reasons for nutrient composition variation are already included in other 
criteria of QE scirep and the present criteria may be partially redundant with these 
criteria. 
 
Apparently, the idea behind this criterion was that apart from the number of analytical 
samples or analytical values, number of primary samples used to produce a 
composite analytical sample is also an interesting characteristic of the quality of a 
value. It is impossible to define how to count the number of primary samples (for 
manufactured foods, should it be based on the number of batches from the same 
brand, from the number of brands, the date of purchase…?  
 

Proposed modifications of QE scirep: 

 Rephrase the criterion: Is the sample a composite sample? 

 A validation by the compiler network may be needed prior effective modification 
of QE scirep. 

 Clearly state in the QE scirep guidelines that NOT APPLICABLE is not among 
the possible answers. 

 
 
Criterion 23: If relevant, were samples taken during more than one season? 
 
Results from the questionnaire: 
- Two compilers reported having difficulties to know whether season has any impact 
on nutrient content for the given food. 
- One compiler wondered how to answer this criterion when the precise day of 
sampling is not quoted or where there is more than one sampling date. In such 
circumstances, it would be difficult to precisely indicate the number of seasons 
involved. 
- One compiler indicated that when plants are grown in greenhouses, the impact of 
season may be not relevant. 
 
Discussion: 
- QE scirep guidelines can not mention for which foods and which nutrients season 
has an impact on nutrient content. Neither can the various compilers perform any 
robust assessment of this question. A pragmatic approach would be to consider that 
it is relevant to sample foods during more than one season if they are consumed or 
produced during more than one season. 
- Refer to addition discussed with criterion 1: to answer YES, the necessary 
information should be “provided in the data source” or “undoubtedly inferred from 
information provided in the data source”. For this criterion if there is a doubt that 
samples are taken in 2 different seasons, then the answer should be NO.  
- Regarding the assumption that the impact of season may be not relevant for plants 
grown in greenhouse, it may be true but as it is still uncertain, the task group leaders 
do not recommend mention of this remark in the QE scirep guidelines. 
 

Proposed modifications of QE scirep: 

 As mentioned in discussion on criteria 4, delete “If relevant”. 
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Criterion 24: If relevant, were samples taken from more than one geographical 
location? 
 

Results from the questionnaire: 
The difficulty of determination of relevance of this question is raised. 
 
Discussion: 
There is currently an inconsistency within QE scirep guidelines. The guidelines 
indicate that apparently, this criterion should always be considered relevant. In the 
criterion, “If relevant” should be deleted. 
 

Proposed modifications of QE scirep: 

 As mentioned in discussion on criteria 4, delete “If relevant”. 

 The possibility to answer NOT APPLICABLE should be deleted as well. 

 
 
Criterion 25: If relevant, were samples taken from the most important sales 
outlet (supermarket, local grocery, street market, restaurant, household…)? 
 
Results from the questionnaire: 
1) One compiler indicated not knowing if the type of sales outlet where the sampling 

was done was one of the most important. 
2) One compiler mentioned that not only most important sales outlets but also most 

important organizations of producers (cooperatives) could be taken in account in 
this criterion. 

  
Discussion: 
1) Even if not specified in the scientific paper or report that is quality assessed, 

compilers should be able to know what are the most important sales outlets only 
for foods sold in their country. For foods sampled in foreign countries, compilers 
certainly do not have this knowledge. In this case, compilers should consider that 
the information is not provided in the data source and that the answer should 
then be NO. 

2) Cooperative groups generally do not sell foods directly to consumers but collect 
foods from various producers to sell them to sales outlets where consumes will 
buy them. In QE scirep, the variability of foods available to consumers is 
assessed. Therefore, cooperative groups do not correspond to the level of 
interest for assessment within QE scirep. 
 

Proposed modifications of QE scirep: 

 As mentioned in discussion on criteria 4, delete “If relevant”. 

 Add this mention in the QE scirep guidelines: “For food sampled in a country that 
is not the country of the compiler, unless the data source mentions that the type 
of sales outlets where the food was sampled are the most important or very 
minor, consider the answer is NO. This is in accordance with the general principle 
that data on which the assessment is based need to be “provided in the data 
source” or “undoubtedly inferred from information provided in the data source”. 
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Criterion 26: If relevant, was more than one brand (for manufactured pre-
packed product) or more than one cultivar (for plant foods) or subspecies (for 
animal foods) sampled 
 
Results from the questionnaire: 
Compilers reported no difficulties or remarks. 
 

Proposed modifications of QE scirep: 

 As mentioned in discussion on criteria 4, delete “If relevant”. 

 
4.5.4 Criterion of the number of analytical samples category 
  
Criterion 27: Number of analytical samples  
 
Results from the questionnaire: 
Four compilers have had difficulties assessing this criterion. This can be due either 
to lack of precision in the paper or to a too vague definition of what an analytical 
sample is in the current QE scirep guidelines. 
 
Discussion: 
Analytical sample are actually defined according to the Nomenclature for sampling in 
analytical chemistry (IUPAC, recommendations 1990), which is: “The sample, 
prepared from the laboratory sample, from which analytical portions are removed for 
testing or for analysis”. It is true that this definition leaves room for different 
interpretations. 
A more pragmatic approach, such as the one proposed by the USDA would limit 
misinterpretation. Both in Holden et al., 1999, and in Holden et al. 2002, the number 
of samples analyzed refers to the number of analytical values. In Holden et al. 2002 
exceptions are made for “repeated analyses from the same homogenate (from 
extraction to analyses) [which] validates the homogeneity of the sample and 
repeated analyses of the same extract [which] validates instrument precision”. In 
such situations of repeated analyses, the count will be 1. The aim of this criterion is 
not to assess homogeneity of the sample and instrument precision, but to estimate 
the variability of the concentration of a nutrient within a food. 
 

Proposed modifications of QE scirep: 
In the QE scirep guidelines adopt a definition aligned with the USDA system: the 
number of analytical values used to produce the value to be quality assessed, 
without repetition. Repetitions are repeated analyses from the same homogenate 
(from extraction to analyses) or repeated analyses of the same extract. When the 
analytical value was obtained from a composite sample, the number to consider is 
still 1. This definition is compatible with the one used in USDA data quality 
assessment system (Holden et al., 1999, Holden et al. 2002). 

 
 
4.5.5 Criteria of the sample handling category 
 
Criterion 28: If relevant were appropriate stabilization treatments applied (e.g. 
protection from heat, air, light, microbial activity) 
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Results from the questionnaire: 
Four compilers have had difficulties assessing this criterion because they do not 
know what the appropriate stabilization treatments are for the component and food 
matrix studied. 
 
Discussion: 
As already indicated for other criteria, EuroFIR WP 1.4 cannot provide an answer for 
any food matrix and nutrient. Greenfield and Southgate (2003), p80, give limited 
information that could be used as reference. 
  

Proposed modifications of QE scirep: 

 As mentioned in discussion on criteria 4, delete “If relevant”. 

 In the QE scirep guidelines, refer to Greenfield and Southgate (2003), p80. 

 
 
Criterion 29: Were the samples homogenized? 
 
Results from the questionnaire:  
Four compilers have hesitated as to which answer to choose when there is no 
mention of homogenization.  
 
Discussion: 
In some cases, an expensive apparatus was used to perform an analysis and there 
is strong probability that the laboratory having such an apparatus also has the 
apparatus for homogenization and that this apparatus is used by trained personal. 
Nevertheless, one can never be sure and the general policy of the QE scirep 
guidelines is that when the adequate information is not provided, the answer to the 
criterion should be NO. 
 

Proposed modifications of QE scirep: 
This issue should be solved by addition of the general principle indicating that data 
on which the assessment is based need to be “provided in the data source” or 
“undoubtedly inferred from information provided in the data source”. 

 
 
4.5.6 Criteria of the analytical methodology category (with use of GAMA for both 
criteria) 
 

Feedback from compilers and discussions with Isabel Castanheira (INSA, Partner 
15) and Velimatti Ollilainen (University of Helsinki) analytical and metrology experts, 
lead to a rearrangement of the criteria of the analytical methodology and analytical 
quality control categories. They were merged in a unique category for assessment. 
The new structure, with associated scoring is presented in the paragraph Scoring 
method for the analytical method and analytical quality control category.  
Nevertheless, results from the questionnaire and discussion on these results are 
mentioned below. 
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Criterion 30: Does the analytical method used in the source match the list of 
appropriate analytical methods given in the guidelines for analytical methods? 
 
Results from the questionnaire: 
1) Two compilers were not sure whether a method quoted in the GAMA for vitamin 

C has to be considered appropriate or not for data quality assessment with QE 
scirep. They came to different conclusions on that point. 

2) One compiler has reported a difficulty concerning interpretation of the term 
“preceded”. 

 
Discussion: 
It was perfectly clear from the GAMA that HPLC is the most reliable, but then it was 
unclear whether the other analytical methods mentioned were also considered 
appropriate or not when performing data quality assessment with QE scirep. 
 
Apart from that, it should be emphasized that the GAMA is developed for several 
purposes, including data quality assessment with QE scirep. For example, compilers 
who design sampling and analytical protocols have to choose the analytical method 
they want to be used. In this case, it is very useful for compilers to know from the 
GAMA not only what the appropriate methods are, but also what the most 
appropriate method is. 
The GAMA (for vitamin K1) states “High-performance liquid chromatography 
EuroFIR Method Indicators MI1137 are the reliable methods preceded by enzymatic 
method”. 
 
It was unclear to compilers whether the reliable methods should include a 
preliminary enzymatic method step and then a HPLC method step or if the enzymatic 
method is the most reliable method, the HPLC method being the second most 
reliable method. The first interpretation is apparently the right one. The GAMA 
should take into account that what is probably obvious to analysts is probably not to 
most of the compilers. 
In addition to that, the task group leaders wonder how to consider methods that are 
not mentioned in the GAMA: inappropriate for assessment with QE scirep? 
 
Suggestion for the GAMA: 

 Make clearer which methods are considered appropriate. Use for example a table 
with bullets list (one bullet per method) instead of wordings that can be 
misinterpreted. 

Most appropriate method(s)  Enzymatic method as 
pretreatment, then HPLC 

Other appropriate method(s)  HPLC without pre-
treatment under specified 
circumstances 

 Keep information on what the most appropriate method is because even if not 
necessarily useful for assessment with QE scirep compiler can need the 
information for other purposes. 

 Give some explanations to compilers to understand what they read: in the 
example of use of enzymatic method before HPLC, explain why the enzymatic 
method is important in allowing the HPLC analysis to be performed. 

http://ethesaurus.eurofir.org/
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 Indicate how to consider methods that are not mentioned in the GAMA. Are they 
always inappropriate, so the answer should be NO? How to deal then with new 
methods that were developed after the GAMA were written? 

 The 30 June 2008 version of QE scirep considers that it is not possible to answer 
NOT APPLICABLE. Make this clearer in the QE scirep guidelines. 

 
 
Criterion 31: Are the key method steps appropriate for the method described? 
 
Results from the questionnaire: 
1) Three compilers did not find in the GAMA what the key method steps are. This 

leads to discrepancies in assessment. Some compilers then try to do a search in 
the literature, others answer NO, since the information is not provided in the 
publication. 

2) One compiler reported that European standards were not available from the web 
link included in the GAMA. 
 

Discussion: 
1) An overview of the GAMA shows that key method steps are generally not 

mentioned in the version of the GAMA that was used for the QE scirep exercise 
but will be in a future version for the analytical method considered as the “gold 
standard”.  

2) Access to European standards needs subscription; therefore, the link included in 
the GAMA did not allow access to the entire standard but to the page where it 
could be bought. 
 

Suggestion for the GAMA and proposed modifications of QE scirep: 
Feasibility and relevance of adding key method steps for every appropriate method 
within the GAMA should be questioned. Not only this is a huge work, certainly 
redundant with information already mentioned in standards, but one can also wonder 
whether compilers would be able to understand it and use it properly, since 
compilers are not analytical experts. 
If not feasible, a decision should be taken: either this criterion should be deleted or 
another criterion (or other  criteria) should be formulated, taking in consideration the 
fact that compilers should have information available to assess the new criterion or 
criteria.  

The task leaders have checked with the author of the GAMA that the impossibility to 
choose NOT APPLICABLE is still relevant. It should be highlighted in the QE scirep 
guidelines. 
 
4.5.7 Criteria of the analytical quality control category (with use of GAMA for one 
criterion) 
 
The current version of QE scirep does not explain in which situations NOT 
APPLICABLE could be answered to each of the 3 following criteria. Discussion with 
analytical experts revealed that NOT APPLICABLE should not be among the 
possible answers. 



EuroFIR NEXUS D1.8  27 

 

 
 
Criterion 32: Were analytical portion replicates tested? 
 

Results from the questionnaire: 
Compilers reported no difficulties or remarks. 
 

Proposed modifications of QE scirep: 
Delete possibility to answer NOT APPLICABLE to this criterion. 

 
 
Criterion 33: Was the laboratory accredited for this method or was the method 
validated by performance testing? 
 
Results from the questionnaire: 
One compiler requested information on performance variables. 
 
Discussion: 
This criterion comprises indeed two different concepts: accreditation and 
performance testing, accreditation being broader than performance testing. This is 
extremely confusing and the criterion must not be kept as such. 
In the current QE scirep guidelines, no performance variables and no criteria for 
acceptance of these parameters are provided. From the QE scirep guidelines, it 
seems that participation in proficiency testing is considered, but if more is required, 
instruction should be provided to compilers to be able to determine if the result 
obtained by the laboratory at the PT scheme are acceptable 
 

Proposed modifications of QE scirep: 
 

 Restructuration of this criterion and of the whole category with the help of 
analysts is necessary and will be presented. 

 (Delete possibility to answer NOT APPLICABLE to this criterion.). 

 
 
Criterion 34: If available, was an appropriate reference material used? 
 

Results from the questionnaire: 
One compiler was not sure if a chemical used to produce an internal standard was a 
reference material. 
 
Discussion: 
As mentioned earlier, the general policy of the QE scirep guidelines is that when the 
adequate information is not provided, the answer to the criterion should be NO. 
. 
 

Proposed modifications of QE scirep: 

 The following addition to QE scirep guidelines should solve this issue: “if no 
information is available in the data source to answer the criterion, the answer 
should be the one that leads to minimum score for this criterion: NO.” 
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 Delete possibility to answer NOT APPLICABLE to this criterion.. 

 Highlight in the QE scirep guidelines that availability of reference material is dealt 
with within the GAMA 

 
4.5.8 Scoring issues and recommendations 
 
Scoring of QE scirep results in a score per category that can vary between maximal 
5 points (high quality) and minimum 1 point (low quality). Adding the scores for each 
category gives the overall QE score, being maximal 35 points and minimal 7 points. 
In this chapter, for each category, propositions are given to improve the QE scirep 
guidelines if applicable. 
 
The scoring method currently recommended in the QE scirep guidelines is described 
in words only. 
To make things more understandable, this report will suggest clearer and 
comprehensive formula(s) or decision trees. 
 
In the FoodCASE software, QE scirep is integrated including automatic scoring. For 
some categories, FoodCASE follows exactly the methods proposed in the current 
version of the QE scirep guidelines. For some categories, decisions that were not 
mentioned in the QE scirep guidelines were taken within FoodCASE to allow 
computerized scoring. Per category the scoring in FoodCASE will be evaluated. 
 
Only for the sampling plan category, the current QE scirep guidelines recommend a 
scoring procedure based on weight that compilers are supposed to define depending 
on the food type and nutrient. In the questionnaire, compilers were asked to assign 
weights (using high, intermediate and low) to the various criteria they have answered 
with YES or NO. This chapter will present the results collected from compilers. 
 
Scoring method for the food description category 
The fact that the minimum score for this category cannot be less than 1 is mentioned 
only in the general chapter 1.3 of the QE scirep guidelines and not in the section of 
the QE scirep guidelines dedicated to scoring for the food description category.  
 
Rounding procedures were unclear within QE scirep as far as values ending with 5 
are concerned. The simple round half up procedure is suggested due to its simplicity, 
although it introduces a positive bias. 
 
 
Proposed modifications of QE scirep guidelines: 
The following scoring instructions should be added to the QE scirep guidelines : 
1) Calculation to be done depending on the number of YES, NO, and NOT 

APPLICABLE answers : 
5 * Number of YES answers 

Number of YES answers + Number of NO answers 
2) Rounding procedure. Values have to be rounded to the nearest integer. e.g: 5,4 

→5, 5,77 → 5,8. Values ending with 5 will be rounded up. e.g: 5,5 → 6, 4,5 → 5 
3) If QI score for food description category < 1, round it up to 1. 
 
 



EuroFIR NEXUS D1.8  29 

 

 
Comment on FoodCASE scoring method: 
In any cases, even if QE scirep guidelines are made more comprehensive and 
understandable, the scoring method for this category is certainly too complicated for 
compilers to make it out in their head. Then, it is essential for compilers to rely on an 
automated scoring system, such as the one already integrated in FoodCASE. The 
algorithm integrated within FoodCASE follows QE scirep guidelines and the 
additional rounding half up procedure. 
 
Scoring method for the component identification category 
Again, the explanation on scoring for this category should be provided in more 
simple way than with sentences. 
 
Proposed modifications of QE scirep guidelines: 
Scoring method in short: 
Number of YES answers = 3  → score for the category =5 
Number of YES answers < 3  → score for the category =1 
 
 
Comment on FoodCASE scoring method: 
FoodCASE was perfectly in line with QE scirep guidelines, in so far as there is no 
possibility to choose NOT APPLICABLE.  
 
Scoring method for the sampling plan category 
Results from the questionnaire: 
Out of the 15 quality assessments made, compilers have proposed specific weights 
8 times. For the 7 other quality assessments, compilers have decided that identical 
weights for all criteria are acceptable. 
One can also note that among the 8 sets of specific weights assigned, 6 sets of 
weights use only two consecutive levels of weights (low + intermediate or high + 
intermediate). 
 
Selection of weights is a procedure that could be very compiler-dependant. To limit 
variability in assessment and to take into account the fact that nearly half of the 
compilers did not consider attribution of specific weights during the exercise, it is 
suggested to leave out attribution of specific weights for scoring. 
All criteria will then have the same weights. A scoring procedure similar to the one 
used for the food description category is suggested.  
 

Proposed modifications of QE scirep guidelines: 

 Adopt a scoring procedure strictly similar to the one used for the category food 
description. 

 Copy the algorithm used for the food description category into the guidelines for 
this category. 

 
Comment on FoodCASE scoring method: 
A different scoring procedure is currently integrated within FoodCASE: Count the 
number of YES answers and count the number of NO answers. Divide the numbers 
of Yes answers through the number of YES and NO answers. Multiply the result with 
4 and add 1. Round the result to the nearest integer where 0.5 is rounded up. It is 



EuroFIR NEXUS D1.8  30 

 

recommended to modify the scoring in FoodCASE as soon as the proposed 
modifications of QE scirep are validated to make it match with the QE scirep 
guidelines.  
 
Scoring method for the number of analytical samples category 
Information on scoring should be provided in a way that gives an overall picture of 
the method. No changes to the scoring method are needed. 
 

Proposed modifications of QE scirep guidelines: 
Add in the QE scirep guidelines this scoring method in short: 
Number of analytical samples > 5 → score for the category =5 
Number of analytical samples ≤ 5 → score for the category = number of analytical 
samples. 

 
Comment on FoodCASE scoring method: 
This proposed scoring procedure is already integrated within FoodCASE. It is 
recommended not to make any changes to FoodCASE. 
 
Scoring method for the sample handling category 
Information on scoring should be provided in a way that gives an overall picture of 
the method. No changes to the scoring method are needed. 
 

Proposed modifications of QE scirep guidelines: 
Add in the QE scirep guidelines this scoring method in short: 
Number of NO answers = 0  → score for the category =5 
Number of NO answers > 0  → score for the category =1 

 
Comment on FoodCASE scoring method: 
This proposed scoring procedure is already integrated within FoodCASE. It is 
recommended not to make any changes to FoodCASE. 
 
Scoring method for the analytical method and analytical control category 
The following update to QE scirep was made thanks to the input of Isabel 
Castanheira (INSA, Partner 15) and Velimatti Ollilainen (University of Helsinki). 

 
First, the two categories for assessment analytical method and analytical quality 
control initially separated were now merged. As each category had a maximum 
score of 5 points, the new merged category should have a maximum sore of 5+5=10 
points.  
The criteria that were mentioned in the previous version of QE scirep are generally 
kept (with slight modifications). 
For example, the criterion on the use of a reference material is maintained because 
as stated by Castanheira et al., 2007, reference materials are essential for 
evaluation of the quality of analytical value. Nevertheless, it should be added that it is 
important to use a reference material that corresponds to an appropriate analyte, in 
an appropriate concentration range (close to the expected range in the foods to be 
then tested) and in a matrix comparable to the matrix of the foods to be tested. 
One criterion was deleted: the one dealing with appropriateness of key method 
steps, mainly because it may be too difficult for compilers to apply correctly, in so far 
as compilers are generally non-chemists.  
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Criterion 33 was separated in 2 criteria, one on accreditation, another one on 
proficiency testing. Three new criteria were added: 

- Use of in-house validation study, 
- Participation in collaborative studies, 
- Recovery study leading to a maximum relative standard deviation of 

20%. This criterion is inspired by the pragmatic approach used by the 
USDA and described by Bhagwat et al, 2009. 

The way to answer the criteria is not linear, that is to say all criteria do not have to be 
answered independently. Depending on the answer to the criterion on accreditation 
of the lab for a given method, 6 criteria may or may not need to be answered in the 
new version of QE scirep for the category analytical method and analytical quality 
control. This is due to the fact that the fulfillment of these 6 criteria is indeed implied 
by the obtaining of an accreditation, according to ISO/IEC 17025:2005. 
Consequently, if the 6 criteria are positively answered, the score should be the same 
as the score obtained when a lab is accredited for a given method. 
 
The criteria and associated scoring strategy could then be structured as follows: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Add to the previous score the one obtained after using this schemes: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Criterion 30: Were analytical 
sample replicates tested? 

Score 1 point. Go to next question. 

Score 0 point. Go to next question. 

Criterion 31: Was the laboratory 
accredited for this method? 

Add 9 points. STOP 

NO 

YES 

YES 

NO 

Criterion 32: Does the analytical 
method used in the source 
match the list of appropriate 
analytical methods given in the 
GAMA? 

Add 1.5 point. Go to next question. 

NO 

YES 

Add 0 point. Answer all following 6 
questions. 

Add 0 point. Go to next question. 

Criterion 33: Was the method 
validated by a in-house 
validation study? 

NO 

YES 

Add 1.5 point. Go to next question. 

Add 0 point. Go to next question. 

Criterion 34 Was the method 
validated by performance testing 
(PT schemes, proficiency 
testing)? NO 

YES 

Add 1.5 point. Go to next question. 

Add 0 point. Go to next question. 
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Final score after summation of points obtained will be rounded to the nearest integer, 
this meaning that values ending with ,5 will be rounded up to the nearer highest 
integer. 
Possible scores for this category analytical method and analytical quality control are 
then: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10. 
 
Comment on FoodCASE scoring method: 
The proposed scoring method is currently not integrated into FoodCASE since 
foodCASE is currently using a different set of criteria grouped in two distinct 
categories. It is recommended to adjust the FoodCASE to these guidelines once 
they are validated. 
 
Overall score of QE scirep 
No changes are proposed to the overall scoring for all six categories. The scores per 
category have to be added up, the final score being the quality index. The quality 
index can then be expressed in percentage if desired.  
The FoodCASE software applied the same procedure to calculate the total QE scirep 
score (but with 7 categories instead of 6in the new version of QE scirep). 
 
 
4.6 Promotion of QE scirep 
 

Using the EuroFIR standardised approaches on data quality assessment can highly 
improve the information on the quality of data in food composition databases. It can 
also be used as a mean to compare food composition data. Using these approaches 
can help to make users of food composition data aware of the importance of scoring 
data quality as well as of the availability of databases containing such data. To 
promote the use of QE scirep 2 fact sheets were prepared. One is compiler oriented, 
the other one is user oriented, highlighting the benefits of using QE scirep and QE 
other. The last includes elements to understand quality index score. After peer 
reviewing the fact sheets within EuroFIR and after finalization, the fact sheets could 
be made available through the EuroFIR website.  

Criterion 37: Was the method 
validated by a recovery study 
leading to a relative standard 
deviation ≤ 20% (or 80% ≤ CV 
≤120%) 

NO 

YES 

Add 1.5 point. STOP. 

Add 0 point. STOP. 

Criterion 36: Was the method 
validated using an appropriate 
reference material (analyte, 
concentration, matrix) NO 

YES 

Add 1.5 point. Go to next question. 

Add 0 point. Go to next question. 

Criterion 35: Was the method 
validated by a collaborative 
study? 

NO 

YES 

Add 1.5 point. Go to next question. 

Add 0 point. Go to next question. 
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As we know data from scientific literature is used by several compilers. Analytical 
data published in food composition databases is often borrowed by other compilers. 
When compilers have quality assessed these values using QE scirep it would be 
efficient if not only the values with their metadata but also the QE scirep scores 
would be shared among compilers. This will be an effective way to share the limited 
resources. A pre requisite is of course that all compilers take part in the work on 
quality evaluation and are sharing their data. Such an approach would be one of the 
ways to promote quality evaluation among (EuroFIR) compiler organisations.  
Some issues regarding criteria that are assessed from the point of view of a specific 
country (e.g. in criterion 25: were samples taken from the most important sales 
outlet) would need to be solved. Technical solutions on how to store, export and 
import QE scirep results would need to be developed. QE scirep data can be 
included in the EuroFIR standard for value documentation.   
Also a structure would be needed to make sure that no redundant work will be done. 
For now the number of values that is quality indexed is too limited to be of any value, 
so we must regard the work described as an exercise rather than as a start for a 
data repository. 
 
Editors of journals should certainly be aware of the importance of some information 
for food composition databases. To highlight this more communication with them 
could be considered. 
 
 

5. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

The response from the group of EuroFIR NEXUS compilers was 50%, who were 
able to cooperate in the QE scirep exercise. Most of them were able to quality 
assess both values assigned to them. 
The compilers noted some problems and made some suggestions to solve the 
problems they have encountered. 
 
FoodCASE software is the only database management system known that has 
already integrated the EuroFIR QE scirep approach. Seven compilers were able to 
use FoodCASE for this exercise. The overall opinion on the user friendliness of 
FoodCASE for QE scirep was very high, ranging from 8 to 10 on a 10 points scale. 
To promote the use of FoodCASE for QE scirep on a large scale, it is recommended 
to modify the functionality to allow easy copying of QE scirep answers to other data 
points. 
 
EuroFIR Guidelines for the assessment of methods for analysis (GAMA) were 
provided to assist the compilers in the exercise. From the results, it was not clear to 
what extend the compilers had made use of this document. Only a few remarks have 
been made with respect to the content of the GAMA document. The current lack of 
key method steps in the GAMA makes it difficult for compilers to score on one of the 
analytical criteria (but this criterion was finally deleted for another reason). 
 
None of the compilers used the EuroFIR forum on Quality assessment to discuss 
any of the problems or suggested solutions. The reason can be that compilers did 
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not feel the need to discuss anything, since they did not use email either for 
discussions. Another reason might be some difficulties with achieving access to the 
forum. 
 
All remarks and questions collected from the QE scirep exercise are evaluated and 
described per QE scirep category. For each of the categories a list of proposed 
modifications to QE scirep is given in the report, specifying in detail how the QE 
scirep guidelines need to be updated. Some modifications correspond to the addition 
of examples or precisions for a better understanding of the criteria integrated in QE 
scirep. They should allow a more robust assessment. 
 
Improvement of QE scirep and recommendations were to: 

 Reorganize the assessment criteria of analytical quality control category and 
analytical method category with analysts. The impossibility to have key method 
steps in the GAMA for all possible methods also suggests to delete the 
associated criterion, since one of the QE scirep criteria deals with the description 
of key method steps in the data source. 

 Update the current QE scirep guidelines using the information in this deliverable.  

 For all criteria: replace “known” and “indicated” by “provided”. The general 
principle is that data on which compilers make their assessment should be 
“provided” that is to say “provided in the data source or undoubtedly inferred from 
information provided in the data source”. 

 For all criteria delete the words “If relevant”, since there is no use to mention “If 
relevant”, “relevant” or “satisfactory” in criteria where the answer NOT 
APPLICABLE can be chosen. 

 Delete the possibility to answer NOT APPLICABLE wherever possible to avoid 
misunderstanding and make QE assessment easier. 

 Investigate the possibility for compilers to begin the quality assessment only after 
having indicated to the system if the food is manufactured or not. This will enable 
more consistent and standardized quality assessment. The software i.e. 
FoodCASE could come up with appropriate next questions.  

 
Improvement for scoring of QE scirep and recommendations are to: 

 Report the exact formulas for scoring per category in detail (not only in words) in 
the guidelines to achieve more understanding. 

 For the sampling plan category: modify the scoring algorithm and make it similar 
to the scoring of the food description category. In FoodCASE the scoring 
algorithm deviates from the QE scirep guidelines. It is recommended to modify 
the scoring in FoodCASE as soon as the proposed modifications of QE scirep are 
validated to make it match with the QE scirep guidelines 

 For the analytical method and analytical quality control category: build within 
FoodCASE a new scoring algorithm following the approach proposed in this 
report. For total scoring no modification is needed in QE scirep or in FoodCASE. 

 
Any other databases intending to integrate QE scirep are advised to follow the 
revised guidelines. 
 
To promote QE scirep two fact sheets are drafted, one compiler oriented and one 
users oriented, highlighting the benefits of using QE scirep and QE other. The last 
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includes elements to understand quality index score. The fact sheets need to be 
reviewed within EuroFIR before finalisation. 
 
Future recommendations on how to continue quality work could be to:  

 use the existing EuroFIR forum to keep compilers informed and to offer them 
possibility to share and solve the issues they face while using QE scirep 

 create working groups within the EuroFIR compiler network to pilot solving of 
the future main issues, including those linked to understanding of the GAMA 

 update FoodCASE based on the changes that were made to QE scirep, and 
on recommendations made in this deliverable to ease the assessment 

 consider enlargement of the audience of QE scirep, for example by submitting 
it for comments to the INFOODS food compilers network. 
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Appendix 1. EuroFIR NEXUS Work Package 1 Task 1.4 Description of 
work 
 

Review, refine and implement the data quality evaluation system  

 

This task will be undertaken by ETHZ, ANSES, INSA, IFR and EuroFIR AISBL 

[ISPO]. The existing data quality evaluation system for quality index attribution to 

original data from scientific literature or reports will be reviewed and refined in order 

to improve its usability. The two main types of data quality systems those applicable 

to a specific component, or component group (and those valid for all components 

developed by EuroFIR), will be refined in particularly for those categories where 

previous round robin studies emphasized compilers’ difficulties.  

Feedback from the FCDB compiler network (WP3) and external users will be sought, 

and training workshops developed under WP5. The aim will be to integrate the 

Quality Evaluation systems for scientific literature and reports (QE scirep) and other 

data sources (QE other) into a single quality evaluation system. In addition, the 

integrated system should be validated and harmonised as far as possible with other 

existing schemes. The feedback from testing schemes will be used to refine the 

guidelines and to improve the consistency of the data quality evaluation system for 

use by FCDB compilers and users of food data. 

 The visualisation of data quality with both national FCDB compiler organisations and 

users will be undertaken and feedback used to refine and improve data quality. A 

simple and comprehensive fact-sheet on the data quality evaluation system will be 

developed and tested by ETHZ for external data users with support from WP3 and 

WP4. The aim is to provide the user with tools that guarantee an appropriate 

selection and choice of the data for intended purpose especially key food and 

nutritional applications (e.g. nutritional labelling, and assessment of nutrient intakes).  
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Appendix 2. List of papers to review with selected foods and components for the QE scirep exercise 
 

Article Food to be 
assessed 

Compounds 
to be 
assessed 

FoodCASE 
Food id 

Name of the food created within FoodCASE 

Gokoglu, N., Yerlikaya, P., Cengiz, E., 
Effects of cooking methods on the 
proximate composition and mineral 
contents of rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus 
mykiss), (2004) Food 
Chemistry, 84 (1), pp. 19-22 

Rainbow 
trout, 
baked, fillet 
without 
skin 

Ca, Fe  
 

1338 
1339 

TEST WP1.4-1  Rainbow trout, baked, fillet 
without skin  
TEST WP1.4-2  Rainbow trout, baked, fillet 
without skin 

Ekholm, P., etal,  
Changes in the mineral and trace 
elements of cereals, fruits and 
vegetables in Finland, 
(2007) Journal of Food Composition and 
Analysis, 20, pp. 487-495 

Wheat flour Ca, Fe 
 

1340 
1341 

TEST WP1.4-3 Wheat flour  
TEST WP1.4-4 Wheat flour 

Guil-Guerrero, J.L., Rebolloso-Fuentes, 
M.M., Nutrient composition and 
antioxidant activity of eight tomato 
(Lycopersicon esculentum) varieties, 
(2009) Journal of Food Composition and 
Analysis 22 (2) , pp. 123-129 

Tomato, 
cherry, raw 

Se, vitamin 
C 

1342 
1343 

TEST WP1.4-5 Tomato, cherry, raw 
TEST WP1.4-6 Tomato, cherry, raw 

Mattila, P. et al, Contents of vitamins, 
mineral elements, and some phenolic 
compounds in cultivated mushrooms, 
(2001) Journal of Agricultural and Food 
Chemistry, 49 (5), pp. 2343-2348 

Oyster 
mushroom, 
raw 

Se, vit B1 1344 
1345 

TEST WP1.4-7 Oyster mushroom, raw  
TEST WP1.4-8 Oyster mushroom, raw 

vitamin D 1360 
1361 

TEST WP1.4-15 Oyster mushroom, 
cultivated, raw 
TEST WP1.4-16 Oyster mushroom, 
cultivated, raw 
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Article Food to be 
assessed 

Compounds 
to be 
assessed 

FoodCASE 
Food id 

Name of the food created within FoodCASE 

Leonhardt, M., Wenk, C., Variability of 
Selected Vitamins and Trace Elements of 
Different Meat Cuts, (1997) Journal of 
Food Composition and 
Analysis, 10 (3), pp. 218-224 

Chicken 
breast, raw 

vitamin B1 1362 
1363 

TEST WP1.4-17 Chicken breast, raw  
TEST WP1.4-18 Chicken breast, raw 

Cano, M.P., De Ancos, B., Matallana, 
M.C., Cámara, M., Reglero, G., Tabera, 
J., Differences among Spanish and Latin-
American banana cultivars: 
Morphological, chemical and sensory 
characteristics, (1997) Food 
Chemistry, 59 (3), pp. 411-419 

Banana, 
peeled 

vitamin C 1364 
1365 

TEST WP1.4-17 Banana, peeled  
TEST WP1.4-18 Banana, peeled 

Rasmussen, L.B., Larsen, E.H., Ovesen, 
L., Iodine content in drinking water and 
other beverages in Denmark, 
(2000) European Journal of Clinical 
Nutrition, 54 (1), pp. 57-60 

Soft drinks I 1346 
1347 

TEST WP1.4-9 Soft drinks  
TEST WP1.4-10 Soft drinks 

Elder, S. J., Haytowitz, D. B., Howe, J., 
Perterson, J. W., Booth, S. L., Vitamin K 
contents of meat, dairy and fast food in 
the U.S diet, (2006) Journal of 
Agricultural and Food Chemistry, 54, pp. 
463-467 

Ground 
beef, raw, 
medium fat 

K1 1350 
1351 

TEST WP1.4-9 Ground beef, raw, medium fat  
TEST WP1.4-10 Ground beef, raw, medium 
fat 

Cressey, P. J., Iodine content of New 
zealand dairy products, (2003) Journal of 
Food Composition and 

Cream, 
liquid, 40% 
fat 

I 1348 
1349 

TEST WP1.4-11 Cream, liquid, 40% fat 
minimum  
TEST WP1.4-12 Cream, liquid, 40% fat 
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Article Food to be 
assessed 

Compounds 
to be 
assessed 

FoodCASE 
Food id 

Name of the food created within FoodCASE 

Analysis, 16, pp. 25-36 minimum minimum 

Schurgers, L. J., Vermeers, C , 
Determination of phylloquinone and 
menaquinones in food, (2000) 
Haemostasis, 30, pp. 298-307 

Milk, whole K1 1352 
1353 

TEST WP1.4-11 Milk, whole 
TEST WP1.4-12 Milk, whole 

Puwastien P etal , International inter-
laboratory analyses of food folate, (2005) 
Journal of Food Composition and 
Analysis, 18, 387–397 

Soybean 
flour 

folates 1354 
1355 

TEST WP1.4-13 Soybean flour 
TEST WP1.4-14 Soybean flour 

Clausen, I., Jakobsen, J., Leth, T., 
Ovesen, L., Vitamin D3 and 25-
hydroxyvitamin D3 in raw and cooked 
pork cuts, (2003) Journal of Food 
Composition and 
Analysis, 16 (5), pp. 575-585 

Pork, loin, 
lean meat, 
raw 

vitamin D 1358 
1359 

TEST WP1.4-13 Pork, loin, lean meat, raw  
TEST WP1.4-14 Pork, loin, lean meat, raw 

Strandler H.S.,  Jastrebova J.,  Mattisson  
I. , Folate content in Swedish eggs: 
influence of breed, feed and processing, 
Eur Food Res Technol (2011) 233:923–
930 

Egg, 
whole, raw 

folates 1356 
1357 

TEST WP1.4-15 Egg, whole, raw  
TEST WP1.4-16 Egg, whole, raw 
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Appendix 3. Guidelines to use FoodCASE for the QE scirep exercise 
 
 

 
 
Some guidelines to use FoodCASE 
for the EuroFIR NEXUS quality assessment exercise 
WP 1, task 1.4  
 
 
1- Access to FoodCASE V1.4.3 
 
You need to have JAVA installed on your computer. 
 
Use the following address: http://test.foodcase.ethz.ch/index2.html 
 
Choose Compiler Client to run the program  
Username: test 
Password: Welcome 
 
If you get a message that the server is not found, please tell your IT persons that you 
need the ports 1098, 1099 and 3873 open to communicate to the FoodCASE server. 
 
FoodCASE can be accessed by multiple users at the same moment, even when 
using the same login account. 
 
Click on Wiki to find the FoodCASE user manual. Note that the user manual is not 
completed nor finalised. A limited number of topics is explained in the current Wiki1.  
 
Since the access is to the test version of FoodCASE that is used by all test users, 
this implies that the data entered by one compiler can be changed, corrected, 
deleted by someone else. We ask you to keep this in mind and not change data 
entered by someone else.  
 
The Compiler Client consists of 5 registers: single values, aggregated values, 
recipes, references, versions. For the work required for task 1.4, you will need only 
the single value register, but you can have a look at the other registers to learn more 
about FoodCASE. 
 
All foods and components needing quality assessment for task 1.4 have been put in 
FoodCASE and can be found using the search functions in FoodCASE. 
 
 

                                                 
1
 If you want to add text to make the manual more complete, you are welcome to do so.  

 

http://test.foodcase.ethz.ch/index2.html
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2- Search foods in FoodCASE 
 
Go to the single values register by clicking on the adequate register. 
 
The quickest way to find foods to be used for task 1.4 is to use their ID. They range 
from 1338 to 1365. In the centre panel, click on the ID column to sort foods 
(descending order) by their id, then click on the food with the ID that was attributed 
for you in the List of publications to be quality assessed.xls 
 
Other possibilities of searching foods are: 

 In the left panel foods can be searched by food names in the food search 
area. Select the column in which you want to search, add a function if needed 
and enter the food name/part of the food name you want to search. Searching 
is not case sensitive, unless you thick the box Case sensitive. Click search to 
start searching. 
The search can be combined with searching for a component to limit the 
results. 
The results are shown in the centre panel. 

 Another way to search for foods and components is by using the filters in the 
columns in the centre panel. This is what was recommended to find foods for 
task 1.4 based on their ID, but you can also click on the name of each column 
to sort data in ascending or descending order. You can also use the small 
arrow on the right of each column, which works in a similar way as the filter 
options in Excel. Searches can be customized by clicking on ‘custom’. 

 
When clicking on ‘refresh’ at the left bottom of the single foods panel, you go back to 
the complete list of foods. 
 
When you right click on the name of any of the columns in the centre panel, you can 
see which variables are displayed on the centre panel. You can select or deselect 
variables and in this way change the content of the centre panel. The position of 
each column can be changed by dragging and dropping the column, comparable to 
replacing columns in Excel. 
 
To go to the details (e.g. names, food groups, remarks) of the food double click on 
the food name in the upper centre single food panel. 
 
 
3- From single foods to single components 
 
For the foods that we use for task 1.4, only the relevant component values were 
entered by task 1.4 into FoodCASE.  
After searching foods using the search options mentioned a list of foods that match 
to the criteria is displayed. When you click on one of the foods the components that 
have been entered into FoodCASE will be displayed in the lower centre panel, which 
is the single components panel.  
To go to the details of the value you double click on the component of your choice in 
the lower centre single values panel. 
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4- Quality assessment 
 
Quality index is attributed on single values only. For this task the use of the other 
registers is not needed. It is however recommended to have a look at the reference 
register, where all references used in FoodCASE can be found. 
 
To perform the 1.4 task, only some mandatory data are entered. All additional details 
have been left out and need to be found in the papers we use as reference for the 
values. 
Additional information from the references may be put into FoodCASE. After opening 
the single value detail screen by double clicking on a single value in the lower centre 
single value panel you can click on the Quality Index register. 
For each value by default the QI score is 1 for each category, resulting in a minimum 
score of 7 by default. By answering each of the QI question the QI score will be 
recalculated. 
 
To apply the QI assessment you click on the edit questions button, and indicate for 
each of the questions yes / no / not applicable. Data can be stored by using the save 
and close button. 
 
It is possible to continue at a later moment and it is possible to change answers if 
needed. 
 
We advise you to store your quality assessment within FoodCASE and to fill in the 
questionnaire at the same time. 
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Appendix 4. Questionnaire sent to EuroFIR NEXUS compilers for the QE scirep 
exercise 
 

The questionnaire was an Excel spreadsheet composed of different tabs identified 
by grey frames. 
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Appendix 5. Email sent to EuroFIR NEXUS compilers and list of documents 
provided for the QE scirep exercise 
 

Dear EuroFIR NEXUS compilers, 
 
Recently Susanne and I took over the work on EuroFIR NEXUS WP1 (Quality), task 
1.4 entitled ‘Review, refine and implement the data quality evaluation system’. 
  
For this task 1.4, we ask now you to quality index two data from scientific literature 
and give feedback on this. 
  
The purpose of this work is to stimulate compilers to make a start / or to continue 
with quality indexing of their data using the EuroFIR guidelines that were developed 
in the previous EuroFIR project. We also aim at further standardising the process by 
improving the available EuroFIR tools, comparing the results and making a start with 
sharing quality indexed data.  
The innovative/positive aspects of the work we will do together are: 

 the use by all compilers of the FoodCASE software, which was developed by 
Karl Presser for the Swiss food composition database. 

 the use by all compilers of a new version of the EuroFIR guidelines for 
assessment of methods for analysis (=GAMA, prepared by Isabel Castanheira) 

 a precise reporting by all compilers of hesitations/difficulties and suggestions 
for improvement to EuroFIR documents (EuroFIR QE-scirep guidelines and 
GAMA) thanks to a questionnaire 

 the making of a EuroFIR deliverable with synthesis of these information 
 the use of the EuroFIR forum, with technical support from Simone Bell 

Since we are getting close the end of the EuroFIR NEXUS project, we will have short 
deadlines to do the work. The data needs to be collected from you by November 
30th. 
Practically, what do we ask from you?  
  
- Please quality assess 2 values selected by us from scientific papers. A document 
that indicates precisely which foods/components/papers we ask you to work on is 
enclosed: List of publications to be quality assessed.xls. 
We will come back to you very soon to know if these papers are available to you. 

 - Use FoodCASE to store the quality assessment you will do. To get started with 
FoodCASE, we have prepared the Guidelines to use FoodCASE for the QA 
exercise.doc (enclosed) 

 - Give your feedback on this exercise using a questionnaire: Questionnaire QA 
exercise.doc (enclosed) 
 
Other EuroFIR documents that will support you doing the quality assessment are: 
- QE scirep guidelines June 2008 (enclosed) 
- GAMA 2012 06 27 (enclosed). It is the current draft version. Method Indicators 
codes will be reviewed in the future. In this document, all methods mentioned are 
considered as equally appropriate methods, unless other indications are mentioned. 
 
We have taken your name from the list of contact persons for the EuroFIR compiler 
network. You are of course free to involve other colleagues in your institute in this 
task. 
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Support 
 
We plan to use the EuroFIR forums to share the information with you and to enable 
you to discuss with all other compilers on the issues you face while doing the task. 
The forum on quality indexing can be found here: 
http://www.eurofir.eu/compiler_network/forums  
Click on DISCUSSION FORUMS and find the FORUM INSTRUCTIONS on top of 
the list. Please read the instruction on how to use the EuroFIR forums. To stay 
informed on what is discussed please subscribe to 'Subscribe from: Posts tagged 
with Quality evaluation‘. This link can be found just below the first post on Quality 
Evaluation, which was posted by Olafur Reykdal.  
The documents will also be placed at the forum. 
 
Results 
  
Please inform Susanne and Marine once you have finished quality indexing in 
FoodCASE the 2 foods/components assigned to you and send to both of us by e-
mail the questionnaire that you have filled in. 
Your name and the name of your institute will be mentioned as contributors to this 
deliverable. The content of your contribution will be treated anonymously. 
 
On beforehand we thank you very much for your cooperation.  
 
With best regards, 
  
Susanne and Marine 
 
List of documents provided: 
- List of publications to be quality assessed 
- Guidelines to use FoodCASE fort the QA exercise 
- QE scirep guidelines June 2008 
- Questionnaire QA exercise 
- GAMA 2012 06 27

http://www.eurofir.eu/compiler_network/forums
http://www.eurofir.eu/notifications/unsubscribe/sid/24?destination=node%2F365
http://www.eurofir.eu/notifications/unsubscribe/sid/24?destination=node%2F365
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Appendix 6 Detailed participation of EuroFIR NEXUS compilers in the QE 
scirep exercise 

Country and organization 
contacted to take part in the 
QE scirep exercise 

reaction 
received 

excel file 
filled in 

FoodCASE 
used 

No. of 
components 

assessed 

Bulgaria NCPHP no    

Denmark DTU yes yes no 1 

Finland THL no    

Germany MRI no    

Greece HHF yes yes yes 2 

Iceland MATIS yes yes yes 2 

Italy INRAN yes yes yes 2 

Latvia FCFVS no    

Lithuania SEHC no    

Poland NFNI no    

Portugal INSA yes yes no 2 

Serbia IMR no    

Slovakia FRI yes yes yes 2 

Slovenia JSI yes yes yes 1 

Spain UGR no    

Sweden NFA no    

Turkey TUBITAK yes yes yes 1 

United 

Kingdom 

IFR 
yes yes yes 2 

 

 

 


