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ABSTRACT

Inconsistent and contradictory results from nutrition studies conducted by different investigators continue to emerge, in part because of the

inherent variability of natural products, as well as the unknown and therefore uncontrolled variables in study populations and experimental

designs. Given these challenges inherent in nutrition research, it is critical for the progress of the field that researchers strive to minimize

variability within studies and enhance comparability between studies by optimizing the characterization, control, and reporting of products,

reagents, and model systems used, as well as the rigor and reporting of experimental designs, protocols, and data analysis. Here we describe

some recent developments relevant to research on plant-derived products used in nutrition research, highlight some resources for

optimizing the characterization and reporting of research using these products, and describe some of the pitfalls that may be avoided by

adherence to these recommendations. Adv Nutr 2016;7:383–9.
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Introduction
Efforts to optimize the reproducibility of biomedical re-
search through enhanced rigor in research designs and in-
creased comprehensiveness and transparency of research
reporting span the research community (1, 2). Recent exam-
ples supporting the relevance of these efforts to nutrition re-
search include an article titled “Five Foods We Thought
Were Bad for Us Now Turn Out to Be Good” (3). Variability
between published outcomes from apparently similar stud-
ies of dietary natural products is seen, for example, in a
meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials that reported
improvements in glycemic control associated with green
tea catechin exposure (4). Variability among the 22 pub-
lished trials included in the analysis is highlighted by the
fact that most did not find any statistically significant effect
for most of the relevant outcomes. Inconsistencies in reported
outcomes may result from differences in study design, in

levels (or baseline levels) of exposure to the phytochemical(s)
studied (5, 6), in products or product delivery, in subtle
differences in outcomes or outcome assessment methods,
or in the participant populations. For plant-based natural
products in particular, product complexity creates the poten-
tial for substantial variation in composition, stability, metab-
olism, and biological effects in individual consumers. Other
aspects of nutrition research, including the pressure to test
multiple hypotheses in a single study (7) and the generally
small effect sizes observed for nutritional interventions, likely
also contribute to variation in reported outcomes (8). The
many extremely challenging sources of variation require
that nutrition and other natural product researchers control,
as carefully as possible, those sources of potential error that
are most readily controlled if they are to build a solid founda-
tion for eventual translation to public health or clinical
application.

We focus here on an aspect of nutrition research in which
the resources and methods for rigorous analysis and report-
ing are advancing rapidly: the identification and compre-
hensive characterization of complex, dietary natural
products, especially those derived from plants. The use
of inadequately characterized or substantially different re-
agents and reference materials has been reported to be a ma-
jor reason for failure to reproduce research results, whether
within or between research groups (2, 9). For most complex
natural products, there is a lack of definitive identification of
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the active constituents. In such cases, it is difficult to antic-
ipate which individual components are critical for product
characterization and reproducibility of outcomes, making
it important to analyze the products as comprehensively as
is feasible before and during the study, as well as retain
voucher specimens of the source material (10) and finished
materials (e.g., extract combined with rodent diet or
capsules used in a clinical trial), so that they are available
later to address questions about their identity and composi-
tion (11). Comprehensive product analysis in the absence of
standardization cannot ensure batch-to-batch product re-
producibility, but combined with transparent reporting, it
may facilitate the identification of chemical constituents
that contribute to specific bioactivities. Combining the prac-
tices and cutting-edge approaches to elucidation of chemistry-
bioactivity relations described here may substantially
accelerate the elucidation of mechanisms of action of com-
plex products.

This review covers the following: cutting-edge ap-
proaches to the comprehensive characterization of chemi-
cally complex, plant-derived natural products; approaches
to establishing specifications for such products; some re-
sources available from the NIH and other federal agencies
to support appropriate and rigorous analyses; published rec-
ommendations for the conduct and reporting of natural
products research; and pitfalls in botanical identification
and characterization.

Comprehensive nutritional natural product
characterization: need and challenges
Where the mechanisms of action of complex natural pro-
ducts are not fully established and multiple components
may be involved in biological activities, as is often the
case for foods and botanical dietary supplements, it is pos-
sible that small differences in chemical composition may
substantially modify metabolism or biological effects in
humans or preclinical models. It is then critical that com-
position (including primary and secondary metabolite
content) be comprehensively investigated. Comprehensive
chemical analyses of chemically similar but distinct prepa-
rations (e.g., different batches or fractions of a complex
product) combined with standard biological or biochemi-
cal outcomes and sophisticated computational methods
may enable the generation of specific, testable hypotheses
regarding the active component(s) and their mechanisms
of action and interaction without requiring the isolation
of individual chemical constituents or bioassay-guided
fractionation.

Appropriate storage of raw and test materials allows for
additional analyses to be performed if previously unstudied
modifications or compounds are subsequently implicated as
the source of experimental variability. Nevertheless, it is al-
ways preferable to publish the requisite product analysis
methods and analytical results along with the rest of the
study data. Many journals now provide online access to sup-
plementary information if analytical details are too lengthy
to include in the main body of a research publication (12).

But how feasible is it to comprehensively characterize a pro-
duct, given practical limitations on product availability, time,
and funding? Most quantitative analytical methods require re-
searchers to choose which classes of compounds will be recov-
ered and detected and which will be lost or even destroyed
[see, e.g., (13) and (14)]. Constituent detection is biased and
not only by the analytical method(s) selected. Many choices
made during sample preparation, ranging from extraction
temperature and solvent through choice of direct analysis
compared with hydrolysis and selection of hydrolysis condi-
tions, may also bias the results toward the selective recovery
of some compounds and the loss of others (5). These critical
choices must be well justified and appropriate for the hypoth-
esis to be tested. In some cases, multiple analytical approaches
may be required to provide sufficiently comprehensive infor-
mation about the chemical composition of the material. If
unexpected results are obtained, it is advisable to perform
the analysis with the use of more than one analytical approach,
with the second approach preferably orthogonal to the first [i.e.,
based on different biological or physical principles; e.g., (15)].

Methods for comprehensive nutritional natural
product identification, characterization, and
standardization
Approaches that allow broader, nontargeted detection gen-
erally incur loss of sensitivity to some components. Efforts
to develop accurate and comprehensive analytical methods
with the use of orthogonal approaches to natural product
characterization have a long history [as reviewed, for example
in (16)]. We describe briefly the notable features of a number
of newer approaches to the characterization, identification,
and standardization of complex nutritional natural products
(Table 1).

General guidance
Across the NIH, a suite of initiatives aim to enhance support
for rigorous research design and conduct, as well as full
and transparent research reporting, with the larger goal of
enhancing research reproducibility. One important result
of these transdisciplinary efforts is a core set of reporting
guidelines, endorsed by many peer-reviewed research jour-
nals and available from the NIH website (12). These guide-
lines encompass issues ranging from compliance with
community-based nomenclature standards to rigorous sta-
tistical design and avoidance of unintentional bias (e.g., by
randomization and blinding in preclinical as well as clinical
research) and include a recommendation for the “descrip-
tion of biological material with enough information to
uniquely identify the reagents” (12). Some details are pro-
vided for information to be obtained and provided for ani-
mals used in preclinical research, as well as for cell lines used
in in vitro research. For example, approaches have been de-
scribed to ensure that cell lines are correctly identified and
free of contamination that could adversely affect the repro-
ducibility of results (2).

As part of these overall efforts to enhance research repro-
ducibility, the NIH recently announced that beginning in
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January 2016, it will require grant applications to include
additional information on the rigor of the research support-
ing the scientific premise for the proposal, as well as the
rigor of the proposed experimental design and methods, in-
cluding (but not limited to) the inclusion of sex and age as
biological variables and the authentication of key biological
and/or chemical resources (24). The NIH Rigor and Repro-
ducibility webpages (25) also offer resources on best prac-
tices and avoidance of pitfalls in cutting-edge techniques
used in cell and structural biology and in genomic analyses.

Guidance and resources for research on natural
products
A variety of subdiscipline-specific reporting guidelines are
aggregated by the Enhancing the QUAlity and Transparency
Of health Research (EQUATOR) Network (26), including
guidelines for reporting randomized clinical trials of herbal
interventions (27). Other reporting guidelines for research
on plant-derived products have focused on clinical trials us-
ing soy products (28) and flavonoid research (5).

The NIH National Center for Complementary and Inte-
grative Health (NCCIH) has long required that applicants
proposing to use natural products in research rigorously doc-
ument identification and characterization of the product(s) to
be used, as well as provide critical information regarding the
context of use (29). The NIH Office of Dietary Supplements
also applies this policy to Office of Dietary Supplements–
supported research. The information required under the
NCCIH Natural Product Integrity policy depends on the
type of product (e.g., chemically complex botanical, probi-
otic), as well as on the type of research in which the product
will be used (exploratory, mechanistic, preclinical, clinical).

Botanical product identification
For complex plant-derived products, the NCCIH policy re-
quires documentation of the identification of the product
(or component products) and of materials sourcing. Investiga-
tors may be required to describe the method of authentication
of raw materials and describe plans for retention of an authen-
ticated voucher specimen. A number of publications have ad-
dressed the importance of proper collection, authentication,

and storage of voucher specimens (10, 30, 31). Hildreth
et al. (10) describe relevant standard operating procedures.
Applequist and Miller (31) note some additional parameters
that may affect product chemistry [e.g., the plant part(s)
used, the site (including altitude), season and time of day of
harvest, and any evidence of herbivore or pathogen exposure)
and should be recorded for each voucher specimen. The stor-
age site of the voucher specimen must be noted in any publi-
cations. The Office of Dietary Supplements has supported the
development of resources for the microscopic identification of
botanicals (32) and for validation of methods used for botan-
ical identification (33).

Characterization of complex natural products
In addition to requiring documentation of product identifica-
tion, the NCCIH policy requires characterization of the chem-
istry of the final product “as thoroughly as the state of the
science allows” (29); data on batch-to-batch reproducibility,
homogeneity, and stability of the final product under antici-
pated study conditions; and specifications and tolerances for
the finished product (e.g., extract mixed with rodent diet).
Analyses of vehicle or control diet for compounds that may
show bioactivity in the outcomes to be assessed are
also required.

Natural product research resources
The NIH, often in collaboration with other federal agencies,
supports a variety of resources to assist researchers in the
characterization and analysis of complex botanical and other
natural products (Table 2). Some of these resources have
been developed by NIH-supported researchers at extramural
research organizations.

Pitfalls in the identification, characterization, and use
of plant-derived natural products
In the following, we describe some of the problems that may
be avoided by following the guidelines described above.

The initial identification by a plant taxonomist of source
plants used for research can prevent substantial loss of effort.
For example, Bauer et al. (53) reported novel constituents
found in Echinacea purpurea but later discovered that the

TABLE 1 Methods for comprehensive nutritional natural product detection, identification, and characterization1

Method/brief description Major strengths Major weaknesses Reference

Direct analysis in real-time mass spectrometry Real-time analysis Limited sensitivity (17)
Minimal sample preparation
Localization

Laser ablation electrospray ionization Real-time analysis Ionization and stability (18)
Minimal sample preparation No direct quantification
Localization Limited spatial resolution

Quantitative NMR Universal, quantitative Limited (μmol/L) sensitivity (15, 19)
UHPLC-MS for oligomeric proanthocyanidins Polymer characterization Limited applicability (20)
Multiple2: differentiation of complex natural products Orthogonal approaches Limited applicability (21)
Quantitative NMR: multicomponent-based standardization of NPs Multicomponent based (22)
Multiple3: identification of complex product metabolites Multicomponent based (23)
1 NMR, nuclear magnetic resonance; NP, natural product; UPLC, ultra performance liquid chromatography; UHPLC-MS, ultra-HPLC–mass spectrometry.
2 Methods used included HPLC with diode array detection, UPLC with electrospray ionization–mass spectrometric detection, Trolox redox assay, ultra-fast liquid chromatography with
UV detection, and multivariate analysis (partial least squares discriminant analysis).

3 Methods used included liquid chromatography–tandem mass spectrometry, enzymatic degradation, and n-octanol–water partition.
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material was Parthenium integrifolium that had been substituted
for E. purpurea (30). Boyd et al. (54) have also described the
critical importance of appropriately retaining specimens of ma-
terials used in research; when additional material was needed to
test anti-HIV activity associated with novel compounds (mi-
chellamines) detected in a plant tentatively identified as Ancis-
trocladus abbreviatus, the newly collected material lacked both
michellamines and the anti-HIV activity. Further taxonomic
study of the (fortunately archived) initial source revealed that
it was subtly different from A. abbreviatus, leading to its iden-
tification as a species that had not been previously described
but did contain the michellamines.

Although the chemistry of a natural product may be im-
portant for correct identification, as discussed above, most
current analytical approaches provide limited information
about the product. One pitfall to remember is that many
natural products contain compounds that can exist as
different stereoisomers. Plant-derived material will most
commonly contain only one isomer of a compound, but
synthetic versions of natural product constituents may con-
tain a mix of isomers. Importantly, the different stereoiso-
mers, although not separated by most nontargeted analyses,
may have very different biological effects. Amino acids and
sugars are a common example of this. Another is the report
by Brown et al. (55) that the polyphenolic diastereoisomer
S-(2) equol, a soy-derived polyphenol that is biosynthesized
by rodents and some humans, had no effect in a rat model
of breast cancer development, whereas the synthetic diastereo-
isomer R-(+) equol decreased the number of tumors by
43% and slowed tumor development. Smith (56) reviewed
the importance of absolute chemical configuration to biolog-
ical activity.

To highlight the importance of assessing the chemistry,
stability, bioavailability, and potential for drug interactions
of natural products used in research, we turn to a study

on St. John’s wort (Hypericum perforatum, SJW). In a pilot
randomized controlled trial (n = 27/group) attempting to
assess the potential of SJW in children with attention-
deficit hyperactivity disorder, Weber and colleagues (11) gave
each child 3 capsules/d of either a placebo or a preparation
of SJW standardized to contain 0.3% hypericin. Hypericin
was thought to be important in the activity of SJW because
it had been shown to be a monoamine oxidase inhibitor in
vitro (57). After 8 wk, participants’ performance was assessed
with the use of standard attention-deficit hyperactivity
disorder measures, revealing no statistically significant
difference between treatment and placebo groups. By the
time the resulting article (11) was in print, attention had be-
gun to focus on hyperforin, another potential active com-
pound in SJW. Hyperforin is thought to act as a reuptake
inhibitor for neurotransmitters (serotonin, dopamine, and
norepinephrine), and many products were standardized to
contain both 0.3% hypericin and 3% hyperforin. Although
independent testing before study initiation had confirmed
the presence of 0.3% hypericin, when the product was as-
sessed at the end of the trial, it contained only 0.13% hyper-
icin and 0.14% hyperforin, suggesting that for at least part of
the study, neither putative active had been present in suffi-
cient amount to exert the hypothesized effect. The negative
outcome was therefore uninterpretable. It is possible that
more frequent monitoring of the SJW and replacement of
degraded product might have produced a different outcome.
This SJW study underlines the importance of verifying pro-
duct stability and chemistry comprehensively before starting
experiments [the best candidate bioactive(s) at the end of
the study may differ from those hypothesized at the outset;
e.g., (58)].

The Weber et al. (11) study also exemplifies appropriate
caution to avoid potential product-drug interactions. Hy-
perforin is reported to induce hepatic production of the

TABLE 2 Federally supported resources for natural product research1

Resource Description Reference

ODS AMRM Program AMRM program of the NIH ODS (34)
AMRM method validation guidelines (33, 35, 36)
AMRM-supported validated methods and validation studies (37)

SRMs SRMs for NP research via AMRM and NIST (38)
NIST-ODS recommendations for the optimal use of SRMs in food analysis (39)
AMRM and NIST quality assurance programs (40)

NIH CARBON Program Botanical dietary supplement and NP innovation research centers (41)
ODS fact sheets Dietary supplement fact sheets; typical uses, toxicities, recent research (42)
NIH NP-Drug Interactions Centers of Excellence for Natural Product–Drug Interaction Research (43)
Herbs at a Glance NIH/NCCIH publication highlighting typical uses, adverse events, recent research (44)
USDA Nutrient Database USDA Nutrient Database for Standard Reference (45)
USDA special databases USDA special interest database for flavonoids in food (46)

USDA databases for phytochemicals (47)
USDA FNDDS USDA Food and Nutrient Database for Dietary Studies (48)
NIH RePORT Searchable database of NIH-supported research (49)
DS Ingredient Database Database of analytically verified content for vitamin and mineral DS sold in the United States (50)
DS Label Database ODS dietary supplements label database; searchable database of DS label information (51)
NCI NEXT Program NIH NCI’s Experimental Therapeutics Program; research assistance (52)
1 AMRM, Analytical Methods and Reference Materials; CARBON, Centers for Advancing Research on Botanicals and Other Natural Products; DS, dietary supplement; FNDDS, Food
and Nutrient Database for Dietary Studies; NCCIH, National Center for Complementary and Integrative Health; NCI, National Cancer Institute; NEXT, NCI Experimental Ther-
apeutics Program; NIST, National Institute of Standards and Technology; NP, natural product; ODS, Office of Dietary Supplements; RePORT, Research Portfolio Online Reporting
Tools; SRM, standard reference material.
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cytochrome P450 3A4 isoenzyme, which metabolizes many
pharmaceuticals (59). To avoid potential adverse interac-
tions, the investigators excluded those taking relevant pre-
scription or over-the-counter products from participation
in the study.

Ensuring that exposure in controls is low enough for an
intervention to show an effect compared with the control is
another critical issue in natural product and nutrition inter-
vention studies. Ensuring (or at least monitoring) protocol
adherence can shed light on otherwise confusing results
(60). Additional critical issues in natural products research
include nonlinear dose-response curves for many products
[e.g., Lappe and Heaney (6) and Nahrstedt and Butterweck
(58)] and inter- and intraindividual differences in bioavail-
ability and other responses to natural products and their
constituents. Although genetic and microbiome influences
on bioavailability and metabolism are not generally well un-
derstood, there are indications that bioavailability may vary
even within a single individual. Ferruzzi et al. (61) reported
that the bioavailability of polyphenols in rats increases fol-
lowing repeated exposure.

Placebo and nocebo effects may be critical in human sub-
jects research. A 340-participant trial of SJW for major de-
pression (62) exemplifies the potential strength of placebo
effects. In this study, participants receiving all 3 interven-
tions (SJW, placebo, and sertraline as a positive control an-
tidepressant) showed some improvement, but there was no
statistically significant difference between the interventions.
Indeed, 31.9% of those receiving placebo but only 24.8% of
those receiving sertraline showed the study-defined “full
response.”

Many factors influence the strength of placebo or nocebo
effects (63). A unifying theme among these factors is the par-
ticipants’ expectations with respect to the effects of the inter-
vention. Barrett et al. (64) reported that a 719-participant
trial of an Echinacea extract for treatment of the common
cold showed no overall statistically significant differences
between the Echinacea and placebo groups. However, the
group randomly allocated to receive no pills (unblinded pla-
cebo) tended to have longer-lasting, more severe symptoms,
whereas symptoms resolved more rapidly and were less se-
vere for those who believed Echinacea to be effective and
knew they were receiving Echinacea.

Summary and Conclusions
To support sustained progress, nutrition researchers need to
ensure that they are using the best, feasible approaches to the
rigorous characterization and reporting of the natural pro-
ducts and relevant methods used in their research. Data
must be reported comprehensively and transparently. Data
that should be obtained and reported include the sourcing,
comprehensive chemistry (including, where applicable, iso-
mer composition, glycosylation and other modifications,
and characterization of polymer sizes and linkages, as well
as stability under experimental conditions), pharmacokinet-
ics, pharmacodynamics, and bioavailability at target. When-
ever possible, information on exposure to and interactions

with other dietary components should be reported as well.
Methods for comprehensive analysis of natural products
continue to evolve. Many resources, including those de-
scribed in this review, are available to provide guidance in
the selection of analytical methods and to assist in the opti-
mal application of those methods. We have described some
resources that can be used to assess method performance
and pointed to a variety of resources that provide guidance
on the comprehensive reporting of data on products used,
experimental design, conduct, and results. Many journals
(12) now require detailed reporting on experimental design
elements and procedures used to reduce the potential for
and effects of inadvertent bias (e.g., randomization and
blinding). Increased focus on the practices described here
should enhance the ability to reproduce studies, to resolve
methodologic issues that lead to conflicting study outcomes,
and to speed the growth in our understanding of the effects
of botanicals and other natural products in humans and
other animals. Any additional efforts required to enhance
experimental rigor, such as increased quality control of
key biological resources or formal validation of analytical
methods, are expected to be more than justified by acceler-
ated research and public health progress in the longer term.

Acknowledgments
All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

References
1. Collins FS, Tabak LA. NIH plans to enhance reproducibility. Nature

2014;505:612.
2. Lorsch JR, Collins FS, Lippincott-Schwartz J. Fixing problems with cell

lines: technologies and policies can improve authentication. Science
2014;346:1452–3.

3. Schwartz L. Five foods we thought were bad for us now turn out to be
good [Internet]. San Francisco (CA). Alternet. 2015 [cited 2015 Aug 7].
Available from: http://www.alternet.org/food/5-foods-we-thought-were-
bad-us-now-turn-out-be-good.

4. Zheng XX, Xu YL, Li SH, Hui R, Wu YJ, Huang XH. Effects of green tea
catechins with or without caffeine on glycemic control in adults: a meta-
analysis of randomized controlled trials. Am J Clin Nutr 2013;97:750–62.

5. Balentine DA, Dwyer JT, Erdman JW Jr., Ferruzzi MG, Gaine PC,
Harnly JM, Kwik-Uribe CL. Recommendations on reporting require-
ments for flavonoids in research. Am J Clin Nutr 2015;101:1113–25.

6. Lappe JM, Heaney RP. Why randomized controlled trials of calcium
and vitamin D sometimes fail. Dermatoendocrinol 2012;4:95–100.

7. Streiner DL. Best (but oft-forgotten) practices: the multiple problems
of multiplicity-whether and how to correct for many statistical tests.
Am J Clin Nutr 2015;102:721–8.

8. Ioannidis JP. Implausible results in human nutrition research. BMJ
2013;347:f6698.

9. Freedman LP, Cockburn IM, Simcoe TS. The economics of reproduc-
ibility in preclinical research. PLoS Biol 2015;13:e1002165.

10. Hildreth J, Hrabeta-Robinson E, Applequist W, Betz J, Miller J. Stan-
dard operating procedure for the collection and preparation of voucher
plant specimens for use in the nutraceutical industry. Anal Bioanal
Chem 2007;389:13–7.

11. Weber W, VanderStoep A, McCarty RL, Weiss NS, Biederman J,
McClellan J. Hypericum perforatum (St John’s Wort) for attention-
deficit/hyperactivity disorder in children and adolescents: a randomized
controlled trial. JAMA 2008;299:2633–41.

12. NIH. Principles and guidelines for reporting preclinical research [Inter-
net]. Bethesda (MD): NIH. [cited 2015 Aug 10]. Available from: http:
//www.nih.gov/about/reporting-preclinical-research.htm.

Reproducibility accuracy nutrition research 387



13. Mushtaq MY, Choi YH, Verpoorte R, Wilson EG. Extraction for metab-
olomics: access to the metabolome. Phytochem Anal 2014;25:291–306.

14. Harnly J. Importance of accurate measurements in nutrition research:
flavonoids as a case study. Adv Nutr 2016;7:375–82.

15. Simmler C, Nikolic D, Lankin DC, Yu Y, Friesen JB, van Breemen RB,
Lecomte A, Le Quemener C, Audo G, Pauli GF. Orthogonal Analysis
Underscores the Relevance of Primary and Secondary Metabolites in
Licorice. J Nat Prod 2014;77:1806–16.

16. van Beek TA, Montoro P. Chemical analysis and quality control of
Ginkgo biloba leaves, extracts, and phytopharmaceuticals. J Chromatogr
A 2009;1216:2002–32.

17. Nemes P, Hoover WJ, Keire DA. High-throughput differentiation of
heparin from other glycosaminoglycans by pyrolysis mass spectrome-
try. Anal Chem 2013;85:7405–12.

18. Nemes P, Barton AA, Vertes A. Three-dimensional imaging of metabo-
lites in tissues under ambient conditions by laser ablation electrospray
ionization mass spectrometry. Anal Chem 2009;81:6668–75.

19. Simmler C, Napolitano JG, McAlpine JB, Chen SN, Pauli GF. Universal
quantitative NMR analysis of complex natural samples. Curr Opin Bio-
technol 2014;25:51–9.

20. Lin LZ, Sun J, Chen P, Monagas MJ, Harnly JM. UHPLC-PDA-
ESI/HRMSn profiling method to identify and quantify oligomeric proan-
thocyanidins in plant products. J Agric Food Chem 2014;62:9387–400.

21. Brown PN, Turi CE, Shipley PR, Murch SJ. Comparisons of large (Vacci-
nium macrocarpon Ait.) and small (Vaccinium oxycoccos L., Vaccinium
vitis-idaea L.) cranberry in British Columbia by phytochemical determina-
tion, antioxidant potential, and metabolomic profiling with chemometric
analysis. Planta Med 2012;78:630–40.

22. Gödecke T, Yao P, Napolitano JG, Nikolic D, Dietz BM, Bolton JL, van
Breemen RB, Farnsworth NR, Chen SN, Lankin DC, et al. Integrated
standardization concept for Angelica botanicals using quantitative
NMR. Fitoterapia 2012;83:18–32.

23. Tilton R, Paiva AA, Guan JQ, Marathe R, Jiang Z, van Eyndhoven W,
Bjoraker J, Prusoff Z, Wang H, Liu SH, et al. A comprehensive platform
for quality control of botanical drugs (PhytomicsQC): a case study of
Huangqin Tang (HQT) and PHY906. Chin Med 2010;5:30.

24. NIH. Enhancing reproducibility through rigor and transparency [Inter-
net]. Bethesda (MD): NIH. 2015 [updated 2015 Jun 9; cited 2015 Aug
10]. Available from: http://grants.nih.gov/grants/guide/notice-
files/NOT-OD-15–103.html.

25. NIH. Rigor and reproducibility [Internet]. Bethesda (MD): NIH. 2015
[updated 2015 Jun 10; cited 2015 Aug 10]. Available from: http://grants.
nih.gov/reproducibility/index.htm.

26. Enhancing the QUAlity and Transparency Of health Research (EQUATOR
Network) [Internet]. Oxford (United Kingdom). EQUATOR Network.
2015. [cited 2015 Aug 10]. Available from: http://www.equator-network.
org/toolkits/.

27. Gagnier JJ, Boon H, Rochon P, Moher D, Barnes J, Bombardier C. Rec-
ommendations for reporting randomized controlled trials of herbal in-
terventions: explanation and elaboration. J Clin Epidemiol 2006;59:
1134–49.

28. Klein MA, Nahin RL, Messina MJ, Rader JI, Thompson LU, Badger
TM, Dwyer JT, Kim YS, Pontzer CH, Starke-Reed PE, et al. Guidance
from an NIH workshop on designing, implementing, and reporting
clinical studies of soy interventions. J Nutr 2010;140:1192S–204S.

29. National Center for Complementary and Integrative Health. NCCIH
policy: natural product integrity [Internet]. Bethesda (MD). NIH.
2015 [updated 2015 Feb 13; cited 2015 Aug 10]. Available from:
https://nccih.nih.gov/research/policies/naturalproduct.htm.

30. Eisenman SW, Tucker AO, Struwe L. Voucher specimens are essential
for documenting source material used in medicinal plant investiga-
tions. J Med Active Plants 2012;1:30–43.

31. Applequist WL, Miller JS. Selection and authentication of botanical
materials for the development of analytical methods. Anal Bioanal
Chem 2013;405:4419–28.

32. Upton R, Graff A, Jolliffe G, Langer R, Williamson E, editors. American
herbal pharmacopoeia: botanical pharmacognosy—microscopic char-
acterization of botanical medicines. Boca Raton (FL): CRC Press; 2011.

33. AOAC. International guidelines for validation of botanical identifica-
tion methods. J AOAC Int. 2012;95(1):5.

34. Office of Dietary Supplements. Dietary supplement Analytical Methods
and Reference Materials program (AMRM) [Internet]. Bethesda (MD):
NIH Office of Dietary Supplements, Department of Health and Human
Services. 2015. [cited 2015 Aug 10]. Available from: https://ods.od.nih.
gov/Research/AMRMProgramWebsite.aspx.

35. AOAC International. Appendix K: guidelines for dietary supplements
and botanicals [Internet]. Rockville (MD): AOAC International.
2013. [cited 2016 Jan 15]. Available from http://www.eoma.aoac.or-
g/app_k.pdf.

36. LaBudde RA, Harnly J. Probability of identification: a statistical model
for the validation of qualitative botanical identification methods. J
AOAC Int 2012;95:273–85.

37. Department of Health and Human Services/NIH/Office of Dietary Sup-
plements. AMRM publications [Internet]. Bethesda (MD): NIH Office
of Dietary Supplements. 2015. [cited 2015 Aug 10]. Available from:
https://ods.od.nih.gov/AMRMPubsDirectory.aspx.

38. National Institute of Standards and Technology. Measurements and
standards for botanical dietary supplements [Internet]. Gaithersburg
(MD): National Institute of Standards and Technology. 2015. [updated
2015 Mar 20; cited 2015 Aug 10]. Available from: http://www.nist.
gov/mml/csd/organic/botandietsupps.cfm.

39. Sharpless KE, Lippa KA, Duewer DL, Rukhin AL. The ABCs of using
standard reference materials in the analysis of foods and dietary supple-
ments: a practical guide [Internet]. Gaithersburg (MD): National Insti-
tute of Standards and Technology. 2015. [cited 2015 Aug 10]. Available
from: http://nvlpubs.nist.gov/nistpubs/SpecialPublications/NIST.SP.260-
181r1.pdf.

40. National Institute of Standards and Technology. Quality assurance pro-
grams [Internet]. Gaithersburg (MD): US Department of Commerce/
National Institute of Standards and Technology. 2015. [updated 2015 Mar
12; cited 2015 Aug 10]. Available from: http://www.nist.gov/mml/csd/qaps.cfm.

41. Department of Health and Human Services/NIH. Botanical Dietary
Supplements Research Centers [Internet]. Bethesda (MD): RFA-OD-
14–001. Department of Health and Human Services/NIH. 2013 [up-
dated 2014 Jun 4; cited 2015 Aug 10]. Available from: https://ods.od.
nih.gov/Research/Dietary_Supplement_Research_Centers.aspx.

42. Office of Dietary Supplements. Dietary supplement fact sheets [Inter-
net]. Bethesda (MD): Department of Health and Human Services/NIH.
2015. [cited 2015 Aug 10]. Available from: https://ods.od.nih.gov/fact-
sheets/list-all/.

43. NIH. Center of Excellence for Natural Product Drug Interaction RFA-
AT-15-001 [Internet]. Bethesda (MD): NIH. 2014 [updated 2014 Sep
12; cited 2015 Aug 10]. Available from: http://grants.nih.gov/grants/
guide/rfa-files/RFA-AT-15-001.html.

44. NIH/National Center for Complementary and Integrative Health.
Herbs at a glance [Internet]. Bethesda (MD): NIH. [updated 2015
Mar 24; cited 2015 Aug 10]. Available from: https://nccih.nih.gov/health/
herbsataglance.htm.

45. USDA. National nutrient database for standard reference [Internet].
Beltsville (MD): USDA National Agricultural Library Nutrient Data
Lab. 2011. [updated 2011 Dec 7; cited 2015 Aug 10]. Available from:
http://ndb.nal.usda.gov/.

46. USDA. USDA Database for the Flavonoid Content of Selected Foods,
Release 3.1 [Internet]. Beltsville (MD): USDA. 2013 [updated 2014
Sep 17; cited 2015 Aug 13]. Available from: http://www.ars.usda.gov/
Services/docs.htm?docid=6231.

47. USDA. USDA special interest databases [Internet]. Beltsville (MD):
USDA. 2006. [updated 2006 Feb 7; cited 2015 Nov 20]. Available
from: http://www.ars.usda.gov/Services/docs.htm?docid=8875.

48. USDA. Food and Nutrient Database for Dietary Studies [Internet].
Beltsville (MD): USDA Agricultural Research Service. 2015. [updated
2015 Dec 4; cited 2015 Aug 10]. Available from: http://www.ars.usda.
gov/services/docs.htm?docID=12089.

49. Department of Health and Human Services/NIH. NIH Research Port-
folio Online Reporting Tools [Internet]. Bethesda (MD): Department
of Health and Human Services/National Institutes of Health. 2015

388 Symposium



[updated 2015 Feb 18; cited 2015 Aug 10]. Available from: http://re-
port.nih.gov/index.aspx.

50. USDA. Dietary Supplement Ingredient Database [Internet]. Beltsville
(MD): USDA. 2015. [updated 2015 Mar 20; cited 2015 Aug 10]. Avail-
able from: http://dietarysupplementdatabase.usda.nih.gov/.

51. Office of Dietary Supplements. Dietary Supplement Label Database [In-
ternet]. Bethesda (MD): Department of Health and Human Services/NI
H/Office of Dietary Supplements. 2015. [cited 2015 Aug 10]. Available
from: https://ods.od.nih.gov/Research/Dietary_Supplement_Label_Data
base.aspx.

52. NIH. NCI Experimental Therapeutics Program (NEXT) [Internet]. Be-
thesda (MD): Department of Health and Human Services/NIH/NCI.
2015. [cited 2015 Aug 10]. Available from: http://next.cancer.gov/
about/default.htm.

53. Bauer VR, Khan IA, Wagner H. Echinacea: Nachweis einer Verfäl-
schung von Echinacea purpurea (L.) Moench mit Parthenium integri-
folium. Dtsch Apoth Ztg 1987;127:1325–30.

54. Boyd MR, Hallock YF, Cardellina JH, Manfredi KP, Blut JW, McMahon
JB, Buckheit RW, Bringmann G, Schaffer M, Cragg GM, et al. Anti-HIV
michellamines from Ancistrocladus korupensis. J Med Chem 1994;37:
1740–5.

55. Brown NM, Belles CA, Lindley SL, Zimmer-Nechemias LD, Zhao X,
Witte DP, Kim MO, Setchell KD. The chemopreventive action of equol
enantiomers in a chemically induced animal model of breast cancer.
Carcinogenesis 2010;31:886–93.

56. Smith SW. It’s the same thing . . . only different. Toxicol Sci 2009;110:4–30.
57. Suzuki O, Katsumata Y, Oya M, Bladt S, Wagner H. Inhibition of mono-

amine oxidase by hypericin. Planta Med 1984;50:272–4.
58. Nahrstedt A, Butterweck V. Lessons learned from herbal medicinal pro-

ducts: the example of St. John’s wort. J Nat Prod 2010;73:1015–21.
59. Hennessy M, Spiers JP, Barry M, Kavanagh P, Back D, Mulcahy F, Feely

J. St John’s wort increases expression of p-glycoprotein: implications for
drug interactions. Br J Clin Pharmacol 2002;53:75–82.

60. Vitiello B. Practical clinical trials in psychopharmacology: a systematic
review. J Clin Psychopharmacol 2015;35:178–83.

61. Ferruzzi MG, Lobo JK, Janle EM, Cooper B, Simon JE, Wu QL, Welch
C, Ho L, Weaver C, Pasinetti GM. Bioavailability of gallic acid and cat-
echins from grape seed polyphenol extract is improved by repeated
dosing in rats: implications for treatment in Alzheimer’s disease. J Alz-
heimers Dis 2009;18:113–24.

62. Hypericum Depression Trial Study Group. Effect of Hypericum perfo-
ratum (St John’s wort) in major depressive disorder a randomized con-
trolled trial. JAMA 2002;287:1807–14.

63. Silberman S. 2009. Placebos are getting more effective: drugmakers are
desperate to know why. Wired [Internet]. [updated 2009 Aug 24; cited
2015 Aug 14];17:9. Available from: http://archive.wired.com/medtech/
drugs/magazine/17–09/ff_placebo_effect?currentPage=all.

64. Barrett B, Brown R, Rakel D, Rabago D, Marchand L, Scheder J, Mundt
M, Thomas G, Barlow S. Placebo effects and the common cold: a ran-
domized controlled trial. Ann Fam Med 2011;9:312–22.

Reproducibility accuracy nutrition research 389


