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Diet is a significant factor in the prevention of chronic disease. In the past, misreporting of energy intake using self-reported dietary
intake data has been shown to affect the interpretation of relationships between diet and disease(1). However, the gold standard, dou-
bly labelled water method, is expensive and not feasible in large epidemiological studies(2). The objective of the present study was to
explore whether several factors - including possible underreporting – contribute to differences observed between energy intakes among
pregnant women living in Ireland in two different cohorts initiated a decade apart.

Data from two different prospective cohorts of pregnant women living in Ireland were used, the Lifeways Cross-Generation Cohort
Study (initiated between Oct 2001-Jan 2003)(3) and the Lifestyle in Pregnancy study (LIP; initiated in 2011)(4). Lifeways include Irish
nationals only and was representative of the general population, whilst the LIP study included about 30 % foreign nationals. The same
instruments and methodology used in Lifeways were applied to the LIP study. Analysis was conducted on data from a sample size of
1903 women. A validated questionnaire was used to collect biological and sociodemographic data in both cohorts. Dietary informa-
tion was assessed using a Food Frequency Questionnaire(5). Underreporting was assessed using the ratio of reported energy intake (EI)
to estimated basic metabolic rate (BMR) (EI/BMR). Using the methods described by Goldberg et al.(6), a cut-off value of <0·9 was
used to identify definite under-reporters and a value of <1·2 identified possible under-reporters. Differences between two means were
assessed by Mann-Whitney U tests. For categorical variables, Chi-Square tests were performed to identify differences between
proportions.

The women in the LIP study have a significantly lower energy intake compared to women in Lifeways (p < 0·001; median energy
intake was 2364 kcal in Lifeways compared to 1986 kcal in LIP study). Factors that significantly differed between the two cohorts
(p < 0·001) included the following: women in the LIP study were slightly older, higher educated and more often employed. No differ-
ences were observed for medical card possession, marital status and BMI category. Significantly more women in the LIP study were
definite or potential underreporters (29·6%) compared to women in Lifeways (18·3 %; p < 0·001). Excluding non-nationals did not
alter these results.

In conclusion, the observed difference in energy intake levels might be a real difference or – as our results seem to suggest – several
factors might contribute to this difference, including education, age, employment and underreporting. A factor explaining the possible
underreporting could differences in consenting and recruiting procedures between the two cohorts. If the difference between energy
intake levels is due to underreporting, this might have implications for the designs and set-up of future studies. Future analyses will
explore these factors more fully.
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