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Advanced computational analysis of shared datasets can increase single study power and provide a more complete overview of the health effects of
dietary compounds, but awareness of this potential is still limited among nutritional scientists. The ENPADASI project of the Joint Programming
Initiative “Healthy Diet for a Healthy Life” (www.enpadasi.eu) aims at establishing a nutrition-specific Research Infrastructure (RI), which builds on the
Nutritional Phenotype Database (dbNP — www.dbnp.org), originally developed by NuGO and tested as a case study within the EU-FP7 EuroDISH
project by combining metabolomics datasets from different intervention studies. The DASH-IN Infrastructure which is being developed in ENPADASI,
connects datasets contributed by the partners from nutritional intervention/observational studies, but it is also open for data upload by others
www.enpadasi.eu/wp6/html).
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RESULTS QUESTION 1
Why would you consider sharing data?
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IN FUTURE CONCLUSK)NS -

/Datasharing through nutrition-specific Rls can be strongly promoted by solving issues related to data quality, standardization, privacy\\
and legal issues, as well as the need for training in the use of Ris, all aspects which are being addressed within the ENPADASI project.
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These results point at crucial aspects that need to be solved to maximise the advantages of datasharing through nutrition-specific
Rls, toward the long-term goal of achieving a fully open access environment supporting top level nutritional science.
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