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Best Practice Guidelines for the

measurement of RMR (Compher et al, 2006).

Workcenter: !Bond University, Gold Coast, AUSTRALIA.
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Introduction: Effective energy prescription requires an accurate hours after elevated after
assessment of the athletes’ RMR. The use of published prediction vigorous physical strenuous physical
equations using total body mass (TBM) or fat-free mass (FFM) with other activity activity for 24 — 48
covariates is common; but there is little evidence to validate their use or to before RMR hours.
measurement

determine which are most predictive in athlete groups.

Methods: This study compared measured resting metabolic rate (RMR)

using indirect calorimetry to RMR using 17 prediction equations.

* Anthropometric and metabolic data was collected for 23 male rugby
athletes

A literature review was conducted for evidence relating to the
measurement and prediction of RMR in athlete populations.

* Paired samples t-tests and root mean square prediction error
(RMSPE) were used to compare measured and predicted RMR.

Results: The prediction equations significantly and Mean Paired t-test | Mean RMSPE
systematically underestimated RMR in rugby players for all keal/d Diff. keal/d
equations (p<0.001). keal/d

* The Harris Benedict equation provided the most accurate | Measured RMR | 2356 £247 |t | p-value
estimate of RMR and predicted energy requirements within Ha"'fs Seredlias | 220N EZ0Y | G0 | 00 || ANl | 1
Schofield 21894204 | 7.1 | 0.000 |-168+114 201
*+ 189kcal/d (RMSPE).
/d ) , , , Cunningham | 2187 +154 | 5.9 | 0.000 |-169 +138 217
* The commonly-recommended Cunningham equation using
FFM was predictive + 217 kcal/d (RMSPE).

Conclusions, discussion and/or practical application:
* There are several sources of error that need to be addressed

Schofield equation
when applying these prediction equations to athletes.
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