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This short editorial is for the manuscript by Robergs and Burnett, JEPonline. 2003;6(2):44-57.

The manuscript was reviewed in two prestigious journals.  The reviewers’ comments were mixed, meaning favorable and unfavorable.  First, as exemplified by the following favorable quotes, there was an expressed need for a commentary on data processing in gas exchange indirect calorimetry (GEIC).

"This topic is of importance in the field of exercise physiology and has applications for any researcher using GEIC in research." 

“ This paper contains some thoughtful discussion about an issue which remains unresolved, that is, how should the practitioner sample, average, and express ventilatory gas exchange data? " 

Second, despite the recognition of the need for such an evaluation of data processing procedures, the unfavorable comments resulted in rejection of the manuscript.  Clearly, these comments were based on opinions rather than facts as exemplified by the following quotes.   

"The authors take the absolute position that longer intervals cause an underestimation of VO2max, but this is not warranted.  I fail to see how this study provides firm support for the authors’ conclusion that B x B data should always be averaged over 7 breaths." 

"VO2 is always expressed as a rate function, and the unit of time is 1-min (e.g., mL/min, L/min).  How is this not functionally valid?  If you sample VO2 using a 1-min interval, why do you need to average any data?  The data is already in the correct units (L/min, etc.)." 

"I’m not convinced the article adds substantially to the excellent papers mentioned above and cited in the references." 

"After reading through the paper a couple of times, I think I’d like to keep my comments confidential to the editors." 

I will leave the readers of this journal, based on the contents of my editorial on the peer review process, to make their own judgment as to the fairness or bias of many of these comments, and to the level of subjectivity used in the peer review of this manuscript. 

Since the measurement of VO2max is such a pivotal topic in exercise physiology research, academia and professional practice, it is imperative that exercise physiologists refine and improve the measurement.  As indicated in the manuscript, the application of improved methods of data processing have important implications to many other end measures requiring GEIC.  Consequently, this manuscript is an excellent example of the need for a more liberal review process on a topic that desperately needs change. 

I encourage the readers of this journal to read this manuscript, recognizing that it may promote strategies that differ from the norm, yet judge the content based on an objective understanding of the problems inherent in not changing how we currently process data in GEIC.  Furthermore, as an essential feature of this category of manuscript published in JEPonline, there are numerous research questions that are raised within the manuscript.  The questions should help an inquisitive and open-minded scientist to develop and pursue additional research in data processing in GEIC. 
I also encourage that letters be written to me as Editor-in-Chief that pertain to the content of this manuscript.  Your opinions are needed, whether supportive or critical of current data processing, so that exercise physiologists are in charge of the progress made in improving GEIC and the related data processing techniques.  An open exchange of ideas on this topic is needed.  The exchange can only stimulate improvement in how exercise physiologists view VO2max.  Also, JEPonline is a great research forum for rapid publication of communication of ideas and research questions in exercise physiology. 

Finally, I want to stress that as a journal Editor-in-Chief, who is also involved in research, I realize that I am placed in an uncomfortable and potentially compromising position when publishing in JEPonline.  To the some researchers, the adoption of a “New Ideas” category could be viewed as a strategy to get my ideas published.  This is not the case at all.  The content of my editorial on peer review outlines the real need to support new ideas in exercise physiology. This is the underlying intention for the new topic category.  The articles that I submit for publication in JEPonline enter into the same review process as any other submission, and are handled by Topic Editors that are in total control of the acceptance or rejection decision. 

Robert A. Robergs, Ph.D., FASEP, EPC, Editor-in-Chief, JEPonline. 


