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• It is all about excellent original science
• Majority of studies need a strong hypothesis
• You are reporting methods and results in a way 

that would allow others to repeat / verify your 
data : reproducibility is a key

• The abstract has to give the main message with 
numbers 

• Your discussion has to discuss your findings 
vis a vis previous work and future questions

It is all really very simple



Elements of an accepted 
manuscript

• Cover letter 
– Addressed to the current editor of the 

selected journal
– Briefly describe the importance/impact of 

the study
– Suggest reviewers



Elements of an accepted 
manuscript

• Manuscript 
– Experimental design, methods, data and 

results are aligned with all necessary 
ethical approvals +

– the Principles and Guidelines for 
Reporting Preclinical Research (NIH, 
http://www.nih.gov/about/reporting-
preclinical-research.htm) 
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Original Scientific Contributions 
Key Elements

• Topic clearly fits journal scope

• Abstract contains hypothesis

• Rigorous methods and statistical analysis

• Data supports conclusions
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Original Scientific Contributions 
Key Elements

• Complementary figures and tables 

• Evident novelty or significance

• Supplemental data contributes to understanding

• Relevant references
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Balance of Clinical and Basic Research
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Impact
2015 JCR Scientific Impact Factor (released June 2016)

Name of Journal Impact 
Factor

5 Year
Impact Factor

Hypertension 6.294 6.835

Journal of Hypertension 5.062 4.293

American Journal of 
Hypertension 3.182 3.160

Current Hypertension Reports 3.112 3.272

American Journal of Physiology – 
Renal 3.390 3.395
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Engaging the Hypertension Community
In Print – Online – Face to Face Clinical Debate
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• Available for original research

• 3 options including those required by funding agencies 
RCUK and Wellcome Trust

• FAQs and comparison of cost available at 
http://www.ahajournals.org/site/openaccess/

Meeting Authors’ Needs
Open Access Options Comply with Funding Agencies



Peer Review Expectations
• Check for COI immediately and decline 

reviewer assignment  if necessary

• Maintain confidentiality about the existence and 
substance of the manuscript

• Destroy copies of the manuscript following 
review

• Report any ethical concerns to the editor (i.e. 
plagiarism, duplicate publication, fraud, etc)



Review comments for authors
• Discuss strengths and shortcomings of the 

study 

• Include constructive and helpful statements

• Focus on originality and scientific importance 

• May request a statistical review

• Note previous review comments not addressed 
by revision
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• Real clinical cases 

• Audience participates in diagnosis and treatment discussion

• Filmed; Videos posted online

• Case report published in Hypertension

Clinical-Pathological Conference sessions 
Glasgow – Milan – Paris – Orlando – Seoul
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Clinical-Pathological Conference 
25th European Meeting on Hypertension and Cardiovascular Protection
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• Two articles in each Controversy: Pro and Con

• Evidence supporting each view is detailed

• Response to the opposing article is included

Controversies in Hypertension
Structured Debate Style Articles

Carmel M. McEniery, Stanley S. Franklin, 
John R. Cockcroft & an B. Wilkinson

Empar Lurbe & Josep Redon
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“Further studies are certainly needed to identify those 
patients who may benefit by lower BP. Specific trials in 
groups of patients with careful characterization of their 
phenotypic manifestations and possibly also of genetic 
markers may be the most useful and precise approach 
for assessing when to start treatment and how low BP 
should be reduced.” 

Rosei EA

Guidelines Debate Series
Is it Time to Reappraise Blood Pressure Thresholds and Targets?

“As hypertension experts we have the responsibility to 
re-evaluate current evidence and reappraise guidelines 
for diagnosis and management. Exactly what the future 
recommendations will be remain uncertain…” 

Touyz RM and Dominiczak AD
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“The CHEP process is a highly rigorous one, firmly 
evidence-based, and has allowed the rapid response to 
new practice-changing data … This process might be a 
model for other organizations internationally to adapt 
to rapidly changing information that can improve 
patient outcomes.”

Padwel R, Rabi DM, Schiffrin EL

Guidelines Debate Series
Is it Time to Reappraise Blood Pressure Thresholds and Targets?

“The very fact that there is still a wide debate between 
supporters of the lower the better concept and of the 
J-curve hypothesis is a good demonstration that 
evidence on the issue is lacking….”

López-Jaramillo P, et al
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• Highlighted in Clinical Implications

Publishing in Hypertension
Added Benefits

• Accompanying Editorial Commentary
• Featured on journal cover

Editorial Commentary
Examining EXAMINE for an interaction 
with Angiotensin-converting enzyme 
inhibition

Wilson JR and Brown N

Editorial Commentary
Examining EXAMINE for an 
interaction with Angiotensin-
converting enzyme inhibition

Wilson JR and Brown N
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Media Coverage of Published Articles
Averaging one article in every issue (2016)



Media Coverage of Published 
Article
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Healthful Dietary Patterns and 
the Risk of Hypertension 
Among Women With a History 
of Gestational Diabetes 
Mellitus: A Prospective Cohort 
Study

Reach the widest audience
Stellar Altmetric (attention) scores for January – June 2016

Associations of Short-Term 
and Long-Term Exposure to 
Ambient Air Pollutants With 
Hypertension: A Systematic 
Review and Meta-Analysis
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Thank you and Discussion


