Expedited review of a Penultimate Draft manuscript -  Sample Cover notes
Meta-analysis draft ms – sample cover note:
I’m submitting for approval a new meta-analysis manuscript from the XX consortium, based on approved proposal XX.  The revised title is “xx”, first author XX of X University.  CHS coauthors include xx and myself.  All coauthors have read and approved the manuscript.  

The paper reports the identification of two new loci (rs744373 in BINI and rs597668 in BLOCIS3) associated with late-onset AD as well as the confirmation of several other associations already in the literature (APOE4, TOMM40, APOC1, CLU and PICALM but not CRI). The discovery sample was based on 3,034 cases of AD and 14,828 controls.  Discovery cohorts included CHS, Framingham, AGES, and the Rotterdam Study.

I am providing my review of the paper based on our standard checklist.  

1.
CHS Correctly represented:  YES

2.
Genetic exclusions mentioned: YES (informed consent and selection of GWAS samples)

3.
Inclusion/exclusion of the minority cohort: YES (excluded due to focus on Caucasians in this GWAS)

4.
Paper matches what was initially proposed: YES – this paper focuses on AD

Summary:

The present manuscript describes an investigation of susceptibility markers for atrial fibrillation in the chromosome 4q25 region.  CHS and three other studies served as replication samples for associations investigated in two other studies.  In addition to the previously-reported association with SNP rs2200733, we identified and replicated 2 novel AF susceptibility signals on chromosome 4q25.  The CHS study is properly represented, and it is explained that participants were included only if they consented to use of their DNA for studies of cardiovascular disease.  Only participants who self-reported their race as white were included in the interest of minimizing population stratification for this genetic study.

Working Group draft ms – sample cover note:
This is a project from the Diabetes Working Group which I am submitting on behalf of the CHS co-authors, who have reviewed the manuscript. Below are responses on all of the topics that are supposed to be addressed by the submitting author.

1. CHS correctly represented (methods, dates, etc)?  Yes

2. Genetic exclusions, if any, adequately mentioned?   Yes

3. Inclusion/exclusion of the minority cohort properly addressed? Yes

4. Does the paper content match what was originally proposed? Yes

Summary:

The present manuscript describes an analysis of the association between measures of adiposity and cognitive decline in CHS.  Previous studies have reported conflicting results in older adults and the authors hypothesized that this may be due to the use of BMI in previous analyses, which may not be an adequate measure of adiposity in older adults. They further hypothesized that fat mass measured by bioelectrical impedance at baseline would be positively associated with cognitive decline. Contrary to the hypothesis, fat mass, as well as BMI and waist circumference, were found to be inversely associated with cognitive decline, as measured by 3MS and DSST scores. These results were robust to several sensitivity analyses which sought to minimize confounding and potential reverse causation.

