Converting reviews from RevMan 4 to RevMan 5 format at
editorial bases of CRGs

Version 1.0. 19 March 2008.

Questions or feedback can be sent to a regional member of the IMS Support team (http://www.cc-
ims.net/Projects/newlMS/Training/IMS_Support) or Monica Kjeldstrgm

1 Background

RevMan 5 (RM5) is the first major update of RevMan in more than 7 years. The software includes
support for the preparation and maintenance of four types of Cochrane publications: intervention
reviews, methodology reviews, diagnostic test accuracy reviews and overviews of reviews
(previously referred to as umbrella reviews). This document addresses technical issues that may
arise and the editing that could be done when existing reviews are converted from RevMan 4
(RM4) to RM5 format. The document does not describe the new review features (e.g. Summary of
findings tables). These features are documented elsewhere and should ideally be incorporated as
part of a regular update of a review, rather than at the time of conversion from RM4 to RM5 (see
“Conversion versus updating”, below).

Most sections of a RM4 review have a direct relation to fields in RM5 and will be converted
automatically upon opening a RM4 review in RM5 (or converting it in Archie). Following the
automatic conversion, there are still a few areas where the converted review would benefit from
additional manual checking and intervention. This will help to improve the quality of each review
and ensure that it follows Collaboration guidance.

For guidance on what to focus on as part of a regular update, authors and editorial bases of CRGs
should consult version 5 of the Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions (see
http://www.cochrane.org/resources/handbook/).

It will also be a good idea to look at the updated Cochrane Style Guide when this is released in
April 2008: http://www.cochrane.org/style/home.htm.

Finally, the Help file distributed with RM5 contains guidance about how to use the new functionality
in addition to that included in this document.

2 Timeline and possibilities for converting reviews

A transition period of 9 months, running from March 2008 to November 2008 (with the submission
deadline for Issue 1, 2009), is set aside for converting all RM4 reviews to RM5. See http://www.cc-
ims.net/RevMan/RevMan5/ for further information about the RevMan 5 rollout and implementation

strategy, including a timeline.

There are three ways for a review in RM4 format to be converted to RM5:

A. Checking the review out of Archie into RM5, and checking it back into Archie. Before the
review is checked back in, it should be checked and edited as necessary.

B. Selecting and converting the review in Archie. The review cannot be edited during this
process, but after conversion the review could be viewed in Archie, and if it looks like edits
are necessary, can be checked out to RevMan. This method would be suitable for reviews



that are not converted as part of a regular update and for reviews that are converted
centrally.

C. Any review that has not yet been converted by the host review group at the end of the 9-
month transition period will be converted automatically and marked for republication
immediately after the November 2008 submission deadline. The automatic conversion will
not include any manual examination.

It is important to note that after a review has been converted to RM5 format, it will be necessary to
republish the review, even if no manual edits have taken place.

Once a review is in RM5 format, it cannot be converted back to RM4 format, but all the old
versions of the review will still be available for viewing and comparing in Archie.

Important note: CRGs and authors are strongly advised against converting a RevMan 4.2 by
opening it directly in RM5. This way important information in Archie is not automatically linked to
the review and the version number is lost. If the latest version of reviews is not in Archie but
available from the authors local PCs, e.g., this should be imported into RevMan 4.3 at the editorial
base, exported to RevMan 4.3 XML and then checked to Archie from the Archie interface.

3 Support for conversion

Review groups can request central support to help them convert their reviews from RM4 to RM5.
The Steering Group has allocated central funds for this task. CRGs can either ask for their reviews
to be converted centrally by a central conversion officer (as described below) or request allocated
funds to undertake the conversion locally at the editorial base of the CRG.

CRGs will be mailed separately with specific amounts that will be available to them if they agree to
undertake the conversion locally and how the payment might be organised. In the meantime,
guestions can be addressed to Monica Kjeldstram (mk@cochrane.dk).

3.1 Central conversion

The central conversion officer will check the items listed as minimum and recommended
conversion checks only (see sections A and B in Table 1 below). If no errors are identified, the
central conversion officer will normally also mark the review for republication (unless the CRG has
requested that this should not happen).

The central conversion officer will then complete a report that will list the number of reviews that
have been converted and marked for republication without the need for clarification or follow-up. In
addition, the conversion officer will complete a conversion report for each review where problems
or errors were identified.

Important note: For those errors and problems the central conversion officer cannot resolve, the
editorial base will need to correct the problems and mark the review for republication locally.

4 Conversion, editing and updating

The automatic conversion of a RM4 review to RM5 will not remove any existing details or add any
new information. It will take what is already in RM4 and move it into the appropriate fields in RM5.
The checklist recommended for local conversion (see Appendix) helps to identify and correct
mistakes that have been identified as common problems in already published reviews as well as
listing areas that the editorial base might be able to improve in the review at the same time by
taking advantage of the new formatting features in RM5.



The table below gives an overview of what should be ideally addressed or considered by the
editorial base at the same time as converting a review locally and what should rather be addressed
as part of a regular update of a review by the author team.

CRGs that agree to undertake conversion and some editing locally at the editorial bases should
cover sections A-D. In some cases (e.g. section D: Format editing), it may not be able to address
the check list items without input for the author team. If this case, the editorial base should leave
the item for the author team to address as part of their next regular update of the reviews. Central
conversion of reviews will only cover sections A and B. CRGs that opts to have their reviews
converted centrally should beware that their input may still be needed before a review converted
review can be marked for republication. The checklist does not cover items in section E as these
should be addressed by the author team. Guidance for the completion of these items is available in
the updated Handbook and RevMan Help.



Table 1: Elements to consider when converting RevMan 4 reviews to RevMan 5

Author based conversion and editing: all sections

A: Minimum Author details These areas should be checked and if
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5 Minimum conversion checks (section A)

The minimum conversion checks described below should take place before reviews are
republished in RM5 format. The specific areas are concentrated around details of authors and the
Contact person of a review (listed under Review information). The checks apply to both protocols
and full reviews.

5.1 Authors, Contact person and byline

With the introduction of RM5, reviews will no longer distinguish between the Contact author and
the Co-author(s). Instead, each review will have a set of authors and a Contact person (who may
or may not be an Author). The byline (list of authors for citation) will no longer be an editable field,
but will be generated automatically from the ordered list of authors.

General | People |5 | Topics |1 | History | 23 | Ac General | People |6 | Topics |1 | History |26 | Ac
Person Document Role Perzon Document Role
€7 Clarke, Mike J Contact author 7 Clarke, Mike J Contact Perzon
ﬂ Kjeld=tram, Monica Co-author ﬁ Clarke, Mike J Author
f7 Eisinga, Anne Co-author 7 Hopewel, Sally Author
7 Hopewell, Sally Co-author 7 Juszczak, Ed Author
7 Juszczak, Ed Co-author €3 Eisinga, Anne Author

ﬁ Kield=tram, Monica Author
Figure 1 Document roles before RM5 Figure 2 New document roles

Contact details for authors are not editable in RM5. Updating of contact details must take place in
Archie. When a review is checked out from Archie, the review will contain a read-only copy of the
contact detail records from Archie. If contact details are updated while the review is checked out,
the contact details can be updated in RM5 by requesting an update from Archie. Authors can be
added to the review from RM5 (or Archie) provided their details are already registered in Archie.

The first time a review is checked out of Archie and opened in RM5, it will contain records for all
authors with Document Roles in Archie of either Contact person or Author. If there are names in
the byline that cannot be linked to an author record, RM5 will create a record for each additional
name with only the name entered. A note to say that this name was generated based on the byline
will be added.
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Figurz 3 Author record added based on byline. This needs to be linked to record in Archie.



Common reasons for an additional record to be created are that the name in the byline is not
spelled the same way as in the person’s record in Archie, or that the appropriate Document Role
had not been assigned in Archie. For such records, it will be necessary to ensure that the correct
and complete records exist in Archie and then link them to the review. This can be done from RM5
by picking the correct records or from Archie by assigning the Author role before the review is
checked out (please consult the RM5 Help file or Archie Help, respectively).

It is also possible that unwanted author records will be created in RM5 during the conversion
process. In some reviews, the Contact person (the former Contact author in the RM4 review)
should not appear on the byline, for instance if a previous Contact author has relinquished
responsibility for a review, and a member of the editorial base of the host review group has
become the Contact person (in RM4: Contact Person).

Another reason is because of an incorrectly formatted byline, e.g. if ‘et al.' has been part of the
byline. Unwanted author records should be deleted from RM5 before the review is checked in
again.
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Figure 4 Heather Maxwell has become author but should only appear as Contact person

RM5 will also allow real group authors for reviews for the first time. When an existing review with a
group author is first opened in RM5, it will not be able to recognise the group but will assume that
all names in a byline are person names. The Early Breast Cancer Trialists' Collaborative Group, for
instance, will be turned into an “author” called ‘Breast Cancer Trialists’ Collaborative Group Early’.
Therefore, all group authors should be created in Archie and then assigned the Document Role
Author for the relevant review before the review is checked out and converted to RM5. See Archie
help for the creation of a group author.

5.2 Contact person

The following details will be published for the Contact person:

Contact address: <prefix> <first_name> <middle_initials> <last_name>, <suffix>, <position>,
<department>, <organisation>, <address_1>, <address_2>, <city>, <region>, <postcode>,
<country>. <e-mail>. E.g.:

Contact address: Prof Mike J Clarke, Director, UK Cochrane Centre, Summertwon Pavilion,
Middle Way, Oxford, OX2 7LG, UK. mclarke@cochrane.co.uk. (Editorial group: Cochrane
Peripheral Vascular Diseases Group.)




Apart from the name fields, the Organisation and the Country fields are the only mandatory fields in
Archie, but generally there should be sufficient contact details included that will enable a reader of
a Cochrane review to easily contact to the Contact person.

Note that the Editorial group name is inserted by the publisher with a hyperlink to the group module
in The Cochrane Library.

5.3 Author affiliations

RMS5 reviews will be published with the following author affiliations from the author’s record in
Archie: <department>, <organisation>, <city>, <country>. E.qg.:

Mike J Clarke', Sally Hopewell*, Ed Juszczak?, Anne Eisinga’, Monica Kjeldstrem?®

The UK Cochrane Centre, Oxford, UK
’Head of NHS Support, Centre for Statistics in Medicine, Oxford, UK
*Nordic Cochrane Centre, Rigshospitalet, Dept 3343, Copenhagen @, Denmark

The City and Country fields are mandatory fields. It is important that the author affiliations are as
complete as possible, and in cases where several authors have the same department and
organisation affiliations, the details should be entered the same way to avoid redundant (and
confusingly inconsistent) lines of affiliations. E.qg.:

Mike J Clarke', Sally Hopewell?, Ed Juszczak®, Anne Eisinga?, Monica Kjeldstram*

YUK Cochrane Centre, Oxford, UK

The UK Cochrane Centre, Oxford, UK

*Head of NHS Support, Centre for Statistics in Medicine, Oxford, UK

*Nordic Cochrane Centre, Rigshospitalet, Dept 3343, Copenhagen @, Denmark

6 Recommended conversion check (section B)

The recommended conversion check described below should ideally take place as an extension of
the minimum conversion checks, i.e. before reviews are republished in RM5 format. The
conversion check concerns only full reviews.

6.1 Plain Language Summary

The Plain Language Summary (PLS) should consist of a plain language review title of maximum
256 characters and a body text of maximum 400 words. The requirement to include a plain
language review title was introduced in May 2005 along with guidelines on how to structure the
new format for PLS. In RM5 the PLS title and the body text are stored in different fields. In RM4 the
title and body were entered into one text field only, and it has been the responsibility of the
authors/CRGs to enter the title as a separate paragraph within this text field. Not everyone may
have followed this advice so there will be cases where the automatic conversion will not work
correctly, e.g. where no title exists and there is more than one paragraph. In such cases the title
might end up blank or containing part of the PLS body.




Before May 2005, the advice for the PLS was that it should consist of a headline and a summary
text. The PLS in the majority of existing reviews is therefore formatted in this way. When converting
such a review, the editorial base has the option of copying the review title itself into the plain
language title field and moving the existing headline into the summary text field instead.
Alternatively, the editorial base can agree a plain language review title with the authors of the
review and insert this.

Plain Language Summaries that are not checked and corrected manually will in the majority of
cases publish as they do today. A few reviews may be published with an incorrect title (e.g., where
a short paragraph which is neither a headline nor a plain language review title has been incorrectly
transferred into the plain language review title field).

7 Review information (section C)

The conversion routine will transfer the existing ‘What’s new’ ‘Dates’ and ‘Text’ in RM4 into fields
under ‘Dates’, ‘What's new’ (Date, Event, Description) table and ‘History’ (Date, Event, Description)
table. This document describes how the information in RM4 translates to RM5 during the
conversion process and does not consider what to enter in these fields and tables if the review is
also an update or an amendment to the currently published version. The checks apply to both
protocols and full reviews.

Both dates and events play an important role in the published reviews, and it is important to pay
careful attention to the correctness of these in the converted reviews and future updates. Events in
the RM5 What's new table will help to inform the publishers if a protocol or a review should be
‘flagged’ or ‘highlighted’ in The Cochrane Library (e.qg. if the conclusions of a review have changed)
or if a new abstract for a full review should be sent to Medline for indexing (e.qg. if the byline has
been corrected). Events in RM5 trigger publication statuses and not dates as happened in RM4.
This is a major change which is described in detail in Chapter 3 of the new Handbook 5:
http://www.cochrane.org/docs/Dates_and_Updates _in_Cochrane Reviews.pdf. It is therefore very
important that you read this section to understand how Dates and Events in Cochrane reviews in
RM5 format are defined; how you should use the dates and Events (you can have more than one)
when updating or amending a review; and how they will be used by the Publishers.

7.1.1 Date fields in RevMan 5

The table below describes how the date fields in RM5 are populated with dates from the RM4
formatted review when the review is converted.

Transfer of dates from RevMan 4 to RevMan 5

RevMan 5 Field RevMan 4 Field
‘Dates’ ‘What’s New’ > ‘Dates’

Assessed as Up-to-date | The most recent data of the three dates in RM4: Date of last
substantive update, Date new studies sought but none found, or Date
new studies found and included or excluded

Date of Search The most recent date of three search dates in RM4: Date new studies
sought but none found, Date new studies found but not yet
included/excluded or Date new studies found and included or excluded

Next Stage Expected Next Stage Expected in RM4




Protocol First Published

Issue and year from corresponding field in RM4. Note that the field will
only have data if the protocol has been published previously. If the
RM4 field is empty, the field in RM5 will be empty. The information will
be added automatically by Archie once the protocol has been accepted
for publication by the Publishers.

Review first published

Issue and year from corresponding field in RM4. Note that the field will
only have data if the review has been published previously. If the RM4
field is empty, the field in RM5 will be empty. The information will be
added automatically by Archie once the protocol has been accepted for
publication by the Publishers.

Last Citation issue

Data from Archie. Will be updated after a review has been published or
re-published according to the appropriate event. Will be empty for
records that have never been published (e.g. a new protocol and a
new review).

In addition, when converting a review from RM4 to RM5 the following information will be
transferred to a yellow sticky note alongside the Date heading in RM5 as follows:

RevMan 5
‘Dates’

RevMan 4
‘What's new’ > ‘Dates’

Yellow Sticky Note

The Yellow Sticky Note contains all other date fields from the RM4 file
that do not exist in the RM5 file:

Date of last minor update

Date review re-formatted

Date reviewers’ conclusion amended

Date comment/criticism added

Date response to comment/criticism added

1.1.2 What's new events

Transfer of What’s new text from RevMan 4 to RevMan 5

RevMan 4 Field
‘What's New’ > ‘Text’

RevMan 5 Field
‘What’s new’

Date: xxxxxx Event: Amended Description: Converted to new -

review format

In addition, when converting a review from RM4 to RM5 the following information will be
transferred to a yellow sticky note alongside the ‘What's new’ heading in RM5 as follows:

RevMan 5
‘What's new’

RevMan 4
‘What's new’ > ‘Text’

Yellow Sticky Note

Contains all the text from the RM4 file.

1.1.3 History Events




Transfer of Dates from RevMan 4 to RevMan 5 History

RevMan 5 Field RevMan 4 Field
‘History’ ‘What’s New’ > ‘Dates’
For areview:
Date: xxxxxx Event: New citation conclusions changed Date of last substantive update
Description: Substantive amendment

(NB:

(a) the Event can be changed to ‘New citation:
conclusions not changed’ if the converted Event is
incorrect;

(b) If the Event involved a new search and the
incorporation of the identified trials, add the additional
Event ‘Update’.)

For a protocol:
Date: xxxxxx Event: New citation: Major change Date of last substantive update
Description: Substantive amendment

(NB: the Event can be changed to New citation: no major
change if the converted Event is incorrect.)

The above is the only History event which will be created during the conversion. It will also be
created for protocols or reviews that have only been published once. Unfortunately the RM5
conversion routine cannot detect this. In such cases, you should delete this Event from the History.

You may wish to use the information in the yellow sticky notes to add previous Events to the
History (e.g. a minor update since the last substantive amendment; addition of feedback). If you
wish to add the complete History of the development of the review, you will have to refer to the
previous published versions in Archie to ensure that you create the appropriate History Events.
This could take considerable time to investigate and complete. It is therefore not compulsory for
CRGs to provide the full History of the review.

Note: To create a History event, you first need to create a What's new event and then move it to
the History table.

Tip: You might find it helpful to have the RM4 ‘What’s new’ open (using the Archie Viewer) while
checking the transfer of the ‘Dates’ and ‘Text’ from RM4 to the ‘Dates’, ‘What's new’ and ‘History’
sections of RM5.

8 Format editing (section D)

Applying new styles and formatting functionality can take place at the editorial base in connection
with the conversion of a review. The will help to standardise and improve the look and feel of
Cochrane reviews. However, if applying the new formatting features to an existing review requires
input from the authors, it is better to leave these edits to the authors for when they next update
their review. The checks apply to both protocols and full reviews.

10




8.1 Recommended headings

A number of recommended subheadings to existing level 1 and level 2 headings were introduced
in May 2005 along with guidance on how to format these headings. In RM5 the recommended
subheadings are part of the review structure as opposed to RM4 where they were just lines of text
with special formatting. Each existing recommended subheading should be replaced by deleting
the manually entered heading, activating the structural heading in RM5, and cutting and pasting
the text to the new heading.

If the recommended subheadings provided by the RM5 structure are not used, the reviews will be
published as they are today. Only when the fixed subheadings have been used, will they appear in
the table of contents for the review in the Cochrane Library.

Note: If you can't activate all headings in one section, keep the authors’ headings but use the RM5
heading styles.

8.2 Optional and user-defined headings

In RM4, subheadings were formatted using bold and italics according to advice in the Cochrane
Style Guide. In RM5 it is possible to mark up the headings with proper heading styles (Heading 2,
Heading 3, etc.) that do not need manual formatting. In those RM4 reviews where heading have
been added using manual formatting, these should be replaced with RM5 heading styles.

8.3 Bulleted, ordered and indented lists

RevMan 5 supports the user of bulleted, ordered and indented lists whereas RM4 is limited to a
one-level bulleted list. The features should be used instead of the various forms of lists that are
found in RM4 formatted reviews.

Note: If the authors have used continuous ordered lists divided by text, the reformatting, if any,
should be left to the author team at their next regular update of the review.

8.4 Appendices

Sections of text that could be seen as supplementary information (e.g. search strategies) could
advantageously be moved into the appendices. For additional advice on which information should
ideally be moved to an appendix, please check the Cochrane Handbook for System Reviews of
Interventions.

8.5 Links

In RM4, it was possible to insert links to studies, references, additional tables and additional
figures. In RM5 you can also insert links to other text sections, individual graphs, figures, all tables,
feedback, appendices and websites. Where it is obvious in the text of the reviews, such links could
be inserted to help the readers navigate the review.

8.6 Setting scales for forest plots

RevMan 4 had a limited number of default settings for the graph scale on a forest plot (5 options
for dichotomous outcomes and 6 for continuous outcomes). This sometimes made it difficult to use
the most appropriate scale, and in some cases not all the summary estimates or full confidence
intervals (Cls) were easily viewable in the published forest plots. In RevMan 5, the graph scale can
be set to any numerical range on a sliding scale, which should allow all summary estimates and full
Cls to be viewable without additional user intervention. It is useful to view the individual graphs in
RevMan 5 after conversion to determine if any graphs would benefit from rescaling."
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9 Further checks

9.1 Unpublished notes

In addition to the yellow stick note with dates that are no longer published and What's new text
(see above under Dates, What's new and History), RM5 also creates a number of other yellow
sticky notes during the conversion. The Unpublished CRG notes in RM4 is added as a yellow
sticky note next to Intervention review (or Intervention protocol) in the tree structure. The
unpublished notes section of a reference in RM4 is added as yellow sticky note on each reference
in RM5. All yellow sticky notes can be viewed together by using View/Notes.

H Review Manager 5
File Edit Format Yiew Tools Table Window Help

=8 4 g Y|V e ~] B|i|u|<|x|2] ==
Compression stockings for preventing deep vein thr is in airline gers
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i # [
B Title ig =
[ Review inforrnation = Dates [4 5
o & authors Assessed Minar update: 04/04/07
@ Caontactpersan B Mew studies sought but none found: 0701106
|] Date of Se gew IstuFiies fohund ar;d;g%tﬁgg or excluded: D4JD4IDT:|
o (&) What's new 2 Next Stagel ST Ut il FNandzr, 5 |;|
o & History : Protocol First Published: |ssue 1, 2003

Figure 5: Examples of yellow sticky notes for full review, Dates and What's new

9.2 Validation check

After having been through all the relevant checks on the conversion check list and before
checking the review back into Archie, it is advisable to run the validation checks. This will
identify any missing information that generates a warning or errors. In the case of errors,
these will need to be fixed before the review can be marked for publication.
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RevMan 5 Conversion Checklist for CRG editorial bases
V 1.2, 25 July 2008 — for details of what's new, see IMS Bulletin No. 74 at www.cc-ims.net.

Review title:

Has the review been re-marked for publication (YES/NO)?

Name of CONVEIMET ..o, Date ....cooviiiiiii
Check list Correct? | Notes (if ‘no’ or ‘unsure’)
(yes/no/
unsure/na)

Does the order of Authors in the byline in the
converted review (see the ‘Citation example’
under ‘Authors’) match the byline order in the RM4
formatted review (immediately under the review
title)?

Does the byline in the converted review match the
Authors listed on the People tab on the Properties
sheet in Archie?

Have diacritical marks, e.g. acute accents,
converted correctly in the spelling of authors’
names in the byline and the authors’ contact
details?

Are Author affiliations complete (i.e. Department,
Organisation, City (mandatory) and Country
(mandatory))?

If multiple Authors have the same Department and
Organisation affiliations, are the details entered in
a consistent way?

Is the Contact Person an Author on the byline? If
S0, is this correct?

Are the contact details for the Contact Person
complete (Note: (i) postal address and email are
used in the publication; (ii) prefix and suffix are not
published and therefore do not transfer to RevMan
5)?

Check Dates and What's new

1. Logical, e.g., What's new and History
should make sense when published. For a
straightforward conversion What's new
should only contain the 'Amended:
converted to new format' Event. The
History section should only contain Events
relating to updates or amendments to the
protocol or review since it was first
published. If there have been no updates
or new citation amendments, there should
be no Events in History.

2. Full reviews only: Assessed as up-to-date
(same as History or Date of Search)

3. Is there a sticky note with details of the
history of the review and Date History? Do
you want to update History?

! In some cases, department and organisation may be empty, for instance if the author uses a home address.




Published notes (Full Reviews only): Is
information about the History of the review in the
Published notes field as suggested in a previous
issue of the Handbook? If so, create an Event in
the History section.

Plain Language Summary (Full Reviews only):
Does the Plain Language Summary (PLS) consist
of a plain language title (max 256 characters) and
a summary text (max 400 words)? Have these
been divided into the correct fields in RM5?

Enter title of review into field for plain language
review title if no plain language title available.

If title is a declarative statement, move the
statement to the beginning of the text and enter
title of review into title field.

Activated recommended headings? If you can't
activate all in one section, keep authors’ headings
but apply the RM5 heading styles. (If you activate
recommended headings interspersed with authors’
own headings, you will not be able to apply the
RM5 heading styles to the authors’ headings at
the same level as the recommended headings.)
Background

1. Outcomes

2. Searches

3. Methods

Review tables: should the information be moved to
an appendix? (Appendices should be used for
search strategies and methods and linked to text.)

Applied new styles and formatting
¢ Heading styles (can’t do in Abstract)
e Bulleted and ordered lists (can’t do if
continuous list of numbers is divided by
text)

Check the internal notes (yellow sticky notes).

Run validation checks (File > Reports > Validation
Report) to identify other Errors and Warnings.

Note additional findings if relevant below:




