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Abstract

As metabolomics datasets are becoming larger and more complex, there is an increasing need for model-
based data integration and analysis to optimally leverage these data. Dynamical models of metabolism
allow for the integration of heterogeneous data and the analysis of dynamical phenotypes. Here, we review
recent efforts in using dynamical metabolic models for data integration, focusing on approaches that are
not restricted to steady-state measurements or that require flux distributions as inputs. Furthermore, we
discuss recent advances and current challenges. We conclude that much progress has been made in various
areas, such as the development of scalable simulation tools, and that, although challenges remain, dynamical
modeling is a powerful tool for metabolomics data analysis that is not yet living up to its full potential.
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Introduction

Metabolism is a key determinant of cellular be-
havior, and metabolomics approaches are being
applied in a wide range of domains [1]. Nowa-
days, metabolomics experiments yield rich datasets,
which poses new challenges for their analysis. Cur-
rent metabolomics assays provide information on
hundreds to thousands of metabolites and large
numbers of samples can be measured within reason-
able times [2]. Since holistic interpretation of the
resulting datasets using “mental models” becomes
impossible, computational models are required and
increasingly used for data integration and inter-
pretation. However, observations from individual
experiments are still commonly analyzed indepen-
dently and in a qualitative manner, instead of be-
ing integrated in an overarching formal quantitative
model.
A variety of metabolic modeling frameworks have

emerged, which allow for the integration of varying
types of data, each with their specific advantages
and disadvantages. A broad overview of these ex-
isting metabolic modeling approaches is provided
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in recent reviews [3–5]. In this article, we focus
on metabolomics data integration using dynamical
models. These models, usually specified in the form
of ordinary differential equations (ODEs), are par-
ticularly appealing because: 1) they allow for both
the integration of various types of metabolomics
data and other types of data; 2) they allow for the
analysis of inherently dynamical phenotypes; and 3)
they can provide quantitative dynamical informa-
tion on latent quantities, such as metabolic fluxes
or compartment-resolved metabolite levels. On the
downside, dynamical models come with a larger
number of a priori unknown parameters and are
computationally more challenging, and therefore,
are less scalable than other modeling approaches.
When only considering steady-state measurements,
these issues can be circumvented to a large extent,
as exemplified by the recently developed K-FIT al-
gorithm [6]. However, one is often interested in
transient behavior, or a case where a steady-state
cannot be attained. Therefore, although such meth-
ods have provided great insights in many applica-
tions, they are not discussed further here. We also
exclude methods that require a known flux distri-
bution or a biochemical objective function as input.
For an overview of these methods and their appli-
cations, see, for example, [5, 7, 8].
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In the following, we give a brief overview of differ-
ent types of metabolomics data, review recent ex-
amples of metabolomics data integration and analy-
sis using dynamical models, and discuss major chal-
lenges and recent advances.

Metabolomics data

Metabolomics measurements are usually per-
formed using mass spectrometry, nuclear mag-
netic resonance, or enzymatic assays, with
mass spectrometry being the most widespread.
Metabolomics datasets can be very rich and diverse,
depending on the analytical platforms and experi-
mental protocols. There are the classical label-free
metabolomics approaches, which assess metabo-
lite levels, and there are stable-isotope-assisted ap-
proaches, which determine isotopic enrichment af-
ter application of stable-isotope-labeled tracers [1].
Recent mass spectrometry methods can quantify
isotopic enrichment of more than 100 metabolites
in a single run [9]. Various types of samples are
analyzed, such as complete cell populations and ex-
tracellular media, and in some cases compartment-
specific metabolite pools are accessible [10]. Single-
cell metabolomics assays have also emerged [11, 12].
Measurements can be time-resolved or for single
timepoints, quantitative or semi-quantitative. Due
to this heterogeneity, various metabolic modeling
approaches have been developed that are, more or
less, tailored or restricted to specific types of data
[3]. However, in many studies, a combination of
different types of data is acquired and integration
of all these data is possible with dynamical models
[13, 14].

Applications

Model-based data analysis aims at analyzing ex-
perimental observations in the light of the current
understanding of the observed system, as encoded
in the model. Experimental observations are ei-
ther used as model inputs or to infer model param-
eters. The behavior of the parameterized model is
subsequently analyzed to obtain biological insights.
Here, we focus mainly on the case of inferring model
parameters from experimental data. Typical steps
comprise 1) data acquisition, 2) model construc-
tion, 3) parameter inference, 4) uncertainty analy-
sis, and 5) analyzing model fit and model-derived
predictions (Fig. 1).

Dynamical metabolic models have been applied
in various contexts. Recurrently pursued objec-
tives are 1) understanding dynamical processes
[15, 16], for example, through comparison of com-
peting models [17]; 2) inferring control mechanisms
and rate-limiting steps [13, 18]; and 3) leveraging
those to push some system of interest in specific
directions, for example, for strain optimization or
drug target identification) [14, 19, 20].
Berndt et al. [16] developed a comparably large

dynamical model of liver metabolism to, among
others, study the response to various perturba-
tions. The model describes the regulation of en-
zyme activities by allosteric effectors, hormone-
dependent reversible phosphorylation, and variable
protein abundances. A subset of parameters was
estimated from measurements of intracellular and
extracellular metabolite levels under 25 different ex-
perimental conditions. Carter et al. [17] performed
model selection among four candidate models, cal-
ibrated on time-resolved measurements of metabo-
lite levels, to infer the most likely inhibitory mech-
anism in a drug-drug interaction. Feldman-Salit
et al. [18] trained a dynamical model of sulfur as-
similation in Arabidopsis thaliana on steady-state
metabolite measurements, which allowed them to
infer dynamical control patterns. Millard et al. [13]
analyzed time-resolved measurements of biomass,
metabolite levels, and isotopic enrichment using a
coarse-grained dynamical model that links glucose
uptake to acetate metabolism and growth. Their
analysis improved the understanding of control and
regulation of acetate overflow and suggested the
existence of a yet unknown regulatory program.
Álvaro Maŕın-Hernández et al. [19] applied a dy-
namical model of glycolysis, the pentose phosphate
pathway, and glycogen metabolism of cancer and
non-cancer cells, with parameters inferred from var-
ious enzyme assays, to derive suggestions for new
therapeutic targets. Ou et al. [20] applied a dy-
namical model, which integrated experimental pro-
teomics, metabolomics, and fermentation kinetics
data, to identify key regulators and guide metabolic
engineering of n-butanol biosynthesis. Their com-
parison of the results from the dynamic model to
those derived from a static model indicated higher
accuracy of the former. Ramos et al. [14] integrated
both extracellular and intracellular time-resolved
metabolite measurements from different experimen-
tal settings using a dynamical model comprising
33 state variables and describing central carbon
metabolism and cell growth. They identified dif-
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Figure 1: Typical steps for data integration using dynamical models. A model is developed based on current knowledge (brackets
indicate optional components). Experimental observations of various types are used as model inputs or to estimate model
parameters. If parameters are estimated, the model fit and parameter intervals are assessed. Competing hypotheses or structural
uncertainty can be encoded in different candidate models to select the most plausible one given the data. The parameterized
model is used in various downstream analyses to derive biological insights. Examples include sensitivity analysis or metabolic
control analysis to determine which parameters have the highest impact on reaction fluxes or metabolite concentrations. In silico

experiments can be performed to derive testable hypotheses and to design validation experiments. Considering uncertainties
is crucial in all analyses to derive meaningful conclusions.

ferent physiological states and performed in silico

experiments to demonstrate how use of their model
can improve cell line engineering and medium de-
sign. Moon et al. [21] used a dynamical model
to predict the dynamics of mitochondrial NADPH
concentration and NADPH/NADP+ ratio in re-
sponse to oxidative stress. Parameters of the model
were estimated from time-resolved NADPH mea-
surements. Lövfors et al. [15] developed a model
describing hormonal regulation of lipolysis. The
model, comprising 15 state variables, was calibrated

to time-resolved in vivo and in vitro measurements
of metabolite and phosphoprotein abundance after
different stimulations. Horvath et al. [22] calibrated
an exceptionally comprehensive model of E. coli

cell-free protein synthesis, comprising 148 metabo-
lites, based time-resolved on metabolite and protein
product measurements. An ensemble model was
subsequently used to identify the pathways with
high influence on product yield. Yilmaz et al. [23]
developed a coarse-grained model of protein syn-
thesis in Chinese hamster ovary cells based on el-
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ementary flux modes. The model was calibrated
to time-resolved measurements of cell density and
levels of extracellular metabolites and protein prod-
uct.

These application examples demonstrate the po-
tential of dynamical models to answer diverse re-
search questions, by integrating and jointly ana-
lyzing various types of data. However, many cur-
rent applications of dynamical models that inte-
grate time-resolved measurements only cover small
parts of the metabolic network or use very coarse-
grained representations. This may be due to various
challenges discussed in the following sections.

Constructing kinetic models

Depending on the available data and research
question, the model scope has to be defined and
a model needs to be constructed. Model construc-
tion includes choosing and specifying 1) the net-
work topology, and 2) kinetic rate laws. Retrieving
or inferring model parameter values is covered in
the following section.

Genome-scale metabolic reconstructions are a
valuable resource for deriving the model topology.
Such knowledgebases that describe the metabolic
capabilities of an organism have been created for
many species through automated reconstruction or
extensive manual curation through community ef-
forts [24]. For example, the recently published Hu-
man1 [25] unifies two lineages of human genome-
scale metabolic reconstructions and provides a good
example of open and transparent curation. Al-
though such reconstructions are continuously im-
proved, structural uncertainty remains, for ex-
ample due to enzymes of unknown function, en-
zyme promiscuity, or unclear subcellular localiza-
tion of enzymes. Automated model reduction algo-
rithms for generating targeted kinetic models from
genome-scale metabolic reconstructions have been
devised that can significantly speed-up model de-
velopment [26, 27]. However, care has to be taken,
that the (over-)reduced model complexity does not
skew analysis results Hameri et al. [28].

If stable-isotope-labeling data are to be analyzed,
the model not only needs to account for the pools
and reactions of unlabeled metabolites, but also for
those of the additionally occurring isotopic isomers
(isotopologues). Deriving such isotopologue reac-
tion networks requires knowledge of the mapping of
substrate atoms to product atoms, for all reactions

involving potentially-labeled compounds. A num-
ber of algorithms for automatically deriving such
atom mappings have been developed (for exam-
ple, [29]) and recent genome-scale metabolic recon-
structions also include atom mappings [30]. How-
ever, correct atom mappings are crucial for model-
ing, and manual curation is still required, which is
tedious for bigger models. The resulting isotopo-
logue reaction networks can, depending on the net-
work and tracer, be vastly larger than the usual
metabolic networks due to the combinatorial com-
plexity of stable isotope incorporation.
Having established a reaction network, mathe-

matical expressions for describing reaction rates
need to be chosen. Various approaches for speci-
fying rate laws exist (reviewed in [8]). The choice
of rate laws is a trade-off between “mechanistic-
ness” on the one hand and model complexity and
number of parameters on the other hand. Using
a thermodynamics-based formalism [31, 32] helps
to create physically feasible models. Furthermore,
such a parameterization can reduce the number of
unknown parameters and simplify parameter es-
timation. The required thermodynamic parame-
ters can be derived from experiments or approxi-
mated, by group contribution methods or quantum-
mechanical simulations [33].

Determining model parameters

Dynamical models usually come with a compara-
bly high number of parameters whose values are not
known a priori. Some parameter values can be re-
trieved from databases, while others need to be es-
timated. Often, a combination of both approaches
is used.
Commonly used databases of experimentally de-

termined kinetic parameters include BRENDA [34]
and SABIO-RK [35]. Additionally, the BioModels
Parameters database [36] provides structured ac-
cess to parameter values that are used in models
contained in the BioModels repository. If param-
eter values for a specific organism or experimental
conditions are not available, values from a closely
related species or settings may still be useful [16].
Datanator provides a simple interface to find such
related parameter values based on various similar-
ity measures [37]. However, using parameters de-
termined by in vitro assays or other makeshift pa-
rameter values comes with the caveat that they may
not optimally reflect the in vivo situation [5]. As
an alternative to taking these the parameter values
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from databases as true values, they can instead be
used as prior information during parameter estima-
tion [8, 18].
Given sufficiently informative data, model pa-

rameters can be inferred, for example, via
optimization- [13–21, 23] or sampling-based [22] ap-
proaches. However, this is computationally costly
as, for most cases, it involves thousands to millions
of numerical ODE simulations. Nevertheless, it has
been demonstrated that parameter estimation is
computationally tractable for large dynamical mod-
els. For example, through leveraging scalable algo-
rithms, optimization-based maximum likelihood es-
timation was shown to be possible for a dynamical
model of signaling pathways comprising over 1000
states and 4000 unknown parameters [38]. In some
cases, the structure of the optimization problem can
be exploited to further improve convergence and
reduce computational costs. This has been demon-
strated for optimization-based parameter inference
from relative measurements [39], which are quite
common in metabolomics datasets.
Scalable and highly optimized algorithms for

model simulation and sensitivity analysis have been
made available through easy-to-use toolboxes [40,
41] and there exists a wide variety of algorithms
and tools for parameter inference [42, 43]. Many
of these tools are able to exploit increasingly avail-
able high-performance computing resources, which
is key for moving towards larger dynamical models
[38, 39, 44]. The use of community standards for
specifying models and parameter estimation prob-
lems [45–47] gives easy access to a majority of these
tools.
Sometimes model parameters are estimated in-

dependently and only later included in the full
model [19]. Although this can be computationally
cheaper, it might not yield the best fit to the data.

Dealing with uncertainty

Independently of the algorithm employed for pa-
rameter estimation, parameter estimates will be
subject to uncertainty. This parameter uncertainty
propagates to prediction uncertainty and can re-
sult in false conclusions [48]. Uncertainty analysis
is, therefore, crucial.
Different methods to determine parameter con-

fidence intervals exist. Commonly applied meth-
ods include those based on the Fisher informa-
tion matrix (FIM), the profile likelihood approach,
or sampling-based procedures [49]. The choice of

method is a trade-off between accuracy and compu-
tational complexity, with FIM-based methods be-
ing the cheapest computationally, but least accu-
rate, and sampling being the most expensive but
also most informative. Profile likelihood is often the
method of choice, since it provides accurate results
and is more scalable than sampling-based methods.
Furthermore, as opposed to other methods, profile
likelihood can be applied in spite of, and to detect,
non-identifiable parameters [49]. Implementations
of these algorithms are available through several
easy-to-use software tools [42].

Methods that are similar to those used for param-
eter uncertainty analysis are applied for prediction
uncertainty analysis [48, 49]. Sampling-based ap-
proaches account for the prediction uncertainty by
design, as a sample from the prediction posterior is
acquired while generating a sample from the param-
eter posterior. Where sampling or prediction pro-
file likelihood are computationally too expensive,
a cheaper ensemble-based approach can be applied
instead [48]. During parameter estimation, multi-
ple parameter vectors will be obtained that result
in similarly good model fits. An ensemble of mod-
els can, for example, be built from these parameter
vectors and the spread of the resulting simulations
can be used as an estimate for prediction uncer-
tainty [48].

Recent applications of dynamical models of
metabolism include examples of identifiability anal-
ysis [17, 50], sampling-based assessment of param-
eter and prediction uncertainties [13], as well as
other approaches uncertainty analyses [15].

It is important to note that large parameter un-
certainties do not have to manifest in large pre-
diction uncertainties, but may still allow for deriv-
ing robust predictions [18, 38, 44]. For example,
Feldman-Salit et al. [18] generated an ensemble of
models that reproduce the available data equally
well and used it to derive predictions that were con-
sistent across the ensemble.

Conclusions

Increasingly detailed metabolic reconstructions
for more and more organisms provide the basis for
constructing genome-scale models, but also for de-
riving targeted sub-models. Efficient implementa-
tions of scalable algorithms enable simulation and
sensitivity analysis for dynamical models with as
many as a few thousand state variables, even on
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personal computers. Adopting community stan-
dard for specifying models or parameter estima-
tion problems not only facilitates reproducibility
and reusability of models and data [47], but also
grants easy access to a wide ecosystem of tools for
model simulation, parameter inference and further
analyses.
Computationally challenging parameter estima-

tion is often considered the major bottleneck for
data-based dynamical (metabolic) modeling [5]. It
is true that for very large models this still is
intractable and more scalable algorithms are re-
quired. Results from other fields of application sug-
gest that a better leveraging of both existing tools
and computational resources can facilitate work
with models and datasets that are an order of mag-
nitude larger than those currently used in the field
of dynamical modeling of metabolism.
Aside from any algorithms, successful model-

based data analysis depends on matching models
and data. To obtain informative data, experiments
should ideally be designed with a specific modeling
goal in mind, and the available data should be taken
into account when building models. Nevertheless,
parameter uncertainty will always remain. Robust
predictions may still be possible despite large pa-
rameter uncertainties. Therefore, dynamical mod-
eling should not be ruled out prematurely due to
supposedly too sparse data. However, awareness
and assessment of parameter and prediction uncer-
tainties is crucial, although often neglected.
In summary, we feel that dynamical modeling

is a valuable, yet underused, tool for integrative
metabolomics data analysis that could help to de-
rive a more comprehensive, quantitative, and dy-
namical understanding of metabolism in many ap-
plications.
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D. Wang, F.-G. Wieland, J. R. Banga, J. Tim-
mer, A. F. Villaverde, S. Sahle, C. Kreutz, J. Hase-
nauer, D. Weindl, PEtab—interoperable specifica-
tion of parameter estimation problems in systems bi-
ology, PLOS Computational Biology 17 (2021) 1–10.
doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1008646 .

[47] V. L. Porubsky, A. P. Goldberg, A. K. Ram-

padarath, D. P. Nickerson, J. R. Karr, H. M.
Sauro, Best practices for making reproducible bio-
chemical models, Cell Systems 11 (2020) 109–120.
doi:10.1016/j.cels.2020.06.012.

[48] A. F. Villaverde, E. Raimúndez-Álvarez, J. Hase-
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