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ABSTRACT

Recent studies have shown that the majority of published computational models in systems biology
and physiology are not repeatable or reproducible. There are a variety of reasons for this. One of
the most likely reasons is that given how busy modern researchers are and the fact that no credit
is given to authors for publishing repeatable work, it is inevitable that this will be the case. The
situation can only be rectified when government agencies, universities and other research institutions
change policies and that journals begin to insist that published work is in fact at least repeatable if not
reproducible. In this chapter guidelines are described that can be used by researchers to help make
sure their work is repeatable. A scoring system is suggested that authors can use to determine how
well they are doing.

1 Introduction

Independent scientific confirmation has been critical to how we have built a major corpus of reliable knowledge that can
be used to better the human condition whether it be for medicine, agriculture, technology or simply to better understand
the world we live in. This has been understood for at least a 1000 years [67]. It may therefore be surprising to learn that
reproducibility of scientific work has been of some recent concern [7]. Numerous articles [23]] and reports [53] have
been published that discuss the issues and possible remedies. A recent survey by the Biomodels team [75] confirmed
previous anecdotal evidence that a large proportion (over 50%) of published computational models of physiological
processes were essentially irreproducible. The reasons for this are still debated but one is the reward system that
pervades scientific research. Rewards for promotion, hiring and tenure are often measured using metrics based on
publication records and success in obtaining funding; the reproducibility of published work is not considered. With the
limited bandwidth that a modern researcher has it is inevitable that aspects of their work will fall away in preference to
work considered more important by research institutions, and scientific review panels.

In this chapter we will discuss what precautions a busy scientist can take to ensure that their work is at least repeatable.
Although the focus is on computational models is systems biology, the problem of repeatable computational science is
endemic [27].

We begin with a comment on terminology. The language used in the reproduciblity literature is quite varied and there
is no single definition of what constitutes a reproducible result. There is a surprising amount of disagreement in the
scientific literature on the meaning of specific terms such a reproducible, repeatable, and replicable [8]. Here we
will define just two terms ‘repeatability’ and ‘reproducibility’ [21]]. These terms have been used for some time by
the experimental biological communities [13]], and their definitions closely match those used by the Association for
Computing Machinery [4]]. As a personal opinion these terms are also preferred because to repeat implies to carry out
the same process exactly, while reproduce suggests creating anew (Figure[T)). Note that other domains have alternative
definitions [8} 60].
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Figure 1: Repeatability and Reproducibility. In this text a computational study is repeatable when the author of the
computational experiment provides all the necessary code and data to execute the computation. Reproducibility refers
to the case when a third-party recreates de novo some or all of the analysis described by a researcher.

Briefly, repeatability refers to a third-party researcher being able to generate the same results using the same data and
computational software (preferably similar hardware and underlying operating system). To achieve repeatability the
researcher must have access to all assets that were used in the original study. In principle, the same operating system
(Linux, Mac, or Windows) and computer hardware (Intel or ARM-based computers) should also be used. Often the
underlying hardware and operating system are not so important but a well-publicized instance in which the underlying
operating system had a marked effect on calculating NMR chemical shifts [[12] shows that even the operating system
can affect the results of a computation.

On the face of it repeating a computational experiment should be straight forward, unfortunately published studies
rarely give all the necessary information in order to repeat a study. For example important documentation may be
missing, required data sets absent or the code used to run the simulations is not available.

If we thought that repeating a study was difficult, reproducing a study is even more difficult. This is where one of
more aspects of the publish study is recreated de novo by a third-party. This may involve writing new software, using
different computational but related algorithms or even new data. It should be evident that reproducing a computational
experiment and obtaining the same result is a much stronger statement that simple repeating a study. However the first
stage in publishing a study is to make sure that at minimum the study is repeatable. In this article we will focus on
repeatability with a discussion of reproducible modeling at the end of the article.

In this article the main focus will be on mechanistic models published by the systems biology community. These
generally include metabolic, protein signaling and gene regulatory models. These are mostly subcellular model but
can include multiscale models that encompass tissues and whole organs. Model repositories such as Biomodels [40],
ModelDB [48]] or PMR [45] have collectively 1000s of such models for download. Previous publications have discussed
specific tooling recommendations [65] and general surveys [64} [14] which will not be covered here.

The most commonly used mathematical formalisms in systems biology are systems of differential equations or partial
differential equations. Often the equations are be written out in full in a convenient programming language and solved
using a numerical software library. One of the chief disadvantages of publishing a model in a purely mathematical
form is that we lose biological context and this is one of the major limitations of publishing repeatable rather than
reproducible studies. This restricts what can be done with the model post-publication, particularly reusing the model in
other situations. In that sense publishing models this way doesn’t entirely follow FAIR principles [80]]. The solution is
to use representations such as SBML that are designed to encode biological information. We will briefly discussion the
use of such standards towards the end of the article. The immediate focus of the article is what a researcher should
do if they publish models in raw computational code such as Python, MATLAB etc. In general I do not recommend
publishing models this way, especially large models but sometimes we must out of necessity.

2 Repeatability: Preserving Data and Code

Historically, a common approach to publishing a computational model in a journal was to describe the model equations
in an appendix and the various parameters used in the model in one or more tables or even plots in figures. A reader
was expected to transcribe the equations into a computer program, insert the values of the parameters and hope to get
the same reported results. This sometimes worked, but more often than not the parameter tables were incomplete, for
example missing initial conditions, missing parameter values, or the equations written out in the appendix contained
one or more errors. Before the advent of the internet, this was often the only way to transmit a computational model to
the community. Even today, some authors publish their models in this way. Unfortunately, unless the author takes a
great deal of care, publishing a model as prose is very error prone. With the advent of code and data repositories and the
move to publishing online it is now easier than ever to provide the original files that were used in the study.
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Figure 2: Suggested scoring for a repeatable study. A score of zero means the study is not-repeatable, a score of 10 is
the maximum score.

It should go without saying that repeatability and transparency in research means that publicly funded science should
always release computational software as open source. An interesting example of the importance of open source
software can be found in the supercooled water community [S] where the lack of software transparency resulted in over
seven years of disagreement of a particular result. It will therefore be assumed that the software is open source and
freely open to inspection and reuse.

2.1 Scoring Repeatability

How can a busy researcher ensure their computational studies are repeatable? There are various degrees of quality that
one can strive to ensure repeatability ranging from some basic requirements to much more sophisticated approaches
involving unit testing, continuous integration and even docker images. As an example, Figure [2] suggests one possible
approach to scoring quality when publishing a repeatable study, also summarised in Table[I] Extra weight is given to
code, data and testing because these are considered the most important. Scoring is out of 10, the higher the core the
better.

Other groups have developed similar criterion, most notably the Committee on Credible Practice of Modeling and
Simulation in Healthcare, has developed a series of criteria for publishing computational models [52} 22]].

The lowest score of zero is reserved for published work that is irreproducible. Surprisingly even with today’s emphasis
on open science, examples of irreproducible results continue to be published. Three recent such examples that impacted
the author’s own work include a model of DNA damage [3]] (missing parameter sets), a model of P. putida [76] (model
not provided) and a recent model of E coli [25] where a description of the model (the model itself was not available)
was distributed among a large number of Excel spreadsheets making the recapitulation of the model extremely difficult.
It should be emphasized that there is no malevolence or sloppiness at work here. As noted in the introduction, the
pressures on a modern researcher and the current reward system will inevitably result in situations like this. However,
some basic guidance on how to improve current practice will help better the situation.

Score 0: The published work is irreproducible. We don’t ever want to be in this situation. Ideally journals should reject
such submissions.

Code and Data (Score 3). This is the most basic level that ensures some degree of repeatability. At this level we expect
an author to supply the code that was used to run the computations and any data the software required. By code we
mean that the model has been encoded into one of the common programming languages such as Python, R, MATLAB,
Object Pascal, C/C++ etc. In general one should avoid proprietary languages such as MATLAB or Mathematical
because not everyone has access to commercial applications plus the algorithms employed by these tools tend to be
unknown. It is assumed that the code is well documented and structured, and that the data files are clearly identified
with appropriate descriptive file names. Much has been written on developing good academic software [42} 68]] which
readers can consult. Academia StackExchange (https://academia.stackexchange.com/) is also a good place to
find discussion on the finer points of writing academic software.

One question that arises is where to deposit the code and data? Ten years ago a common practice was to put the
code on the author’s personal web site and provide a link to the location in the paper. With hindsight this turned out
to be a terrible idea. Such websites usually disappear along with any resources mentioned in the paper. The lesson
is never put code or data on to your own personal website that is linked to a published paper. Instead there are a
variety of stable open repositories that can act as hosts for code and data. The most well known of these is GitHub,
which has become a popular location for academic source code. Others include Sourceforge, Bitbucket, or GitLab.
These sites appear to be fairly stable. For example, sourceforge has been in existence since 1999. The only significant
downside is that Git, which is used by GitHub and GitLab, has a steep learning curve. Sourceforge which uses the
SVN protocol is much easier to use and is a viable option for the researcher who doesn’t have the time to learn the
intricacies of Git. There are also more academically orientated sites such as Zenodo [[63]] and Dryad [[79]. Zenodo is
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primarily focused on the storage of software and Dryad for data. However one can store data on Zenodo as well as
software. My recommendation is once a model study is ready for publication, store your modeling experiments, code
and data to Zenodo. Importantly, both services offer DOIs (Digital Object Identifier, https://www.doi.org/) for
deposited information. GitHub recommends that researchers archive their code to Zenodo and Zenodo offers a painless
mechanism [2] to automatically archive your source code from a GitHub repository. Another location where models
and data can be stored is the physiome journal (https://journal.physiomeproject.org/).

What about data [28]] and what kind of data are we considering? It depends on the size of model and the analyses being
applied to the model. In the simplest case it could be just tables of kinetic constants, initial conditions and possibly
some validation data. For more complex situations, an author may include time-course, steady-state, or perturbation
data that was used to fit the model. The current demands for data storage for kinetic models is not great compared to
disciplines that use large quantities of omic data. For this reason formats for storing data can be quite simple and a
variety of formats are used. Some of the most commonly used format, include basic CSV (comma separated values)
files, MATLAB .mat binary files, or structured Excel based files.

Excel is a common vehicle for storing data because of it’s widespread availability, its familiarity to many researchers
and the straight forward manner for doing basic data manipulation. MATLAB .mat files are a binary container format
for MATLAB programs. However recent editions of MATLAB use HDFS5 [24]], a community driven hierarchical data
format that is supported by many software frameworks. However, given the widespread availability of Excel, the
choice to use Excel is not such a bad solution. The advantage of Excel files is that the data can be more structured
and Microsoft supplies a free Excel viewer for those who don’t possess a copy of Excel. In addition there are other
readers of Excel files such as Google Sheets. There has been some concern with using Excel for biological data due
some instances of data ‘corruption’ where for example gene name errors occurred due to Excel’s confusion over date
formats [84]]. The other concern is that the Excel default file format, ‘.xslx’ is not strictly an open standard. If in doubt
store your data as CSV files or if the datasets are large and hierarchical, HDFS5 is a good option. The key to data
storage is to make sure that all the metadata associated with the data is clearly given. This would include items such as
cell-lines, growth conditions, etc.

If the data is much more extensive and structured, requiring considerable metadata, one might resort to using ISA-
Tab [66]. Although originally supported via Java libraries, a recent Python interface [35} [70] is likely to accelerate
its uptake further. One major advantage of data stored as ISA-Tab or HDF5 is that these formats are structured in a
standard way. This is unlike an Excel spreadsheet where every author will have their own way for presenting the data,
making machine reading of the data difficult.

The data purest may consider distributing data in Excel files, a grave sin, but this is far better than in some publications
where data is stored in the main body of the paper and sometimes even embedded within a paragraph of text [16].This
is generally considered bad practice especially when models are complex.

Zenodo and Dryad have been mentioned before as places to store data, but other notable persistent sites include
figshare [[73]], OpenSeek [81}83] and the Harvard Dataverse (https://dataverse.harvard.edu/). The work by
Snoep at al [61]], provides a good example of the use of OpenSeek.

What’s been described is the bare minimum. However, it is very easy to upload the incorrect code or to miss out an
essential piece of data. As models become more complex the likelihood of this happening increases. The solution is
simple however, find a friendly colleague who is willing to try to reproduce your results given the components that you
provide with the manuscript. This is an easy way to identify problems, in fact the first problem they will encounter is,
how do they run the code to get the results reported in the paper? This leads to a new scorable item, documentation.

Documentation (Score 2). The next scorable item is providing the instructions on how to run the code and generate
the results. When someone has spent a year or two developing a computational model, it will seem obvious to them how
someone else might run the model. To a new researcher it might not be so obvious. This is why instructional material
can often be missing, or more frequently, incomplete. Documentation is therefore vital and even in the author’s own lab,
writing instructions for building or running software can be hard for those who are very close to the work. It is often
better to have someone else write the instructions and often the best person to do this is the PI of the lab.

Documentation is important for another reason. Models are published in various forms for execution purposes. A
common form is MATLAB or Python but authors will also use other languages such as C/C++, Java, FORTRAN,
etc. In some rare cases, a simulation may be reported using a formal workflow system such as Galaxy [26] or
Taverna [82]]. An example of a Taverna workflow as applied to mechanistic modeling can be found at https:
//www.myexperiment .org/packs/107 .html. The publication of models is therefore fairly ad hoc. Since models
are published in a wide variety of forms, repeating a study is a unique experience for almost every published model.
this means good documentation is critical.
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Testing (Score 2). Testing model code is crucial but it’s not always done thoroughly or is done in a way that makes it
difficult for a third-party to repeat or update. The purpose of testing is at least two-fold. 1) To ensure that the model
behaves as expected according to the original intention and 2) to make sure it much easier to refactor or add to the
model, knowing that any side effects can be quickly tested and resolved. The second reason is particularly important and
highlights the point that testing should be started very early in the process. In software development, most programming
languages supply libraries to help with testing, for example unittest for Python. These allow testing to be setup so
that tests can be automatically run and reports delivered to the developer.

When it comes to systems biology models there is little in the way of formal systems for testing. pySB [46] is however
one of the few tools that has implemented testing as part of the modeling workflow but much more should be done [30].

Aspect Score  Description

Not repeatable 0) It is not possible to repeat the results reported in the paper.

Code and Data 3) Model code and data are provided with the publication, often as
supplementary information.

Documentation 2) Documentation is provided on how to use the model code and
data to generate the results provided with the publication.

Testing 2) The model code is provided with a series of formal tests to verify
that the code operates as designed.

DOI 1) The data, model and documentation are stored on a public reposi-
tory such as Zenodo, or model repositories such as Bimodels or
PMR.

Version Control @) Versions of the model and data are stored using a version control

system on a public repository such as GitHub, so that a history of
the development of the model is kept. Particularly important for
models developed by a team.

Continuous Integration (1) Continuous integration combined with the formal tests to ensure
that any changes to the code do not result in new bugs and errors.

Table 1: Suggested Scoring for repeatability of computational experiments.

DOI (Score 1). We’ve already mentioned uploading the final model and data to repositories that can provide a DOL.
These include Zeondo or specialists repositories such as Biomodels and PMR.

Version Control (Score 1). It is inevitable that whether one is writing a research paper, textbook, a piece of software or
building a computational model that in the process variants will be generated. Version control [30] is about managing
those variants, more often called versions. During development, maintaining versions can be very useful since it allows
one to easily go back to older copies. Of course one doesn’t need specific software to do this and keeping older versions
can be accomplished by the simple act of manually copying snapshots of work. In team efforts such manual mechanisms
can however be difficult to manage. Formal systems such as Git or SVN, come into play when working within a team
where team members contribute to a single common code base. In software engineering this is a common practice but
also works when writing multi-authored textbooks or research articles. In terms of building a model, especially when
authored by a single individual, formal version control is perhaps less important and I don’t believe there is a hard rule
in this case. This is especially the case given that Git based version control is non-trivial to use. Use version control if
its convenient. Where version control is more important in building computational models is post-publication. It is
often the case that after a model is published it continues to be developed. In this situation it is essential that the model
described in the original publication is preserved, and that any future changes be recorded. Using a version control
system in this case is strongly encouraged in order to preserve provenance and subsequent alterations.

Continuous Integration (Score 1). The way professional software developers ensure repeatability is by using a
technique called Continuous Integration [50]. This is where software is automatically verified on a daily basis to ensure
that it functions correctly. This is particularly important with a team of developers where there may be daily changes to
the code-base. A series of “regression” tests are created which the software is expected to pass at all times. Continuous
integration has not yet made any real impact in systems biology modeling but it clearly could. Some authors have
commented on the use of continuous integration as a strategy to make computational work more repeatable 30, 9} 39].
Although perhaps more relevant during model development, continuous integration could also have significant benefits
at the time of publication by providing evidence of repeatability. Continuous integration can be readily setup on GitHub
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with badges displayed indicating success or failure. It would be straight forward for a reviewer of a paper to inspect the
badge to confirm repeatability or not.

Other Distribution Options

One can’t leave the question of repeatability and distribution of modeling experiments without mentioning the use of
Jupyter notebooks [62, 49! 6] which have gained considerable popularity in recent years. Jupyter notebooks allow users
to create live code and documentation simultaneously. This makes it very easy to create a self-contained computational
experiment that can be easily distributed to others via tools such as CoLab [34]], Binder (https://mybinder.org/)
or as a Docker image. This idea has been extended to publishing ‘live’ papers where the published article includes
embedded Jupyter like notebooks [43]]. Creation of a live-paper is supported by the open source application Stencila
(https://stenci.la/). Jupyter notebooks can also be used very effectively for teaching modeling. Exercises can be
stored on Google Drive and easily used by students on CoLab. We have used this effectively to teach kinetic modeling
techniques using the Python modeling package Tellurium [[17, 49].

An extensive review of using technologies such as Jupyter notebook for computational research in biology was published
by Hinsen [31]].

Another more advanced technique is the use of workflows. Workflows are often used to compose and execute a
series of separate computational or data manipulation steps. Unfortunately workflows tend to be very fragile and
display a trend called workflow decay [85]. Over time the environment the workflow was designed to execute in
has changed making it difficult or impossible to reproduce the original workflow. For example, myExperiment
(https://www.myexperiment.org/home) is a hosting site for a large number of scientific workflows including a
small number workflows that run biochemical simulations. However an inspection shows that the simulation workflows
can no longer the executed either because the particular workflow engine is no longer supported or the resources the
workflow are dependent on are no longer available. The paper by Zhao et al. [85] give more detailed statistics on this
issue. This makes long term use of workflows suspect. Containerizing a workflow would mitigate such issues but
again it is not known how robust container technology is over time. Ideally we’d like to ensure that modeling studies,
particular as they grow in size, remain viable for at least 20 to 30 years from the time the original publication was
published.

In recent years [58] a popular approach for packaging computational experiments is the Docker image and container.
Docker images are very easily built so that all software libraries, applications, and other dependencies are prepared for
distribution as a single entity or image. In the case of biochemical modeling workflows, relevant files would include
all data used by the model, model descriptions and all simulation experiments described in the published work as
we as the simulator code itself. Once an image has been created it can be distributed and run by using a Docker
container. Two good examples of using this technology is the recently developed runBiosimulations resource [72] and
EXSIMO. EXSIMO is an interesting case study by Matthias Konig on distributing a complete modeling experiment
based, called EXSIMO [38]]. The approach packaged the data, model and code necessary to repeat the studies
(https://github.com/matthiaskoenig/exsimo). The workflow used python to orchestrate all analyses using the
EXSIMO python package. The model and associated data and simulation workflow were stored on a GitHub repository.
This allowed model variants and simulations to be generated using GitHub’s version control system. The approach
at present requires some technical expertise but illustrates how a packaging systems might be implemented going
forward. The example also illustrated how one might incorporate a set of tests into the workflow, akin to unit testing in
software [46, 30]].

Docker technology can also be used to distribute applications enabling the model and its simulation studies to be
manipulated and executed, through a web browser. In this case, the Docker container used to render the application,
including the model, simulations and graphical output of the results, is typically hidden from the end user. While the
developer will need to have expertise in generating the web application, this method ensures that end users may readily
interact with a familiar GUI from the browser rather than execute commands from the command line. This approach is
accessible to modelers with a range of computational backgrounds and expertise, widening the pool of potential end
users who wish to repeat published simulations.

One key advantage of using Docker images is that it is guaranteed that all material to run the computational experiment
is present, that is it preserves the context (or run-time environment) in which the original study was carried out.

3 Reproducible Computational Models

With care, it is possible to publish repeatable computational models. Unfortunately another danger lurks in the
background, something called bit-rot. This is not a new phenomenon [29] but is something that has plagued computing
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Figure 3: Reproducibility can be achieved by defining a contextual description of the problem (e.g SBML) which can
be instantiated as an executable (e.g COPASI [[L1], pySB [46], Python, Tellurium [17], VCell [51]], etc) to recover the
original context within which the model was be run.

since its inception. Bit-rot refers to the situation where software that describes a model developed and published
in year say 2010, no longer appears to work in 2021. The software hasn’t changed but the context in which it is
executed has. This is a very common, not only in modeling studies, but right across the scientific spectrum. The
sad truth is that even if an author publishes a model with a score of 6, it is likely that in a few years the software
may not be runnable. Container technology such as Docker can go a long way to resolve this issue but it is not
known as yet how robust such approaches are over time. Anecdotal reports (https://thehftguy.com/2016/11/01/
docker-in-production-an-history-of-failure/) suggest that container technology, as a long term solution,
may be limited.

Given that the sharing of executable code is fragile and short-lived, are there examples from other domains where
longer shelf-life has been achieved? Two success stories offer clues on how we might ensure repeatability and to a
large extent reproduciblity in mechanistic modeling. The first example may seem frivolous but gaming consoles such
as the Atari 2600 [ 1] have been available to consumers since the 1970s. Many popular games were developed for
these early platforms but with the demise of the original hardware it has become increasingly difficult to reproduce
the gaming experience. In other words the context in which the games were originally used has changed. The
solution to this problem was the development of emulators (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Emulator). These
are software applications that run on modern computing hardware that mimic the original device on which the
games were run. Many emulators exist for a variety of legacy platforms even for systems from the 1950s and 60s
(https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/SIMH) which are of historical importance. The key to this was the ability to
recapitulate the behavior of the consoles based on the original specifications. So long as the specification is faithfully
followed, it is possible to resurrect long lost gaming titles from the past. The shelf-life for these recovered games is of
the order of many decades if not more.

The second example worth mentioning is the TEX/IATEX document preparation system developed originally by Knuth
in the late 1970s and early 1980s [37]. Knuth specified in detail the TgX markup language as well as describing the
device independent output it generated, called the DVI Driver Standard [[74]. Given these specifications a number of
implementations have been created that support a huge variety of output devices and formats. Today it is possible to
generate output from TgX files created in the 1980s even though the original software and output devices used at that
time no longer exist. The shelf-life for TEX documents is of the order of 40 years.

These examples highlight two lessons with respect to reproducibility. The first is that there are no technical reasons to
prevent successful reputability or reproduciblity [47], and second, the success of these examples was based on technical
specifications that allowed uses to recreate the software environment, i.e to recover the original context (Figure [3).
Particularly in the case of TgX what is distributed is not the executable software but the TEX documents that software
would compile into the desired output.

This leads us to a discussion of the Systems Biology Markup Language (SBML) [33]] and the other related standards
that have emerged from the mechanistic modeling community [71]]. SBML specifies the structure and semantics for a
file format that describes a biochemical network. The SBML specification [36}32] is highly detailed to ensure that any
software that implements support can do so without ambiguity. Many tools have been developed to support SBML
(sbml.org). Models developed in the 2000s can still be read and simulated even though the original tools that were
used to create the models are no longer extant. The shelf-life for models expressed in SBML is in the order of decades.
As a counter example, there are modeling papers (as described earlier) published in the just last two years whose results
cannot be repeated.

SBML spawned the development of additional standards, the most important being the Simulation Experiment
Description Markup Language (SED-ML) which specifies how a simulation experiment was carried out in a published
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article [[/7]. SED-ML is being supported by a growing body of simulation tools [17, 49]. In parallel, we also saw
the development of CellML [44] which was more geared towards the exchange of physiological models. Given the
variety of different standards, including modeling [33},44], execution [77], diagramming [5669]] and annotation [54]], a
way for packaging these separate aspects into a single file has also been devised, called the COMBINE archive [10].
COMBINE archives are zip files with a manifest. This file type is currently supported by a growing list of tools as well
as model repositories and is likely to be the preferred format in the future for distributing computational experiments in
systems biology.

Once models can be formally represented it is possible to annotate models in a computer readable form. This allows
additional information to be added to a model such as unambiguous naming of model participants, author and other
provenance information [20, [55]. Standards such as MIRIAM [41] have emerged to require minimum levels of
annotation in a biochemical models. Additionally the rise of exchange formats stimulated the development of new
Ontologies, the most notable being, SBO (Systems Biology Ontology) [19]], KiSAO (Kinetic Simulation Algorithm
Ontology) [19], and OPB (Ontology of physics for biology) [18]]. These technologies continue to be developed [154} [78]].

The use of standards such as SBML allows some degree of reproducibility beyond repeatability. It relies on software
interpreting the model correctly by compiling the specification in to a model and executing the resulting mathematical
model. In addition models can be run on different simulators for verification purposes. Moreover if a given simulator is
no longer available, the model can still be reproduced by using alternative simulators. This ensures that models should
have a much longer shelf-life than is currently possible when models are published are raw source code.

Conclusion

Publishing systems biology models that are repeatable let alone reproducible is not a glamours part of the scientific
process even though it is clearly critical to the accumulation of reliable knowledge. Simple actions can be taken that can
make a huge difference however the current reward environment for researchers needs to change in order to make this
more likely. One other possible avenue is for journals to demand that all published work be repeatable. Some journals
are doing this. The American Journal of Political Science (AJPS) has taken the lead by using a similar approach over
the last five years. They state on their website that: “The corresponding author of a manuscript that is accepted for
publication in the American Journal of Political Science must provide materials that are sufficient to enable interested
researchers to verify all of the analytic results that are reported in the text and supporting materials". When AJPS
receives a manuscript to review, if the manuscript is accepted for publication, it is passed to a third-party for what they
term ‘verification’. The manuscript is not released to the public until verification is satisfied. Biostatistics is another
journal that has taken the lead in publishing reproducible results. This journal places kite marks (or badges) on the
top-right corner of the first page of the published paper. A more detailed look at the role of badges can be found at [S7].

PLoS Computational Biology which publishes many systems biology studies conducted a successful pilot study [59]] in
2020 in collaboration with the Center of Reproducible Biomedical Modeling (https://reproduciblebiomodels,
org/) where the center acted as the body that carried out the verification of submitted models. It is likely that as
more journals impose similar requirements for repeatable studies, we will see significant improvements. Another
mechanism is where individual researchers take a stand by insisting that journals publish reproducible work as well as
faculty candidates they review for promotion or hiring. Such a ‘bottom-up’ approach is advocated by Carey, et al. [[15].
Hopefully such mechanisms can provide pressure on journals and academic institutions to begin to change their policies,
and embrace the need for reproducible science.
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