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Introduction

Computational methods and associated software implementations are central to every
field of scientific investigation. Modern biological research, particularly within systems
biology, has relied heavily on the development of software tools to process and organize
increasingly large datasets, simulate complex mechanistic models, provide tools for the
analysis and management of data, and visualize and organize outputs [1–3].

However, developing high-quality research software requires scientists to develop a
host of software development skills, and teaching these skills to students is challenging.
While researchers are often highly competent in programming, many lack a wider skill-
set in software development, and generate research results via code that is not designed
to be re-used after publication. This causes a multitude of negative effects on scientific
research including a lack of transparency and open access [4], poor development and
deployment practices [5], and a lack of executable reproducibility —where code cannot
even be run [6]. This has implications for the sustainability of the research software
base.

Given the importance of high-quality software to effective research in computational
biology, there has been significant literature on the growing importance placed on en-
suring reproducibility [7, 8] and good development practices [9–11] in computational
research. However, less attention has been devoted to informing the specific teaching
strategies which are effective at nurturing in researchers the complex skillset required to
produce high-quality software that, increasingly, is required to underpin both academic
and industrial biomedical research. Biologists and computational researchers, even if
aware of the importance of high-quality software to their research, are typically left to
fend for themselves in developing the necessary skills to produce reusable software, and
formal education is lacking. The software that they develop is therefore typically ‘single-
use’ in that it is discarded after publication of the results they generate. Any researchers
wishing to use the same computational framework are then forced to re-implement this
in their own software, and the cycle repeats.

Two recent articles in the Ten Simple Rules collection [12, 13] have discussed the
teaching of foundational computer science and coding techniques to biology students.
We advance this discussion by describing the specific steps for effectively teaching the
necessary skills a scientist needs to develop sustainable software packages which are fit
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for (re-)use in academic research or more widely. Although our advice is likely to be
applicable to all students and researchers hoping to improve their software development
skills, our guidelines are directed towards an audience of students that have some pro-
gramming literacy but little formal training in software engineering, typical of early
doctoral students. These practices are also applicable outside of doctoral training envi-
ronments, and we believe they should form a key part of postgraduate training schemes
more generally in the life sciences.

The following rules have been fine-tuned through generations of doctoral students
at the EPSRC CDT in Sustainable Approaches to Biomedical Science: Responsible and
Reproducible Research (SABS:R3) CDT at the University of Oxford. The SABS:R3

programme trains doctoral students in cutting-edge, collaborative systems approaches
to biomedical research, with a strong focus on computational methods. Uniquely, it
provides comprehensive training in advanced software development and software engi-
neering to all of its students, in the context of industrially-derived research within the
biomedical sciences.

Students initially take a three-week classroom training programme in the principles of
software engineering. This course is designed to introduce important themes in software
development and convey its importance; we discuss key aspects of this in the first four
rules. To make this training immediately relevant, all students subsequently undertake
an industry-supported group software development project over the course of their first
year, allowing them to learn and apply their software skills in a realistic setting. These
projects require students to develop high-quality software in support of some scientific or
industrial project or investigation, involving a variety of fields including epidemiology,
pharmacokinetics, and medical imaging. Two such projects have additionally led to
scientific publications [14, 15]. We have fine-tuned the design and implementation of
these projects over a series of student cohorts and share some of the lessons we have
learnt in Rules 5–8, before finally discussing the output from these projects, and how
they may be sustained after the students finish their training.

Rule 1: Place value on good software development

Within the results-focused setting of academia (and particularly a PhD), good software
development has often been considered a secondary priority — ‘nice if you have time, but
not essential’. This may be attributed to the perceived lack of academic recognition for
software outputs [16,17], diminishing the motivation and financial support for upholding
good practices.

Despite this, it has more widely been accepted within industrial software development
communities (and is increasingly accepted within academic environments) that investing
additional time to uphold common software development practices improves overall
productivity across a wide range of project scales and fields [18–20]. By sharing these
views with students at the start of their research careers, it is possible to challenge
pre-conceived notions that established coding practices inherently slow down research.

Our experience, both as PhD supervisors and PhD students, is that while students
are often enthusiastic to learn software development as a new skill, the benefits to
scientific research of a formal grounding in sound software engineering practices may
not be immediately apparent at the start of the PhD. The advantage of, for example,
taking a test-driven approach are typically realised later in the PhD, as codes developed
early in the PhD can be extended and built upon with confidence. As we discuss further
in Rule 8 below, the benefits can be reinforced through structured peer-mentoring. Over
time, this results in a body of robust and reusable open-source software underpinning
the long-term research within the group, and these benefits become more immediately
obvious and self-sustaining.
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Several other 10 Simple Rules articles have already provided excellent descriptions of
best software development practices to aspire towards, and we point the reader to these
guides on documentation [21], usability [11], robustness [22] and version control [23].

Rule 2: Support students to develop good coding prac-

tices

There are a variety of schools of thought for proper coding practices, and giving students
a degree of freedom over the standards they adopt can encourage accountability and
teaches the role of such practices. However, it is often helpful to provide some initial
pointers for what good code is. This will help student groups to come to a consensus
that aligns with widely used programming practices, while still leaving enough room
for interpretation. We suggest that instead of letting students develop completely their
own coding standard, they are given general directions in the form of a few bullet points,
such as:

• What are the conventions in your programming language?

• Has your function/class/method got more than one responsibility? Can its scope
be simplified by defining more than one function/class/method?

• Do you have unit tests for all public classes, methods and functions?

• How will you ensure everyone’s code and documentation follows the same style?

• How will your intended users easily install and use the software?

• What operating systems and external dependency versions will you support?

• Are there clear guidelines for third parties wishing to contribute, seek support or
report issues in the software?

These are intended only as a guide, akin to the popular concept of ‘code-smells’ which
represent failures to adhere to good coding standards and are associated with increased
code maintenance [24,25]. However it is worth noting that many disciplines have domain-
specific standards; for example it is common-place to require less rigid testing on front
end visual components, while testing may focus more heavily on overall function for
Artificial Intelligence components, rather than solely testing each constituent method
individually [26].

Rule 3: Stress the role and importance of open-source

development

We encourage open-source development using sites such as GitHub, and find that most
students are enthusiastic about sharing their work in this way. This may not always be
completely possible, if industrially-partnered research projects involve proprietary data
or methods that must be hidden, but the benefits of open-source development for early
career researchers [27, 28], software quality [29, 30] and research in general [31, 32] are
well documented.

Having a public facing repository means that software may attract those in the
wider community to act as co-developers, which can also encourage students to take
more ownership and care of the quality of the repository. As other users can see, use or
even contribute to their code, software development principles discussed in Rule 2 such
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as ensuring code quality and good documentation have immediate benefits. Previous
teaching projects [33] within the SABS:R3 programme have attracted external collab-
orators across the globe, as a result of effective publishing through GitHub and clear
open-source contribution guidelines.

Rule 4: Use agile development practices

Among different development paradigms, agile development is one of the most relevant
to scientific research, providing a formal framework to adapt to changing demands and
evolving research questions [34, 35]. Project goals are typically not fully defined at
the conception of a project and are often informed by preliminary and intermediate
results, so the ability to easily refactor (reorganise and tidy) the code-base is essential.
Agile development methodologies account for this through concise planning horizons,
working towards coding targets that can be feasibly accomplished in a reasonable time
frame (typically one month). This approach facilitates the rapid creation of working
prototypes, and mitigates the phenomenon of ‘analysis paralysis’, a pitfall that arises
when attempting to anticipate too many potential future requirements.

One key aspect to agile development is the adoption of test-driven development,
wherein the code to test and verify desired functionality/output is written before the
source code for that function. This requires students to consider the best interface
for their new code, and frame their testing around the required functionality of their
codebase, rather than tailoring tests to the particular implementation of that function
in the source code. Test-driven approaches help facilitate the addition of wide-ranging
functionality to a pre-existing codebase, as well as placing a greater emphasis on code
testing and validation, and can increase productivity more generally [36]. Other relevant
features of this programming methodology include continuous integration, collective
code ownership via pair programming, and frequent refactoring, which are discussed in
Rules 7–8. For more details of the use of this approach, see the eXtreme programming
framework [37], and an example of how this may be applied in a scientific context when
developing the Chaste software [38].

Rule 5: Create a project that is ambitious, relevant,

and exciting

In general, we learn skill-based knowledge best by doing, rather than through taught
lectures or textbooks [39, 40]. For this reason, we developed annual group projects for
students to consolidate the software development skills introduced in taught courses.
These problems should not be toy projects; they should be challenging, real-world prob-
lems that have not been tackled before. We have found that this novelty motivates
students to engage more directly with the project [41].

These projects should also have wider relevance outside of pure pedagogy, be it
to academic research or industrial applications. This typically necessitates a larger
scale problem than typical teaching/textbook problems, requiring a team of students to
tackle it together. This resembles effective software engineering in industry, where good
software is developed in large, multi-disciplinary groups. This will be in contrast with
the primarily individual experience that students typically gain during undergraduate
research projects, where individual scripts are written to answer a specific research
question rather than creating a tool for exploring a wider field of research. These larger
projects help to contextualise the role and uses of research software, as well as developing
student’s experience and confidence in working with a large codebase. A few examples
of projects we have previously run with student cohorts are linked below for reference:
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• Epidemiological agent-based modelling (EpiABM) software, based on CovidSim model dev

• An educational game based on the process of designing new drugs, developed in collaboration

• Extensible quality control tool for clinical images, developed in collaboration with GE Healthcare

Ensuring that these projects have tangible outputs is also key to student engage-
ment. The key output for these projects is a complete software package, which should
be open-source (see Rule 3) to enable the wider research community to engage with this
work. Furthermore, in SABS:R3, projects were developed in collaboration with indus-
trial partners to tackle problems in their respective fields, and many of these industrial
partners have subsequently used the open-source research outputs in house. The indus-
trial partners have also supported the projects, funding access to compute resources or
providing access to databases to enable these projects to have real-world impact.

Providing publishing opportunities, either within dedicated software journals or
through scientific journals in cases where the software has been used for notable sci-
entific applications, can also provide a concrete end goal for students. Thus far, three
cohorts within the SABS:R3 programme have published (or prepared for publication) de-
scriptions of their software and associated scientific findings in reputable journals [14,15];
further scientific and software publications are anticipated in future years of the pro-
gram.

Rule 6: Set up multi-cohort projects

We have also run multi-cohort projects, with each cohort working to extend the codebase
of the previous cohort. The benefits of this were twofold; firstly it allows more ambitious
projects to be tackled which might not be attainable in a year. These projects could
also adapt to changes in the project motivation — for example a project developing
broad epidemiological inference software at the start of the COVID-19 pandemic [14],
was redirected to develop agent-based modelling software [15] following the high-profile
use of this approach in UK governmental response to the pandemic [44]. This software
package was recently extended by a subsequent year group to interface with spatial
data repositories, and integrate accurate population information into epidemiological
models [45]. This approach ensured relevancy of the software being developed, and
that it would continue to be supported and maintained after the original developers
graduated from the teaching course.

Secondly, developing someone else’s codebase is a useful skill and encourages students
to write their own code with future developers in mind. While most teaching in academic
settings focuses on developing a new codebase, this is rarely the reality of software
development in academia or industry, and it is common for new starters to struggle
adapting to working on legacy code instead of developing their own new projects [46].
By providing experience of this in a teaching setting (and often with the luxury of access
to the previous developers — see Rule 8) it provides students with the skills required
to implement changes in long-standing research software codebases. At a time when
the majority of research software is no longer updated or maintained [47], learning how
to debug and extend a legacy codebase can be invaluable to both your own and others’
research.
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Rule 7: Encourage collaboration within mixed-ability

groups

Software development is rarely a solo endeavour, and this should be reflected in the
teaching environment. Graduate training courses are often an ideal setting for this, as
the reduced focus on individual assessment relative to undergraduate education allows
for a more collaborative work environment, with students working in groups on a com-
mon project. Group work encourages students to learn from each other’s coding styles,
as well as ‘soft-skills’ such as communication and teamwork within the specific context
of software development. It also requires the use of version control software, and devel-
oping skills such as branch management, bug tracking, and code review that students
may not have considered in individual projects.

With larger-scale projects (see Rule 5), it is inevitable (and indeed desirable) that
projects will be modular, and readily broken into separate tasks. Despite this, it is
important to ensure that the different aspects to the project should still interact where
possible so that learners are not working in isolation on their own sections. This inter-
action often happens explicitly (for example when developing a computational pipeline
where elements must interface effectively), but ensuring individual students are not
isolated working on separate aspects of the codebase is crucial to ensuring that the
students learn from each other’s experience. Peer-to-peer learning may be strengthened
by promoting a shared responsibility in code review, developing teamwork and commu-
nication skills within a computational environment as well as exposing students to new
approaches and design patterns in their peers’ code. These approaches also help avoid
premature specialisation, where students only learn about their own features and miss
out on skills from other areas; similarly, all learners should be comfortable documenting
and testing their own code, rather than leaving this to a single individual.

We have found it most effective for students to have the chance to work together
in-person, enabling collaborative activities such as regular stand-up meetings and pair
programming. When students are working remotely, appropriate collaboration tools
should be employed and project leaders should take care to ensure that all students
remain actively involved in the project in order for the benefits of collaborative activities
such as pair programming to still be realized [48, 49].

Students are not a homogeneous group however; they will enter any programme with
differing levels of experience, experience in different aspects of computational science,
maybe even in different programming languages or undergraduate degrees. While this
is typically seen as a disadvantage in taught courses, it can be treated as an advantage
within group projects. Collaboration within groups allows students to share their various
skill sets, becoming their own teachers as they share their particular specialties to the
benefit of all [50].

Students with more experience of coding can also take on leadership roles in team
management, or inform the overall software architecture. By contrast, the less expe-
rienced students may learn from the code styles of the more experienced, with pair
programming a particularly effective tool to develop their skills and familiarity with the
language(s) used in the project [51,52]. This can also be used to compensate for differ-
ing experience in the particular programming language(s) being used for the project —
for example students who have more extensive general software experience, but in other
languages, can both teach and learn from students with direct experience in the project
language(s).

Ideally, groups should be large enough to contain students with a variety of skill
levels and enable some degree of specialization between students, but small and cohesive
enough for all students to maintain familiarity with all aspects of the project. We have
found that groups of 4–5 students works very well.
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Rule 8: Organise student and peer supervision

Practical courses at graduate level are often limited in scope by the availability of
senior academics to offer supervision. Instead, more senior students on the course can
act in supervisory roles for these projects — able to provide hands on supervision,
and a more informal resource (away from senior academics) to answer questions about
unfamiliar aspects of software development (such as unit testing). Drawing students
from previous cohorts that worked on the same project is particularly advantageous,
ensuring familiarity with the underlying codebase. This relationship is also beneficial
for the supervising student — as well as learning through their teaching they also have
first-hand experience of the struggles new developers may have picking up their codebase,
and how they could mitigate this in future projects.

This supervision also mimics professional structures common in industry, where ju-
nior developers will typically submit work to senior developers for code review. More
formal use of version control features and code review also instills good practice for
learners (and supervisors) who may later wish to transition to careers in the tech sector.
The code review process can also be utilised to update other members of the team on
features within the code, and formalise the protocol for introducing significant changes
into the main codebase, including those that affect wider functionality.

Encouraging peer code review, where learners begin to review each other’s pull re-
quests, is also highly beneficial to ensure continual feedback on code outputs. This
form of comprehensive peer supervision can be supported by implementing comprehen-
sive continuous integration checks on test coverage and code quality, reducing some of
the supervision requirements in student projects by automatically highlighting issues in
the students’ code which they must resolve themselves [53].

Rule 9: Focus on the process, not the final outcome

Although projects should be ambitious and exciting (Rule 5), the final outcomes of
these projects should never come at the expense of the learning process — students will
gain more from having the time and freedom to write higher quality code at a slower
pace, rather than rushing to complete targets. This approach can provide students with
a unique opportunity to explore new features and patterns of the language in a way
that is rarely achieved elsewhere in their studies when working to deadlines. If the
initial project aims turn out to be too ambitious, projects should be rescoped to focus
on some smaller goals which the students can more confidently achieve without ever
feeling the need to forego good software engineering practices. Alternatively, students
can be divided into different streams working on different aspects of the project, or
initially be assigned an easier toy project to develop various software development skills
before launching into more ambitious year-long projects where they learn to balance best
practices with time and resource limitations. Course leaders should endeavour to foster
a creative environment where students are focused on achieving the desired functionality
in the best way possible (rather than the most functionality possible), enabling students
to produce higher quality outputs, and develop stronger software development skills to
take forwards into their future projects.

To achieve this, giving students the opportunity to explore and develop familiarity
with common software development tools is important. As introduced in Rule 7, learn-
ing to use version control tools such as Git is an important skill in itself, and has been
addressed in ‘Ten Simple Rules for Taking Advantage of Git and GitHub’ [23]. Students
should be taught and encouraged to utilise features of GitHub widely, for example to
document bugs and planned features through issues or peer-review each other’s code
through pull requests. Similarly, familiarity with the functionality of Integrated De-
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velopment Environments (IDEs), including built-in debugging and refactoring tools, is
important for efficient software development and is associated with students’ improved
learning and productivity [54]. Learners may also find it helpful to use static analysis
tools, such as PVS-Studio, which provide feedback on code style to develop awareness
of clean code practices.

Furthermore, outcomes may not simply be limited to the academic output, or even
the function of the code. The importance of software development practices can be
emphasised, including software development goals as well as functionality — for exam-
ple a group may target publishing complete documentation online, or 100% unit test
coverage. When a software project is used as part of a scientific publication, the quality
of the underlying software development (for example, in user-friendliness, extensibility,
and reproducibility) should be highlighted in the publication.

Rule 10: Building a community can ‘future-proof’ your

project

Our experience over the last two decades highlights the potential benefits of providing
advanced training in software development in the context of a ‘live’ applied research
project. Our first experience of this approach was in 2005, when we used the initial
development of the Chaste (Cancer, heart and soft tissue environment) physiological
modelling software [38,55–57] to teach test-driven, agile software development practices
to a cohort of ten PhD students and several post-doctoral researchers. Over the interven-
ing period, Chaste has become one of the leading such platforms, and is in continual use
by research groups across the world. Over 50 early career researchers have contributed
to its development, and several of the original Chaste developers now use it within their
own research groups in academia, industry, and at regulatory authorities. Although
this success is unlikely to be replicated in every such training-driven and hence student-
led development project, our similar experience in developing the EpiABM software
discussed above, and in the development of PINTS (Probabilistic inference on noisy
time series) [58] suggests that this approach has the potential to deliver sustainable and
reusable software platforms to the research community with surprising frequency. The
key here, we believe, is the generation of a community of researcher-developers who
take collective ownership of the code and, through joint publications and frequent code
releases, have a joint interest in its continued maintenance and use. Building such com-
munities can future-proof a code base, and perhaps suggests a new and more sustainable
model for the development of the computational tools and software that increasingly
underpin research.

Conclusion

Instilling good software development practices in early career researchers is invaluable
in ensuring the impact of their computational outputs, but software development does
not always receive as much attention in student scientific computational training as it
deserves. Our experience running doctoral training programs focused on software de-
velopment for 15 years has shown that this is best achieved through active learning on
ambitious group-projects targeting real world problems, mentored by older students on
the programme. Feedback from students has supported these views, with many students
being enthusiastic about learning and applying sustainable software development prac-
tices using the approaches we have discussed here and continuing to apply the practices
in their own work after the conclusion of the course. This teaching pathway has demon-
strated a track record of success in open-source software development, with a range of
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widely used software packages developed by students later in the PhDs [59–63].
We hope that other graduate training schemes may consider adopting these strategies

in their own institutions, to promote the value in sustainable software development, and
the research benefits it can bring.
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