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Abstract  
Practical identifiability is a critical concern in data-driven modeling of 
mathematical systems. In this paper, we propose a novel framework for 
practical identifiability analysis to evaluate parameter identifiability in 
mathematical models of biological systems. Starting with a rigorous 
mathematical definition of practical identifiability, we demonstrate its 
equivalence to the invertibility of the Fisher Information Matrix. Our framework 
establishes the relationship between practical identifiability and coordinate 
identifiability, introducing a novel metric that simplifies and accelerates the 
evaluation of parameter identifiability compared to the profile likelihood method. 
Additionally, we introduce new regularization terms to address non-identifiable 
parameters, enabling uncertainty quantification and improving model reliability. 
To guide experimental design, we present an optimal data collection algorithm 
that ensures all model parameters are practically identifiable. Applications to 
Hill functions, neural networks, and dynamic biological models demonstrate the 
feasibility and efficiency of the proposed computational framework in 
uncovering critical biological processes and identifying key observable 
variables.  
 

Tears 
This framework offers a novel approach to parameter practical identifiability, 
regularization, and uncertainty quantification. 
  



Introduction 
In systems biology, mathematical modeling is a widely used and powerful tool 
for analyzing biological processes across multiple scales. At the microscopic 
scale, differential equations are used to model intracellular signaling networks 
(1–3), including cancer signaling pathways (4), epithelial-mesenchymal 
transitions (5), single-cell RNA velocity (6–8), and morphogen gradients 
involved in cell development (9–12). At the mesoscopic scale, ordinary 
differential equations (ODEs) are frequently applied to simulate cancer-immune 
(13–15) and virus-host immune interactions (16, 17), aiding in the prediction of 
disease progression. At the macroscopic scale, partial differential equations 
(PDEs) are employed to describe cell movement and spatial cell-cell 
interactions, such as tumor cell invasion (18–20) and spatial interactions of 
immune cells (21, 22), facilitating predictions of cancer development and 
cardiovascular disease progression (23–25). 

Due to technical constraints and other limitations, not all parameters in 
these models can be directly observed. To accurately reflect real-world 
dynamics, it is essential to calibrate model parameters using observable data. 
Typically,, the least squares method is employed to estimate unmeasured 
model parameters  based on observable data (26). However, there may be 
cases where certain unknown parameters are inherently non-identifiable from 
the observable data, while others exhibit high sensitivity to it. Such situations 
can result in different parameter sets producing similar dynamic trajectories, 
raising significant concerns about the reliability and accuracy of the model's 
predictions. Parameter identifiability is, therefore, a critical topic in dynamic 
systems (27). In non-identifiable systems, multiple parameter sets can generate 
identical or similar trajectories from the same dataset, undermining the reliability 
of predictions and limiting the model’s practical utility. 
 Parameter identifiability consists of two components: structural 
identifiability and practical identifiability (28). Structural identifiability, as prior 
parameter identifiability, is defined as the condition in which two sets of 
observed variables or system outputs are identical if and only if their 
corresponding parameter sets are exactly the same (29). The primary goal of 
structural identifiability analysis is to determine whether a model is identifiable 
by examining its structure before attempting to estimate parameters from data. 
Several computational methods have been developed for structural 
identifiability analysis, with differential algebra (29) and Lie derivatives (30) 
being among the most commonly used approaches. Furthermore, various 
software tools have been designed for structural identifiability analysis of 
dynamic systems, such as GenSSI2 (31) , SIAN (32), and STIKE-GOLDD (30). 
These tools have been benchmarked against standard models to assess and 
compare their performance (33). However, structural identifiability analysis 
relies on two key assumptions: that model structures are entirely accurate and 
that measurements are error-free (29). Since these assumptions rarely hold in 



practice, it is essential to determine whether structurally identifiable parameters 
can be reliably estimated from noisy data. Therefore, only models that are 
structural identifiable require further practical identifiability analysis (29). 
 Practical identifiability, as posterior parameter identifiability, refers to the 
ability to assess parameter identifiability based on observed experimental data 
(29). Unlike structural identifiability, practical identifiability lacks a rigorous 
mathematical definition, which remains an urgent issue to be addressed. 
However, compared to structural identifiability, practical identifiability offers 
greater potential for application. For instance, one study employed the Hessian 
matrix to evaluate the practical identifiability of observable and hidden variables 
in models, enabling the quantification of uncertainties associated with 
unobservable variables (27). Additionally, another study utilized non-identifiable 
parameters to analyze parameter uncertainty when mathematical models were 
fitted to data (34). Furthermore, practical identifiability has been applied to 
design minimally sufficient experiments for pharmacokinetic/pharmacodynamic 
models that capture the distribution of drugs within the tumor microenvironment 
(35). Typically, practical identifiability is evaluated using methods such as 
calculating the profile likelihood (28, 36–38)or the parameter correlation matrix 
through the FIM (29, 39, 40). However, calculating the profile likelihood is 
computationally expensive, particularly when the number of model parameters 
is large. Meanwhile, the FIM-based approach is limited to cases where the FIM 
is invertible, as all the parameters are practically identifiable if and only if the 
FIM is invertible (29, 39). Ensuring that model parameters remain practically 
identifiable when the FIM is singular remains one of the critical challenges to 
be addressed.  
 In this paper, we propose a novel and rigorous mathematical definition for 
practical identifiability, proving that the invertibility of the FIM is a necessary and 
sufficient condition for all the parameters to be practically identifiable. Using the 
concept of coordinate identifiability derived from the profile likelihood (36), we 
establish the relationship between practical identifiability and coordinate 
identifiability and introduce a more effective metric for analyzing parameter 
coordinate identifiability. To address cases where the FIM is singular, we identify 
the eigenvectors associated with non-identifiable parameters through 
eigenvalue decomposition (EVD) and incorporate these eigenvectors into 
practical identifiability and regularization terms, enabling all the parameters to 
become practically identifiable during model fitting. Additionally, we develop an 
uncertainty quantification method to assess the influence of non-identifiable 
parameters on model predictions. Last, we propose a novel algorithm for 
designing experiments to ensure that the observed data can render all model 
parameters practically identifiable. 

Results 

Overview of Practical Identifiability Analysis and Its 



Applications 
To systematically conduct practical identifiability analysis for model parameters, 
we propose a novel and rigorous mathematical definition of practical 
identifiability (Definition 1 in Materials and Methods). This definition introduces 
the concept of practical identifiability from a data-fitting perspective, 
distinguishing it entirely from the concept of structural identifiability. Practical 
identifiability analysis is based on the specific form of a model 𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽), where t 
is the variable and 𝜃 ∈ 𝑅!  denotes all the parameter. This can refer to any 
functional form or solution of differential equations, along with observable 
variables 𝒉(𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽)) and experimental data collected at different time points 

+𝑡" , 𝒉-"."#$
%  as inputs. Then an initial parameter set, 𝜽∗, is obtained using a least-

squares parameter fitting approach. Next, we calculate a generalized 
parameter sensitivity matrix 𝒔(𝜽∗)  defined by Eq. (4) to further compute the 
FIM by 𝐹(𝜽∗) = 𝒔𝑻(𝜽∗)𝒔(𝜽∗) and perform EVD on it. According to Theorem 1, 
the parameter 𝜽 is practically identifiable if and only if the FIM is invertible. 
Thus, the practical identifiability is determined by the eigenvalue matrix 𝜮, 
where eigenvalues greater than zero indicates the corresponding parameters, 
𝑼𝒓𝑻𝜽, are practically identifiable, while eigenvalues equal to zero means the 
corresponding parameters, 𝑼𝒌*𝒓𝑻 𝜽,  is practically non-identifiable. This 
procedure is summarized in Fig. 1a.  
 

 
Fig. 1. Illustration of the contributions presented in this study. (a) A 
schematic representation of parameter practical identifiability analysis. 
Practical identifiability is determined by the eigenvalue matrix Σ, which is color-



coded: red represents eigenvalues greater than zero, indicating practically 
identifiable, while blue represents eigenvalues equal to zero, signifying 
practically non-identifiable. In the eigenvector matrix 𝑈 , the red portion 
corresponds to identifiable parameters, 𝑼𝒓𝑻𝜽 , while the blue portion 
corresponds to non-identifiable parameters, 𝑼𝒌*𝒓𝑻 𝜽.  (b) The optimization of 
data collection design informed by practical identifiability. 
 
 We further explore the relationship between practical identifiability and 
coordinate identifiability (Definition 2 in Materials and Methods) through 
Theorems 2 and 3 (Details in Materials and Methods). Theorem 2 reveals that 
coordinate identifiability is equivalent to practical identifiability when the FIM is 
invertible, while Theorem 3 highlights the differences between coordinate 
identifiability and practical identifiability when the FIM is singular. Furthermore, 

we propose the index 7(𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨+)𝒔𝒊7- to quantify the identifiability capacity; 

specifically, the lower the index, the more difficult it is to identify the parameter 
𝜃"∗ ∈ 𝜽∗  (Details of 𝐴 and 𝑠"  are in Theorem3 in Materials and Methods). 
Moreover, when 𝐹(𝜽∗)  is singular, some parameters are not practically 
identifiable. Thus, we propose a regularization method based on practical 
parameter identifiability to ensure that all parameters become practically 
identifiable during parameter fitting (Fig. 1a, details in ‘Parameter regularization’ 
section in Materials and Methods). Furthermore, for non-identifiable 
parameters, we develop a quantitative method to assess the uncertainty they 
introduce and evaluate their impact on model predictions (Fig. 1a, details in 
‘Uncertainty Quantification’ section in Materials and Methods).  
 Building on the theorems and properties derived from analyzing the 
practical identifiability of model parameters (Fig. 1a), we propose a novel 
algorithm for designing experiments to ensure that the observed data renders 
all model parameters practically identifiable (Fig. 1b, Algorithm 1 in Materials 
and Methods). Using data or prior empirical information, initial model 
parameter 𝜽∗  can be obtained as inputs to the algorithm. Algorithm 1 then 
generates a set of time points, representing the moments during the experiment 
when data measurements should be collected to ensure that all model 
parameters are practically identifiable. 
 

Polynomial Fitting Benchmark Example   

To evaluate the accuracy of our proposed method, we apply it to a polynomial 
example as 	ℎ(𝑡; 𝜽) = 𝜃$ + 𝜃.𝑡. + 𝜃/[(𝑡 − 1)(𝑡 − 2)(𝑡 − 3) + 2]  (more details 
are given in Materials and Methods) to compute practical identifiability and 
compare the results with the profile likelihood method (37) which serves as a 
benchmark for practical identifiability analysis.  



 
Fig. 2. Validation method accuracy in polynomial fitting. (a) Coordinate 
identifiability analysis at 𝜽∗ = [1,1,1]0  using the profile likelihood. (b) Two 

metrics 7(𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨+)𝒔𝒊7-  and eigenvalue of 𝑭(𝜽∗)  for conducting practical 

identifiability analysis. The dashed line is the threshold 𝜀 = 10*1 of eigenvalue 
of 𝑭(𝜽∗). (c) Coordinate identifiability analysis to parameter 𝑈0𝜽∗ using the 
profile likelihood. (d) Heatmap of the eigenvector matrix. The color bar 
represents the values of each eigenvector element. The shaded area indicates 
the eigenvectors corresponding to non-identifiable parameters. (e) Uncertainty 
quantification from the perturbation to non-identifiable parameters. (f) 
Uncertainty quantification from the perturbation to all parameters. Circles 
represent the synthetic data generated from the polynomial function. The solid 
line represents the polynomial function with the given parameter values 𝜽∗. The 
red area represents the 95% confidence interval under parameter perturbation.  
 
 Using the given parameter 𝜽∗, we utilize the profile likelihood method (37) 
to assess the identifiability of each parameter in the polynomial function, 
establishing a benchmark for comparison (Fig. 2a). Our proposed method 

computed two metrics, 7(𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨+)𝒔𝒊7- and eigenvalue of 𝑭(𝜽∗), to evaluate 

the practical identifiability of the polynomial function parameters. The result of 

7(𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨+)𝒔𝒊7- demonstrates that only parameter 𝜃.  is identifiable, whereas 

𝜃$  and 𝜃/  are non-identifiable (Fig. 2b), consistent with the benchmark 
results (Fig. 2a). The eigenvalue of 𝑭(𝜽∗)  further reveals the practical 



identifiability. Specifically, 𝑈$0𝜽 and 𝑈.0𝜽 are identifiable while the parameter 
𝑈/0𝜽 is non-identifiable, as shown in Fig. 2b. To emphasize the discrepancy 
with the profile likelihood method, we perform a linear transformation on the 
parameters, namely, 𝑈0(𝜽 − 𝜽∗) . Then we conduct further practical 
identifiability analysis on the parameters using the profile likelihood method, 
which indicates that parameters 𝑈$0𝜽  and 𝑈.0𝜽  are identifiable, whereas 
parameter 𝑈/0𝜽 is non-identifiable (Fig. 2c). These results align perfectly with 
the parameter identifiability analysis shown in Fig. 2b but shows the sensitivity 
of the profile likelihood method. Leveraging this matrix 𝑈, we incorporate a 
regularization term into the loss function to ensure that each parameter 
achieves practical identifiability. Subsequently, we perform the profile likelihood 
method to assess the identifiability of each parameter in the regularized loss 
function. The results confirm that all parameters become identifiable following 
the inclusion of the regularization term (Fig. S1 in Supplementary Materials).  

Finally, we introduce parameter perturbations and calculate the 95% 
confidence interval for variations in the dependent variable. As shown in Fig. 
2e, the confidence interval is nearly zero at the data points, indicating that the 
loss function remains unaffected by perturbations to non-identifiable parameter 
only. Conversely, the result presented in Fig. 2f shows that the perturbations to 
all parameter influence the loss function at the data points, confirming that the 
loss function changes in response to perturbations to all parameter. This result 
highlights that our proposed uncertainty quantification method more precisely 
captures the prediction errors arising from parameter uncertainty. This accuracy 
is achieved because our method maintains the loss function's minimum under 
parameter perturbations. 
 

Hill Functions and Neural Networks  

Next, we perform our proposed parameter practical identifiability analysis 
method to Hill functions and neural network functions, two widely used 
nonlinear models in systems biology. The primary objective is to determine 
whether our method can uncover the biological insights underlying these 
nonlinear functional classes. 
 



 
Fig. 3. Practical identifiability analysis to Hill function. (a) Eigenvalue of 
𝑭(𝜽∗). The dashed line is the threshold 𝜀 = 10*1 of eigenvalue of 𝑭(𝜽∗). (b) 
Heatmap of the eigenvector matrix. The color bar represents the values of each 
eigenvector element. The shaded area indicates the eigenvectors 
corresponding to non-identifiable parameters. (c) Coordinate identifiability 

analysis to parameter 𝜽∗  using the metric 7(𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨+)𝒔𝒊7- . (d) Uncertainty 

quantification from the perturbation to none-identifiable parameters. Circles 
represent the synthetic data generated from the Hill function. The solid line 
represents the Hill function with the given parameter values 𝜽∗. The red area 
represents the 95% confidence interval under parameter perturbation. The star 
represents the critical data identified by algorithm 1 (Details in Materials and 
Methods). 
 
 First, we generated a synthetic dataset using predefined parameter 𝜽∗ for 

Hill function ℎ(𝑡; 𝜽) = 𝑉234
4!

4!56"
!  (Details in Materials and Methods). We 

establish an eigenvalue threshold 𝜀 = 10*1  to classify eigenvectors 
corresponding to eigenvalues below this threshold as non-identifiable 
parameters. The analysis shown in Fig. 3a reveals that parameter 𝑈/0𝜽 is non-
identifiable, while parameters 𝑈$0𝜽  and 𝑈.0𝜽  are practically identifiable. 
Examination of the eigenvector matrix further confirms that parameters 𝑉234 
and 𝐾7 are identifiable, whereas the parameter 𝑛 is non-identifiable (Fig. 3b). 



Using metric 7(𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨+)𝒔𝒊7-, we determine that parameter 𝑉234 exhibits the 

highest practical identifiability, followed by parameter 𝐾7 , with parameter 𝑛 
showing the lowest identifiability (Fig. 3c). Furthermore, we employ the profile 
likelihood method as a benchmark for analyzing the identifiability of Hill function 
parameters, yielding results that were fully consistent with those derived from 
our proposed method (Fig. S2a in Supplementary Materials). Our practical 
identifiability analysis reflects that parameter 𝑛 in the Hill function requires 
prior biological information for determination, as data fitting alone is insufficient 
to reliably identify its exact value. Finally, we also introduce parameter 
perturbations and calculate the 95% confidence interval for variations in the 
dependent variable. The results in Fig. 3d demonstrate that perturbations to the 
non-identifiable parameter 𝑛  primarily impact the region near the inflection 
point of the Hill equation. Compared to the confidence interval derived from 
perturbing all parameters (Fig. S2b in Supplementary Materials), the findings 
in Fig. 3d more closely reflect the actual data-fitting process of the Hill function. 
Moreover, we utilize Algorithm 1 to determine the critical time points of the Hill 
function, identifying the time points that render all parameters practically 
identifiable (Fig. 3d). 
 The single hidden-layer neural network is constructed to fit a sine function 
𝑠𝑖𝑛(2𝜋𝑡), 𝑡 ∈ [0,1] , leveraging parameter practical identifiability analysis to 
pinpoint neurons with practically identifiable parameters. For neurons deemed 
non-identifiable, regularization terms are introduced to fix their parameters 
during training, allowing the model to concentrate exclusively on training the 
parameters of identifiable neurons (Fig. 4a). This approach holds promise for 
expediting the training process and improving prediction accuracy. When the 
activation function set to the ReLu function and the number of neurons is 

assigned as 40, we utilize the metric 7(𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨+)𝒔𝒊7-  to recognize the 

identifiable neurons (Fig. 4b). The remaining neurons are classified as non-

identifiable because their metrics 7(𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨+)𝒔𝒊7-  are presented as zero. 

When the activation function is changed as the tanh function, the metrics 

7(𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨+)𝒔𝒊7-  for all neurons are positive (Fig. S3a in Supplementary 

Materials). Furthermore, the 95% confidence intervals are computed for 
varying numbers of neurons, revealing that uncertainty increases as the 
number of neurons grows (Fig. 3c). The result of eigenvalue distribution across 
varying numbers of neurons (Fig. S3b in Supplementary Materials) shows that 
the ratio of eigenvalues exceeding the threshold decreases as the number of 
neurons increases. The findings presented indicate that an excessive number 
of neurons in a single-layer neural network heightens parameter-induced 
uncertainty, potentially slowing down the training process and increasing the 
risk of the Runge phenomenon. 



 

 
Fig. 4. Practical identifiability analysis of neural network with one hidden 
layer. (a). Schematic of parameter practical identifiability applied in neural 

network. (b). Identifiable neurons recognized by the metric 7(𝑰 −

𝑨𝑨+)𝒔𝒊7-when the activation function set to the ReLu function and the number 

of neurons is assigned as 40. (c). Uncertainty quantification was performed by 
introducing perturbations to non-identifiable parameters across different 
numbers of neurons (𝑀), with the activation function set to the tanh function. 
Circles represent the synthetic data generated from the sine function 
𝑠𝑖𝑛(2𝜋𝑡), 𝑡 ∈ [0,1]. The solid line represents the neural network with the given 
parameter values 𝜽∗ . The red area represents the 95% confidence interval 
under non-identifiable parameter perturbation. 
 

Various Biological Systems with differential equations. 
LV model. We begin by examining the classic predator-prey relationship within 
ecological network models using the LV model (41) (Fig. 5a). Public data on 
hare and lynx populations (42) are utilized for parameter estimation through 
data fitting. Using the obtained parameters 𝜽∗, we calculate the FIM 𝑭(𝜽∗) and 
conduct EDV to derive the eigenvalues and their corresponding eigenvectors 
(Fig.5b). Our analysis reveals that parameters (𝛽, 𝛿)  associated with the 
predator-prey interaction exhibited the highest eigenvalues, followed by the 
intrinsic growth and death rates of the species (Fig. 5b). This finding indicates 
that the periodic fluctuations observed in the hare and lynx populations are 
predominantly driven by the predator-prey interaction parameters, emphasizing 
their role in inducing periodic dynamics. Moreover, the invertibility of the FIM 



confirm that the parameters are uniquely identifiable without uncertainty (Fig. 
5c and Theorem 1). Although the confidence intervals derived from perturbing 
all parameters exhibit periodic variations (Fig. 5d), the perturbed parameters 
failed to preserve the loss function in data fitting. 
 

 
Fig. 5. Practical identifiability analysis of LV model. (a). Schematic of LV 
model. (b). Eigenvalue of 𝑭(𝜽∗) and heatmap of the eigenvector matrix. The 
color bar represents the values of each eigenvector element. The parameter 
𝜽∗  values are provided in the "Parameter Values" section of the 
Supplementary Materials. (c). Uncertainty quantification is performed by 
introducing perturbations to non-identifiable parameters. (d) Uncertainty 
quantification from the perturbation to all parameters. Circles represent the real 
data of hare and lynx obtained from published literature (42). The solid line 
represents the LV model with the given parameter values 𝜽∗. The red area 
represents the 95% confidence interval under parameter perturbation. 
 
Michaelis–Menten system. We extend our method to assess the practical 
identifiability of parameters in the classic enzyme-catalyzed reaction model, the 
Michaelis–Menten system (43) (Fig. 6a). Using parameters 𝜽∗ obtained from 
the literature (44), we generate synthetic data with the observable variable set 
as the substrate and product concentration (Fig. 6b) (case (1) of Michaelis–
Menten system in Materials and Methods). Additionally, we alter the 
observable variable to the product concentration (case (2) of Michaelis–Menten 
system in Materials and Methods) and perform Algorithm 1 to identify critical 
data points. By comparing the eigenvalue distributions of the FIM 𝑭(𝜽∗)  
generated using synthetic data and critical data, we consistently observe that 
parameter 𝑘$  exhibited the lowest identifiability (Figs. 6c, e, f). Using our 

proposed metric 7(𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨+)𝒔𝒊7-  to analyze coordinate identifiability, we 



confirm that 𝑘$has the lowest identifiability among the parameters. This finding 
highlights the difficulty in accurately capturing the chemical reaction constant 
associated with the binding of the enzyme to the substrate, regardless of 
whether substrate or product data are utilized. Moreover, the eigenvector 
matrices derived from both data types are identical (Figs. 6e-f), indicating that 
Algorithm 1 effectively guides experimental design for optimizing data 
measurement in the Michaelis–Menten system. 

 
Fig. 6. Practical identifiability analysis of Michaelis–Menten system. (a). 
Schematic of Michaelis–Menten system. S, E, ES, and P represent substrate, 
enzymes, complex of substrate and enzymes, and product, respectively. (b). 
Time course of substrate and product. Circles represent the synthetic data 
generated by the given parameter values 𝜽∗ (44). The solid line represents the 
Michaelis–Menten model with the given parameter values 𝜽∗ . Squares 
represent the critical data identified by algorithm 1. (c). Eigenvalue of 𝑭(𝜽∗) 
using the synthetic data and critical data respectively. The dash line is the 
threshold 𝜀 = 10*8 . (d). Coordinate identifiability analysis to parameter 𝜽∗ 

using the metric 7(𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨+)𝒔𝒊7- for the synthetic data and critical data. (e). 

Heatmap of the eigenvector matrix using synthetic data. (f). Heatmap of the 
eigenvector matrix using synthetic data. The color bar represents the values of 
each eigenvector element. The parameter 𝜽∗  values are provided in the 
"Parameter Values" section of the Supplementary Materials.  
 
SEIR model. We employ our proposed parameter practical identifiability 
method to investigate the SEIR infectious disease model (45), a system 
distinguished by its greater number of state variables compared to parameters 
(Fig. 7a). First, we utilized synthetic data to evaluate the practical identifiability 
of the model parameters. With the observable variable designated as 𝒉(𝑡, 𝜽) =
𝐼(𝑡, 𝜽), synthetic data are generated using a specific parameter 𝜽∗ (See in the 
"Parameter Values" section of the Supplementary Materials). Parameter 
uncertainty analysis based on the synthetic data indicated that the uncertainty 



in infected patient data is notably higher during the early stages of the outbreak 
(Fig. 7b). In contrast, uncertainty analysis conducted by perturbing all 
parameters demonstrates nearly zero uncertainty in the infected patient data 
(Fig. S3 in Supplementary Materials).  

 
Fig. 7. Practical identifiability analysis of SEIR model. (a). Schematic of 
SEIR model. (b). Uncertainty quantification is performed by introducing 
perturbations to non-identifiable parameters. Circles represent the synthetic 
data of Infected ratio when the parameter values are given. The solid line 
represents the infected ratio of SEIR model with the given parameter values. 
The red area represents the 95% confidence interval under parameter 
perturbation. (c). Eigenvalue of FIM in the four cases of observable variables 
(Details in Materials and Methods). The dash line is the threshold 𝜀 = 10*8. (d). 

Coordinate identifiability analysis to parameter using the metric 7(𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨+)𝒔𝒊7- 

for four cases of observable variables. (e). Contribution of different data types 
to parameter practical identifiability using the metric 𝜉  across multiple time 
points. (f). Heatmap of the eigenvector matrix in the four cases of observable 
variables. (g). Uncertainty quantification is performed by introducing 
perturbations to non-identifiable parameters. Circles represent the influenza 
data of Infected ratio obtained from the CDC website. The solid line represents 
the infected ratio of SEIR model with the given parameter values. The red area 



represents the 95% confidence interval under parameter perturbation. (h). 

Coordinate identifiability analysis to parameter using the metric 7(𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨+)𝒔𝒊7- 

for the influenza data. (i). Eigenvalue of FIM using the influenza data. The dash 
line is the threshold 𝜀 . (j). Heatmap of the eigenvector matrix using the 
influenza data. The color bar represents the values of each eigenvector element. 
The parameter values are provided in the "Parameter Values" section of the 
Supplementary Materials. 
 
 Next, we analyze the eigenvalue distributions of the FIM (Fig. 7c) and 
evaluate the coordinate identifiability of parameters across four different 

scenarios of observable variables using the metric 7(𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨+)𝒔𝒊7- (Fig. 7d). 

Our findings demonstrate that increasing the number of observable variables 
ensures that all parameters become practically identifiable and significantly 
enhances the identifiability of each parameter in the model. When the 
observable variable is set to 𝒉(𝑡, 𝜽) = [𝐸(𝑡, 𝜽), 𝐼(𝑡, 𝜽)], the data provides the 
highest contribution to parameter identifiability within the model (Fig. 7d). This 
suggests that, in the SEIR model, focusing on monitoring exposed and infected 
individuals is sufficient for accurately predicting the later stages of an epidemic. 
Additionally, a comparison of the eigenvector matrices showed that, with 
𝒉(𝑡, 𝜽) = [𝐸(𝑡, 𝜽), 𝐼(𝑡, 𝜽)]  as the observable variable, the weight of each 
eigenvector is concentrated on a single parameter. This result underscores the 
importance of monitoring exposed and infected individuals, as it maximizes the 
identifiability of individual parameters within the SEIR model. 
 Finally, we estimated the parameters of the SEIR model using influenza A 
data from the 2004-2005 season, obtained from the CDC website (Details in 
Data Availability), and analyzed the practical identifiability of the estimated 
parameters. Uncertainty analysis revealed that the model predictions exhibit 
the highest levels of uncertainty during the initial stages and at the peak of the 

influenza outbreak. Using metric 7(𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨+)𝒔𝒊7-, it shows that the identifiability 

of transmission rate (𝛽) and the recovery rate (𝛾) is nearly identical, while 
the incubation rate (𝜎)  exhibits the lowest identifiability. The eigenvalue 
distribution of the FIM and the corresponding eigenvector matrix further confirm 
the low identifiability of the incubation rate (𝜎). These findings underscore the 
critical importance of monitoring exposed individuals to enhance the predictive 
accuracy of the SEIR model. 
 
Cascade model of Alzheimer’s Disease. We conduct a practical parameter 
identifiability analysis on biomarker cascade model of Alzheimer’s Disease (AD) 
(46), incorporating data from three clinical groups: cognitively normal (CN), late 
mild cognitive impairment (LMCI), and AD (Fig. 8a) from Alzheimer's Disease 
Neuroimaging Initiative(ADNI) dataset. The primary goal is to leverage practical 



identifiability analysis to identify variations in model parameters across these 
groups, thereby uncovering critical biological processes that distinguish the 
clinical conditions. 

 
Fig. 8. Practical identifiability analysis to cascade model of Alzheimer’s 
Disease. (a). Schematic of cascade model of Alzheimer’s Disease. (b). 

Coordinate identifiability analysis to parameter using the metric 7(𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨+)𝒔𝒊7-. 

(c). Uncertainty quantification of dysfunctional neuron (N) is performed by 
introducing perturbations to non-identifiable parameters. Circles represent the 
real data of AD, LMCI and CN patients. The solid line represents the time course 
of dysfunctional neuron with the given parameter values. The red area 
represents the 95% confidence interval under parameter perturbation. (d). 
Heatmap of the eigenvector matrix using the real data of AD, LMCI and CN 
patients. The shaded area indicates the eigenvectors corresponding to non-
identifiable parameters. The color bar represents the values of each 
eigenvector element. All parameter values are provided in the "Parameter 
Values" section of the Supplementary Materials. 
 

 Using metric  7(𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨+)𝒔𝒊7- , we assess the identifiability of each 

parameter across the three clinical symptom groups and identify two key 

parameters, growth rate of N W𝜆%9#Y and carrying capacity of C (𝐾:), that 



significantly distinguish these groups (Fig. 8b). Our analysis revealed that 

parameter 𝜆%9# demonstrates substantially lower identifiability in AD patients 

compared to CN and LMCI groups, whereas parameter 𝐾: exhibits markedly 
reduced identifiability in LMCI patients relative to the others (Fig. 8b). These 

findings suggest that evaluating the identifiability of parameters 𝜆%9# and 𝐾: 

within the cascade model provides a robust means of distinguishing between 
CN, LMCI, and AD patients. 
 Using the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of the FIM for practical 
identifiability analysis across the three patient groups, we identify that 
uncertainty in early predictions of dysfunctional neurons is uniquely observed 
in AD patients (Fig. 8c), whereas predictions for other biomarkers were 
consistently well-determined across all groups (Figs. S5a, c, e in 
Supplementary Materials). By establishing a threshold for the eigenvalues 
(Figs. S5b, d, f in Supplementary Materials)., we observe that AD patients 
exhibit a greater number of non-identifiable parameters compared to LMCI and 
CN groups. These findings imply that, given comparable data types and 
quantities, patients with a higher proportion of non-identifiable parameters 
identified through FIM analysis are more likely to be diagnosed with AD. 
 
Partial differential equation (PDE) model of cancer-immune interactions. 
As the final example, our proposed parameter identifiability method is employed 
to investigate the classic cancer-immune interaction PDE model (Fig. 9a) (47). 
In contrast to above analyses of biological system models, this model accounts 
for stochastic cell movement and intricate interaction mechanisms (Fig. 9a), 
thereby increasing the complexity of the parameter practical identifiability 
analysis. Our aim is to leverage practical identifiability analysis to uncover 
critical biological processes of cancer-immune interactions embedded in the 
model and to determine the key observable variables. 

 
Fig. 9. Practical identifiability analysis to PDE model of cancer-immune 



interactions. (a). Schematic of PDE model of cancer-immune interactions. (b). 

Coordinate identifiability analysis to parameter using the metric 7(𝑰 −

𝑨𝑨+)𝒔𝒊7-based on glioblastoma data. (c). Heatmap of the eigenvector matrix 

using the glioblastoma data. The shaded area indicates the eigenvectors 
corresponding to non-identifiable parameters. The color bar represents the 
values of each eigenvector element. (d). Uncertainty quantification of T cells is 
performed by introducing perturbations to non-identifiable parameters. Circles 
represent the experimental data of T cells. The solid line represents the time 
course of T cells with the given parameter values. The red area represents the 
95% confidence interval under parameter perturbation. (e). Uncertainty 
quantification of tumor cells is performed by introducing perturbations to non-
identifiable parameters. Circles represent the experimental data of tumor cells. 
The solid line represents the time course of tumor cells with the given parameter 
values. The red area represents the 95% confidence interval under parameter 
perturbation. (f). Contribution of different data types to parameter practical 
identifiability using the metric 𝜉 across multiple time points. (g). Uncertainty 
quantification of both T and tumor cells from the non-identifiable parameters. 
(h). Eigenvalue of FIM in the three cases of observable variables (Details in 
Materials and Methods). The dash line is the threshold 𝜀 = 10*; . (i). 

Coordinate identifiability analysis to parameter using the metric 7(𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨+)𝒔𝒊7- 

for three cases of observable variables. 
 

Using public glioblastoma data (14), which included multiple time-point 
measurements of T cells and tumor cells, we estimated the parameters of the 
cancer-immune interaction PDE model, except for the tumor cell random 
movement parameter 𝜔, which was determined based on prior information. 

𝒉(𝑡, 𝜽) = [∫ 𝐸(𝑡, 𝑥; 𝜽)𝑑𝑥$
< , ∫ 𝑇(𝑡, 𝑥; 𝜽)𝑑𝑥$

< 	`  is observable variable for the 

glioblastoma data. Using metric 7(𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨+)𝒔𝒊7-, we observe that parameters 

(𝜎, 𝜂, 𝛽$, 𝛽.)  with high identifiability are predominantly associated with the 
biological processes of T cell and tumor cell proliferation and apoptosis (Fig. 
9b). In contrast, parameters (𝜇, 𝜖, 𝜙, 𝜆, 𝜓) linked to T cell-tumor cell interactions 
exhibit low identifiability. Based on the identifiability threshold (Fig. S6a in 
Supplementary Materials), we identify that the most identifiable parameters 
are those related to T cell and tumor cell proliferation (Fig. 9c). Uncertainty 
quantification for T cells presents the high levels of uncertainty in their counts 
during the early stages of the process (Fig. 9d). Conversely, for tumor cells, the 
high uncertainty is observed in the later stages, where their counts stabilized at 
a steady-state level (Fig. 9e). 
 To investigate the influence of spatial cell movement on parameter practical 



identifiability, we generate synthetic data with spatial information based on 
predefined parameters. In this context, three scenarios of observable variables 
are analyzed (Details in Materials and Methods). Using metric 𝜉, we evaluate 
the contributions of these variables to the identifiability of model parameters 
and find that T cell data provides greater contributions to parameter 
identifiability compared to tumor cell data (Fig. 9f). Uncertainty quantification 
using the synthetic data reveals that tumor cell counts exhibits greater 
uncertainty during the early stages (Fig. 9g). Analysis of the eigenvalue 
distribution of the FIM (Fig. 9h) and its corresponding eigenvector matrix (Fig. 
S6b) shows that T cell data allows more parameters in the model to be 

practically identifiable compared to tumor cell data. Metric 7(𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨+)𝒔𝒊7- 

further demonstrates that T cell data renders parameters (𝜇, 𝜖, 𝜙, 𝜆, 𝜓) related 
to T cell-tumor cell interactions practically identifiable, whereas tumor cell data 
primarily identifies parameters (𝜎, 𝜂, 𝛽$, 𝛽.) associated with the proliferation of 
T cells and tumor cells (Fig. 9i). These results underscore the importance of 
prioritizing the collection of T cell data in practical experiments to improve the 
model’s capacity for accurately predicting cancer progression. 
 

Discussions 
Practical identifiability is a fundamental aspect of mathematical modeling in 
biological systems, as it directly influences the reliability and robustness of 
model predictions. However, despite its significance, it is frequently 
underappreciated in modeling studies. In this paper, we propose a novel 
framework for practical identifiability analysis that integrates the concept of 
coordinate identifiability. Additionally, we introduce an optimal data collection 
algorithm that utilizes practical identifiability to guide experimental design, 
thereby improving the efficiency and precision of data acquisition. 
 We introduce a rigorous mathematical definition for practical identifiability 
(Definition 1 in Materials and Methods). While the invertibility of the FIM has 
often been used as a criterion for practical identifiability (27, 29, 39), its 
theoretical foundation has remained unproven. Building on our proposed 
definition, we formally establish the relationship between parameter practical 
identifiability and the invertibility of the FIM (Theorem 1 in Materials and 
Methods). Additionally, we elucidate the relationship between practical 
identifiability and structural identifiability (Theorem 4 in Materials and 
Methods), which reveals that if the parameter 𝜽∗ is structurally identifiable, we 

can discover the time series f𝑡"$g=#$
>

 to make 𝜽∗ practically identifiable. 

 Coordinate identifiability has received considerable attention in the analysis 
of dynamic models within systems biology. Traditionally, the profile likelihood 
method has been used to evaluate the identifiability of individual parameters 
(28, 36, 37). However, this method becomes computationally infeasible for high-



dimensional models, such as the cell cycle signaling pathway model with 48 
parameters (48), posing challenges for accurately assessing parameter 
identifiability. First, we establish that practical identifiability and coordinate 
identifiability are equivalent when the FIM is invertible (Theorem 2 in Materials 
and Methods). Second, for cases where the FIM is singular, we introduce a 

novel metric 7(𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨+)𝒔𝒊7-  to evaluate the identifiability of individual 

parameters. We further demonstrate that this metric acts as a linear 
approximation to the profile likelihood method (Theorem 3 in Materials and 
Methods). Compared to the profile likelihood approach, our proposed method 
significantly reduces computational cost while offering a more precise analysis 
of parameter identifiability. 
 For cases where the FIM is singular, we approach the problem from two 
perspectives: introducing regularization terms and refining parameter 
uncertainty quantification. First, in systems biology, previous studies have 
utilized regularization techniques, such as Tikhonov regularization or functions 
derived from prior information, to constrain specific parameters during 
optimization, effectively preventing changes in the loss function (26, 49). 
Expanding on this concept, we propose a novel regularization term based on 
parameter practical identifiability analysis (Fig. 1). Our approach targets non-
identifiable parameters by incorporating regularization terms into the loss 
function, thereby ensuring that all parameters in the model achieve practical 
identifiability. Additionally, we provide formal proof that the inclusion of this 
regularization guarantees the practical identifiability of all parameters (Details 
in Materials and Methods). Second, traditional methods for uncertainty 
quantification often involve perturbing all parameters simultaneously. This 
approach inadvertently modifies the loss function value, making it 
methodologically inconsistent, as uncertainty originates from non-identifiable 
parameters alone. To address this limitation, we develop an uncertainty 
quantification that focuses solely on non-identifiable parameters (Fig. 1). This 
method (Details in Materials and Methods) enables a more precise 
assessment of the influence of parameter uncertainty on model predictions. 
 The integration of mathematical models and data is essential in systems 
biology, yet determining how models can effectively guide data measurement 
remains a critical, unresolved challenge. For specific models, it is vital to design 
optimal experimental data collection strategies grounded in parameter practical 
identifiability (35). Addressing this challenge, and leveraging our advancements 
in practical identifiability, we develop an algorithm to generate an optimal 
sequence of experimental measurement time points. This approach ensures 
that the collected data render all model parameters practically identifiable. We 
validate the algorithm by applying it to the Hill function (Fig. 3d) and the 
Michaelis–Menten system (Fig. 6b), successfully identifying critical data points 
that constitute the minimal dataset required for render parameter practical 
identifiability. 



 In conclusion, we present a novel framework for practical identifiability 
analysis, grounded in a rigorous new definition of practical identifiability. The 
framework systematically integrates the essential properties of practical 
identifiability and introduces innovative tools, such as novel regularization terms 
and uncertainty quantification methods. Building on these principles, we 
develop an algorithm designed to guide optimal data collection, ensuring that 
experimental data robustly supports model parameter practical identifiability. 
Our practical identifiability analysis framework demonstrates substantial 
potential as a crucial bridge between mathematical modeling and experimental 
data in systems biology. 

Materials and Methods 
To support the subsequent mathematical description, we first introduce a novel 
definition of parameter practical identifiability and explain how it can be 
analyzed using the FIM. Second, we compare the FIM-based approach with an 
alternative method for assessing parameter coordinate identifiability via 
Bayesian posterior likelihood (36). Third, to ensure all parameters are 
practically identifiable, we propose a novel regularization method using 
eigenvalue decomposition on the FIM and conduct uncertainty quantification 
for the non-identifiable parameters. Fourth, we discuss the relationship 
between structural identifiability and practical identifiability. Fifth, we propose a 
quantitative metric to evaluate the contribution of large datasets to parameter 
practical identifiability, and develop an algorithm to guide the optimal data 
collection for experiments, ensuring that all parameters in the model are 
practically identifiable with minimal data. Last, we perform practical 
identifiability analysis to two cases: function fitting, which includes polynomial 
fitting, Hill function, and neural network, and differential equations in diverse 
biological systems, including ODEs and PDEs. 

Practical Identifiability Analysis Using the FIM 
For the time-series data-driven modeling approach, the loss function 

𝑙(𝒉i𝝋(𝑡, 𝜽)j, 𝒉-) is defined using the least squares method as follows: 

𝑙i𝒉i𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽)j, 𝒉-j =k7𝒉i𝝋(𝑡" , 𝜽)j − 𝒉-"7.
.

%

"#$

, (1) 

where 𝑁  is the number of experimental data, 𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽) ∈ 𝑅>  denotes the 
system output with parameter 𝜽  at the time 𝒕 = [𝑡$, 𝑡., … , 𝑡%]0  (𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽) =
[𝜑$(𝒕, 𝜽), 𝜑.(𝒕, 𝜽), … , 𝜑?(𝒕, 𝜽)]@, 𝜑"(𝒕) = [𝜑"(𝑡$, 𝜽), 𝜑"(𝑡., 𝜽), … , 𝜑"(𝑡% , 𝜽)]@).  The  

experimental observation is denoted as +𝑡" , 𝒉-"."#$
%  W𝒉- = o𝒉-$, 𝒉-., … , 𝒉-%p

@
Y, and 

the continuous differentiable function 	𝒉(∙) represents measurable quantities 
(𝒉(∙) ∈ ℝ?). The parameters of this system 𝜽∗ are given as  

𝜽∗ = argmin
A∈C

𝑙i𝒉i𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽)j, 𝒉-j , (2) 



where Θ is the parameter space. The parameter of this system 𝜽𝜹  for the 
presence of small perturbation (𝜹) in measurements is obtained as 

𝜽𝜹 = argmin
𝜽∈C

𝑙i𝒉i𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽)j, 𝒉- − 𝜹j . (3) 

Herein, the loss function 𝑙i𝒉i𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽)j, 𝒉- − 𝜹j is hypothesized to be continuous 

with respect to small perturbation (𝜹) . We propose a novel definition of 
parameter practical identifiability based on the changes in parameters resulting 
from measurement perturbations (Eqs. (2)-(3)) as follows: 
Definition 1: The parameter 𝜽∗ in Θ is practically identifiable if ∀𝜀 > 0, ∃Δ >
0,  ‖𝜹‖ < Δ , ‖𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗‖ < 𝜀  where 𝜽∗  and 𝜽𝜹  satisfy Eq. (2) and Eq. (3), 
respectively. 
Then we define the general sensitive matrix 𝒔(𝜽∗) with the observable function 
𝒉(∙) ∈ ℝ? as: 

	𝒔(𝜽∗) = [𝒔𝟏(𝜽∗); 𝒔𝟐(𝜽∗); … ;	𝒔𝑳(𝜽∗)]?×$

𝒔J(𝜽∗) = �

𝑠J$(𝑡$) 𝑠J.(𝑡$) ⋯ 𝑠J!(𝑡$)
𝑠J$(𝑡.) 𝑠J.(𝑡.) ⋯ 𝑠J!(𝑡.)
⋮ ⋮ ⋱ ⋮

𝑠J$(𝑡%) 𝑠J.(𝑡%) ⋯ 𝑠J!(𝑡%)

�

%×!

, 𝑠J"i𝑡=j = k
𝜕ℎJ(𝝋)
𝜕𝜑2

𝜕𝜑2i𝑡= , 𝜽∗j
𝜕𝜃"

>

2#$

. (4) 

If the function 𝒉(∙)  is an identity mapping in 𝑀 -dimensional space WK𝒉
K𝝋
=

𝑰> , 𝐿 = 𝑀Y, the general sensitivity matrix simplifies to the classical sensitivity 

matrix (29) as follows: 
𝒔(𝜽∗) = [𝒔𝟏(𝜽∗); 𝒔𝟐(𝜽∗); … ;	𝒔𝑴(𝜽∗)]>×$ 

𝒔𝒎(𝜽∗) = �

𝑠2$(𝑡$) 𝑠2.(𝑡$) ⋯ 𝑠2!(𝑡$)
𝑠2$(𝑡.) 𝑠2.(𝑡.) ⋯ 𝑠2!(𝑡.)

⋮ ⋮ ⋱ ⋮
𝑠2$(𝑡%) 𝑠2.(𝑡%) ⋯ 𝑠2!(𝑡%)

�

%×!

, 𝑠2"i𝑡=j =
𝜕𝜑2i𝑡= , 𝜽∗j

𝜕𝜃"
. 

Then FIM is defined as follows: 

𝐹(𝜽∗) =
1
σ. 𝒔

(𝜽∗)0𝒔(𝜽∗). (5) 

Based on these definitions, we explore the relationship between parameter 
practical identifiability and FIM as stated in Theorem 1: 
Theorem 1: The parameter 𝜽∗ in Θ is practically identifiable if and only if the 
FIM 𝐹(𝜽∗) is invertible. (Details of the proof in the “Proof of Theorem 1” section 
in Supplementary Materials) 

Coordinate Parameter Identifiability 
Coordinate parameter identifiability is defined using the Bayesian posterior 
likelihood (28, 36, 37) as follows: 
Definition 2: The parameter 𝜽 is coordinate identifiable if the profile likelihood 
𝑃𝐿i𝒉-�𝜃"j = min

A$%&
o𝑙(𝒉-; 𝜽)p  has a locally unique minimum at 𝜃"∗  for each 



parameter coordinate 𝑖. . 
 Considering that the coordinate parameter identifiability is local, we use the 
linear approximation to investigate the relationship between the practical 
identifiability and coordinate identifiability at the given parameter point 𝜽∗. First, 

the observable quantities of the system 𝒉i𝝋(𝑡, 𝜽)j at the fixed time 𝑡 = 𝑡= is 

linearly approached as: 

𝒉W𝝋i𝑡= , 𝜽jY ≈ 𝒉 W𝝋i𝑡= , 𝜽∗jY + 𝒔=(𝜽∗)(𝜽 − 𝜽∗), (6) 

where 𝒔=(𝜽∗) is defined in Eq. (4). The logarithmic likelihood function 𝑙i𝒉-; 𝜽j ≡

− log ℒi𝒉-; 𝜽j is given as 

min
𝜽
	𝑙i𝒉-; 𝜽j ≈ min

𝜽
	7𝒉i𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)j + 𝒔(𝜽∗)(𝜽 − 𝜽∗) − 𝒉-7

.

.
, (7) 

where 𝒉i𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)j = [𝒉i𝝋(𝑡$, 𝜽)j, 𝒉i𝝋(𝑡., 𝜽)j, … , 𝒉i𝝋(𝑡% , 𝜽)j]0 , 𝒉i𝝋(𝑡" , 𝜽)j =

oℎ$i𝝋(𝑡" , 𝜽)j, ℎ.i𝝋(𝑡" , 𝜽)j, … , ℎ?i𝝋(𝑡" , 𝜽)jp
0  is the observable system output 

with parameter 𝜽  and the experiment data is denoted as +𝑡" , 𝒉-"."#$
%  W𝒉- =

o𝒉-$, 𝒉-., … , 𝒉-%p
@
Y. We denote the sensitive matrix at the parameter 𝜽∗ as 𝑺 =

𝒔(𝜽∗) and the constant vector as 𝒃 = 𝒉- − 𝒉i𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)j + 𝒔(𝜽∗)𝜽∗ so that Eq. (7) 

is rewritten as  

min
𝜽
	𝑙i𝒉-; 𝜽j ≈ min

𝜽
	‖𝑺𝜽 − 𝒃‖... (8) 

Theorem 2: The parameter 𝜽∗ is coordinate identifiable if and only if the FIM 
𝐹(𝜽∗) is invertible. (Details of the proof in the “Proof of Theorem 2” section in 
Supplementary Materials) 

If the FIM is singular, we further investigate the coordinate non-identifiability 
using the sensitive matrix 𝒔(𝜽∗) as follows: 
Theorem 3: The parameter 𝜃"∗ ∈ 𝜽∗  is non-identifiable if and only if 𝒔𝒊 ∈
range(𝑨) . Here, 𝒔𝒊  is the 𝑖PQ  column of matrix 𝒔(𝜽∗)  and 𝑨 =
[𝒔𝟏, 𝒔𝟐, ⋯ , 𝒔𝒊*𝟏, 𝒔𝒌, 𝒔𝒊5𝟏, … , 𝒔𝒌*𝟏	].	 In another word,  𝐴 is the (𝑘 − 1) column 

of matrix 𝑺- = 𝑺𝑷𝒊,𝒌 , where 𝑷𝒊,𝒌 = [𝒆𝟏, 𝒆𝟐, ⋯ , 𝒆𝒊*𝟏, 𝒆𝒌, 𝒆𝒊5𝟏, … , 𝒆𝒌*𝟏, 𝒆𝒊	]	 is the 

elementary matrix and the vector 𝒆𝒊  is unite vector. (Details in ‘Proof of 
Theorem 3’ section in Supplementary Materials) 

Parameter Regularization and Uncertainty Quantification 

Based on Practical Identifiability 



Based on Bayes’ theorem (50), the likelihood function is extended by the prior 
probability density function (PDF) of the parameter 𝑃(𝜽) and the posterior PDF 
of the parameters is given as  

𝑃i𝜽�𝒉-j =
𝑃i𝒉-�𝜽j𝑃(𝜽)

𝑃(𝒉-)
, 𝑃i𝒉-�𝜽j = ℒi𝒉-; 𝜽j	(9) 

where 𝑃(𝒉-) is the PDF of the experimentally observable data. The parameter 
𝜽∗ is obtained by maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimation as 

𝜽∗ = argmax
A∈C

log 𝑃i𝜽�𝒉-j = argmin
𝜽∈C

	i− log ℒi𝒉-; 𝜽j − log 𝑃(𝜽)j. (10) 

Herein, the prior PDF of the parameter 𝑃(𝜽) can be seen as the normalization 
to the parameter 𝜽. The relative entropy is shown as follows: 

𝐷 Wℒi𝒉-; 𝜽∗j: ℒi𝒉- − 𝜹; 𝜽𝜹jY  

=
1
2σ. 𝜹

0𝜹 +
1
σ. 𝜹

0∇𝒉i𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)j −
1
2
(𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗)0𝐹𝜹(𝜽∗)(𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗)	(11) 

According to the limitation lim
‖𝜹‖→<

𝐷 Wℒi𝒉-; 𝜽j: ℒi𝒉- − 𝜹; 𝜽𝜹jY = 0, we have (𝜽𝜹 −

𝜽∗)0𝐹(𝜽∗)(𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗) = 0. We perform the eigenvalue decomposition (51) to FIM 
𝐹(𝜽∗) as: 

𝐹(𝜽∗) = 𝑈Σ𝑈0 , Σ = [𝚲U×U 0
0 0` , 𝑈

0𝑈 = 𝐼! , 𝑈 = [𝑈U 	𝑈!*U]. (12) 

The Eq. (12) is transformed as: 

W[𝑈U0; 𝑈!*U0 ](𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗)Y
0
[𝚲U×U 0
0 0` W

[𝑈U0; 𝑈!*U0 ](𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗)Y = 0	(13) 

The Eq. (13) reflects that the (𝑘 − 𝑟) parameters are non-identifiable and that 
the 𝑟 parameters are practical identifiable because of lim

‖𝜹‖→<
‖𝑈U0(𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗)‖ = 0. 

Moreover, the prior PDF of the parameter 𝑃(𝜽) can be assumed as the gauss 
distribution at the low dimensional space 𝑈!*U0 (𝜽 − 𝜽∗)~𝓝(𝟎, 𝛴$), 𝛴$ = 𝜏.𝐼!*U , 
and the gauss distribution of 𝑃(𝜽) is given as: 

𝑃(𝜽) =
1

(2𝜋)
!*U
. |𝑈!*U𝛴$𝑈!*U0 |

$
.
 

exp ¨−
1
2
(𝑈!*U0 𝜽 − 𝑈!*U0 𝜽∗)0(𝑈!*U𝛴$𝑈!*U0 )*$(𝑈!*U0 𝜽 − 𝑈!*U0 𝜽∗)©	(14) 

So, the regularization denoted as log 𝑃(𝜽) of the parameter 𝜃"∗ 

log 𝑃(𝜽) = log
1

(2𝜋𝜏.)
!*U
.
−

1
2𝜏.

(𝑈!*U0 𝜽 − 𝑈!*U0 𝜽∗)0(𝑈!*U0 𝜽 − 𝑈!*U0 𝜽∗) 

= log
1

(2𝜋𝜏.)
!*U
.
−

1
2𝜏. 	

‖𝑈!*U0 𝜽 − 𝑈!*U0 𝜽∗‖..	(15) 



For the parameter 𝜽, the regularization without constant part is given as	

𝜆‖𝑈!*U0 𝜽 − 𝑈!*U0 𝜽∗‖.. 	W𝜆 =
$
.9'
Y. The MAP estimation is rewritten as 

𝜽ª = argmin
𝜽∈C

	i− log ℒi𝒉-; 𝜽j + 𝜆‖𝑈!*U0 𝜽 − 𝑈!*U0 𝜽∗‖..j	(16) 

𝜽ª  is practically identifiable because the necessary condition of Eq. (16) is 
(𝜆𝑈!*U𝑈!*U0 + 𝑺0𝑺)𝜽ª = 𝑺0𝒃. The FIM of the parameter 𝜽ª is 

𝐹i𝜽ªj = 𝜆𝑈!*U𝑈!*U0 + 𝑺0𝑺 = 𝑈 «𝚲U×U 𝟎
𝟎 𝜆𝑰!*U

¬𝑈0 . (17) 

𝐹i𝜽ªj is full rank, and the parameter 𝜽ª is coordinate identifiable according to 

Theorem 2.  
We propose an uncertainty quantification method based on practical 

identifiability to examine the impact of variations in the non-identifiable 
parameters on the model's uncertainty, ensuring that the observations remain 
within the defined confidence intervals. To address uncertainties in the 
parameters, especially those aligned with the non-identifiable eigenvectors 
𝑈!*U0 , we perform a perturbation vector as 𝜺!*U~𝓝(𝟎, Σ!*U)	(	𝑈!*U0 𝜽- = 	𝑈!*U0 𝜽ª +
𝜺!*U). The model parameters are adjusted by: 

𝜽- = 𝜽ª + 𝑈!*U𝜺!*U . (18) 
The observable variable 𝒉(𝝋(𝑡, 𝜽®)) is linearly approached as  

𝒉(𝝋i𝒕, 𝜽-j) ≈ 𝒉W𝝋i𝒕, 𝜽ªjY + ∇𝜽𝒉W𝝋i𝒕, 𝜽ªjY i𝜽- − 𝜽ªj. (19) 

Based on law of propagation of uncertainty (52), the estimation of uncertainty 

on the observable variable ℎJ W𝝋i𝑡, 𝜽-jY (𝑙 = 1,2, … , 𝐿) is written as: 

𝑉𝑎𝑟iℎJ(𝝋i𝑡, 𝜽-j)j = ∇𝜽ℎJ W𝝋i𝒕, 𝜽ªjY 𝐶𝑜𝑉i𝜽-j ²∇𝜽ℎJ W𝝋i𝒕, 𝜽ªjY³
0
, ∀𝑡 > 0. (20) 

where the variance of parameter 𝜽® is obtain as 

𝐶𝑜𝑉i𝜽-j = 𝑈!*UΣ!*U𝑈!*U0 . 

Through the linear approximation, the variance of the state variable is 
calculated using the error propagation formula, which can then be used to 
construct the confidence interval for the state variable. Assuming each 

component of observable variable ℎJ W𝝋i𝑡, 𝜽-jY (𝑙 = 1,2, … , 𝐿)  approximately 

follows a normal distribution, its 100(1 − 𝛼)% confidence interval follows: 

ℎJ W𝝋i𝑡, 𝜽-jY ∈ ¶ℎJ(𝝋i𝑡, 𝜽ªj) − 𝑧V
.
¸𝑉𝑎𝑟 ²ℎJ W𝝋i𝑡, 𝜽-jY³ , ℎJ(𝝋i𝑡, 𝜽ªj + 𝑧V

.
¸𝑉𝑎𝑟 ²ℎJ W𝝋i𝑡, 𝜽-jY³¹ , (21) 

where 𝑧(
'
 is the critical value of the standard normal distribution. 

Structural Identifiability vs. Practical Identifiability 



The definition of structural identifiability is stated as follows (29): 
Definition 3: The parameter 𝜽∗  in Θ  is structural identifiability if ∃𝛿 > 0 , 
∀𝜽 ∈ 𝑈(𝜽∗, 𝛿), the following property holds 

∀𝑡 > 0, 𝒉i𝝋(𝑡, 𝜽)j = 𝒉i𝝋(𝑡, 𝜽∗)j ⟹ 𝜽 = 𝜽∗	(22) 

Theorem 4: The parameter 𝜽∗  in Θ is structural identifiable if and only if 

∀{𝑡"}"#$- ,	 there is a subsequence f𝑡"$g=#$
>

(𝑀 = 𝐿 ∗ 𝑁 ≥ 𝑘) , and 𝒔(𝜽∗)  has 

column full rank. Herein, 𝒔(𝜽∗) is the Jacobian matrix to the parameter 𝜽∗ at 

the sequence f𝑡"$g=#$
>

 and 𝑘 is the number of parameters. 

Quantifying Dataset Contributions to Parameters and 

Optimizing Data Collection 
Quantification of dataset contribution to parameter practical identifiability. 
We propose a quantitative metric (𝜉) to evaluate the contribution of a dataset 
to the practical identifiability of model parameters. The index 𝜉 is defined as 
the ratio of the smallest eigenvalue (𝜎WXY) to the largest eigenvalue of the FIM 
(𝜎WZ[) as follows: 

𝜉 =
𝜎WXY
𝜎WZ[

	(23) 

As the dataset size increases, 𝜉 approaches a steady state, which represents 
the maximum contribution of the dataset to the practical identifiability of the 
model parameters.  
Optimal Data Collection Design. We develop an optimization algorithm to 
ensure that all parameters in the model are practically identifiable using the 

minimal amount of data. The algorithm aims to find a minimal time series +𝑡=.=#$
2  

at which the minimum eigenvalue of matrix 𝑭(𝜽∗) exceed eigenvalue tolerance 

𝜀 . We find a time point 𝑡=  and a sequence {𝛼"}"#$!  satisfying the following 

equation: 

 ∇𝜽ℎJ W𝝋i𝑡= , 𝜽∗jY = ∑ 𝛼"𝑈"!
"#$ 		i𝛼= ≠ 0, 𝑖 = 𝑟 + 1,… , 𝑘, 𝑙 = 1,2, … , 𝐿j,  

where {𝑈"}"#$!  is the column vector of matrix 𝑈 obtained by the eigenvalue 

decomposition on the FIM 𝑭(𝜽∗) at the time-series points +𝑡=.=#$
2  as: 

𝐹(𝜽∗) = 𝒔0(𝜽∗)𝒔(𝜽∗) = 𝑈!×!Σ!×!𝑈!×!0 , 𝒔(𝜽∗) =

⎣
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎡𝒉
ªi𝝋(𝑡$, 𝜽∗)j
𝒉ªi𝝋(𝑡., 𝜽∗)j

⋮
𝒉ªi𝝋(𝑡2, 𝜽∗)j⎦

⎥
⎥
⎥
⎤

(2∗?)×!

		 (24)  



Σ!×! = diag ¨𝑠$, 𝑠., … , 𝑠U , 0, … ,0ÈÉÊ
!*U

©	(𝑠U ≠ 0, 𝑟 ≤ 𝑘) 

𝒉ª W𝝋i𝑡= , 𝜽∗jY =

⎣
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎡∇𝜽ℎ$ W𝝋i𝑡= , 𝜽∗jY

0

∇𝜽ℎ. W𝝋i𝑡= , 𝜽∗jY
0

⋮
∇𝜽ℎ? W𝝋i𝑡= , 𝜽∗jY

0

⎦
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎤

?×!

, 𝑗 = 1, 2, … ,𝑚 

The question on finding the time point 𝑡 and the sequence {𝛼"}"#$!  satisfying 

the formula ∇𝜽ℎJ(𝝋(𝑡2, 𝜽∗)) = ∑ 𝛼"J𝑈"!
"#$ 		i𝛼=J ≠ 0, 𝑗 = 𝑟 + 1,… , 𝑘, 𝑙 = 1,2, … , 𝐿j 

is transformed as an optimization as: 

min
P

k kÎ
∇𝜽ℎJi𝝋(𝑡, 𝜽∗)j − ∑ 𝛼"J𝑈"!

"#$

𝛼=J
Î
.

.?

J#$

!

=#U5$

, 𝛼"J = 〈∇𝜽ℎJi𝝋(𝑡, 𝜽∗)j
0 , 𝑈"〉 . (25) 

The algorithm is presented as follows: 
Algorithm 1: Practical Identifiability of small datasets via Eq. (25) 

Input: Model 𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽), observation 𝒉(⋅), tolerance 𝜺 
Output: Time set 𝑻 

1. Choose randomly 𝒒 time points as an initialized time series 𝑻 = +𝒕𝒋.𝒋#𝟏
𝒒 , 

denote the size of time series 𝒎 = 𝒒 , eigenvalue tolerance 𝜺 , and 
maximum iteration number as	 𝑴; 

2. Perform the eigenvalue decomposition on the Jacobian matrix 𝑭(𝜽∗) as: 
𝑭(𝜽∗) = 𝑼𝚺𝑼𝑻 

3. While the total step reaches the maximum iteration (𝒎 − 𝒌 ≥ 𝑴)  or 
𝚺𝒌𝒌 ≥ 𝜺 DO 

4. Find 𝒕 ∉ 𝑻 through the optimization 

𝐦𝐢𝐧
𝒕

k kÎ
𝛁𝜽𝒉𝒍i𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)j − ∑ 𝜶𝒊𝒍𝑼𝒊𝒌

𝒊#𝟏

𝜶𝒋𝒍
Î
𝟐

𝟐𝑳

𝒍#𝟏

𝒌

𝒋#𝒓5𝟏

 

𝜶𝒊𝒍 = 〈𝛁𝜽𝒉𝒍i𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)j
𝑻, 𝑼𝒊〉 , 𝒊 = 𝟏, 𝟐, … , 𝒌, 𝒍 = 𝟏, 𝟐, … , 𝑳 

	𝒎 = 𝒎+ 𝟏 
5. Put the time 𝒕 into the set 𝑻 as 𝒕𝒎 and 𝒎 is the size of time series 

+𝒕𝒋.𝒋#𝟏
𝒎 . Perform the eigenvalue decomposition on the Jacobian matrix 

𝑭(𝜽∗) as 𝑭(𝜽∗) = 𝒔(𝜽∗)𝑻𝒔(𝜽∗) 
6. END WHILE 

7. Return: Time set 𝑻 = +𝒕𝒋.𝒋#𝟏
𝒎  

 



Applications of Practical Identifiability 
We construct three computing examples, such as polynomial fitting, Hill function 
fitting, and neural network fitting, to illustrate the superiority of FIM to analyze 
the practical identifiability. 
Polynomial fitting example. Polynomial fitting example is constructed as 
follows 
𝜑(𝑡, 𝜽) = 𝜃$ + 𝜃.𝑡. + 𝜃/[(𝑡 − 1)(𝑡 − 2)(𝑡 − 3) + 2], ℎ(𝜑) = 𝜑. (26) 
And the synthetic data is as follows: 

 
𝑡= 1 2 3 

ℎã= 
4 7 12 

 
Hill function example. The formular of Hill function follows: 

𝜑(𝑥, 𝜽) = 𝑉234
𝑥b

𝑥b + 𝐾7b
, 𝜽 = [𝑉234 , 𝐾7 , 𝑛], ℎ(𝜑) = 𝜑.		(27) 

"The synthetic dataset is presented as follows: 
𝑥= 1.6 3.2 4.8 6.4 8.0 

ℎã= 
0.0065 0.6263 0.9772 0.9977 0.9996 

 
Neural network example. A neural network is constructed with one hidden 
layer denoted as 𝝋(𝑡, 𝜽) to fit the function ℎã(𝑡) = sin(2𝜋𝑡)	(𝑡 ∈ [0,1]). The 
synthetic data is generated by uniformly sampling 𝑁 points over the interval 

[0,1] denoted as +𝑡" , ℎã(𝑡")."#$
% . The logarithmic likelihood function is the least 

square formular as follows: 

𝑙(𝒚; 𝜽) =
1
𝑁k

(𝜑(𝑡" , 𝜽) − sin(2𝜋𝑡")).
%

"#$

, 𝑡" =
𝑖 − 1
𝑁 − 1	; 

𝜑(𝑡, 𝜽) =k𝑤=𝜎i𝛼=𝑡 + 𝛽=j
>

=#$

. (28) 

The parameter is 𝜽 = [𝛼$, 𝛼., … , 𝛼> , 𝛽$, 𝛽., … , 𝛽> , 𝑤$, 𝑤., … , 𝑤>],  and the 
sensitive matrix is conducted as follows: 
∇𝜑(𝑡" , 𝜽) = [∇𝜑(𝑡" , 𝜶) ∇𝜑(𝑡" , 𝜷) ∇𝜑(𝑡" , 𝝎)] 

∇𝜑(𝑡" , 𝜶) = ¶𝑤$
𝜕𝜎(𝛼$𝑡" + 𝛽$)

𝜕𝛼$
, 𝑤.

𝜕𝜎(𝛼.𝑡" + 𝛽.)
𝜕𝛼.

, … , 𝑤>
𝜕𝜎(𝛼>𝑡" + 𝛽>)

𝜕𝛼>
¹, 

∇𝜑(𝑡" , 𝜷) = ¶𝑤$
𝜕𝜎(𝛼$𝑡" + 𝛽$)

𝜕𝛽$
, 𝑤.

𝜕𝜎(𝛼.𝑡" + 𝛽.)
𝜕𝛽.

, … , 𝑤>
𝜕𝜎(𝛼>𝑡" + 𝛽>)

𝜕𝛽>
¹, 

∇𝜑(𝑡" , 𝝎) = [𝜎(𝛼$𝑡" + 𝛽$), 𝜎(𝛼.𝑡" + 𝛽.), … , 𝜎(𝛼>𝑡" + 𝛽>)]. 



We leverage two different activation functions, namely ReLU and tanh as 
follows: 

case (1) 𝑅𝑒𝐿𝑢(𝑥) = f𝑥,			𝑥 ≥ 0
0,			𝑥 < 0 ,

7cd?e(4)
74

= f1,			𝑥 ≥ 0
0,			𝑥 < 0;  

case (2) 	7fZYg(4)
74

= 1 − tanh.(𝑥) 

In case (1), 𝑁  is chosen as 500, and 𝑀  is set to 40. In case (2), 𝑁  is 
decreased to 20 because of the smoothness of tanh.  
 
Various biological systems. Practical identifiability analysis is widely applied 
to dynamic differential equation models in biological systems to assess whether 
model parameters can be reliably identified from available data. In this study, 
we evaluate the proposed parameter practical identifiability metric by 
leveraging it to five dynamic differential equation models: the LV model (41), 
the Michaelis-Menten system (43), the SEIR model (45), a cascade model of 
Alzheimer’s disease (AD) (46), and PDE model of cancer-immune interaction 
model (47). A general form of ODEs is described as: 
𝑑𝝋
𝑑𝑡 = 𝒇(𝝋, 𝜽), 

𝒉(𝑡, 𝜽) = 𝒉i𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽)j. (29) 

Herein, 𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽) ∈ ℝ2  is a vector of state variables, 𝒉(𝑡, 𝜽) ∈ ℝ?  is the 
measurement or output vector. 𝜽 ∈ ℝ! is parameter vector and assumed as 

constants in this work. Let 𝝇(𝑡, 𝜽) = K𝝋
K𝜽

, it can be shown that 𝜍 satisfies 

𝑑𝝇
𝑑𝑡 =

𝜕𝒇(𝝋, 𝜽)
𝜕𝜽 + 𝐽(𝝋, 𝜽)𝝇, (30) 

𝝇(0, 𝜽) = 𝟎. 

Where 𝐽(𝝋, 𝜽)  is the Jacobian K𝒇(𝝋,𝜽)
K𝝋

. The measurement 𝒉(𝑡, 𝜽)  satisfies 

𝒅
7P

K𝒉
K𝜽
= K𝒉

K𝝋
7𝝇
7P

 so that the sensitive matrix 𝒔(𝜽) is obtained by Eqs. (29-30) as 

follows: 
𝑑𝝋
𝑑𝑡 = 𝒇(𝝋, 𝜽), 

𝑑𝝇
𝑑𝑡 =

𝜕𝒇(𝝋, 𝜽)
𝜕𝜽 + 𝐽(𝝋, 𝜽)𝝇, 

𝒅
𝑑𝑡
𝜕𝒉
𝜕𝜽 =

𝜕𝒉
𝜕𝝋

𝑑𝝇
𝑑𝑡 , (31) 

𝒉(𝑡, 𝜽) = 𝒉i𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽)j, 

𝝇(0, 𝜽) = 𝟎,𝝋(0, 𝜽) = 𝝋<.	 
 
LV model. The classical LV model (41) describes the dynamics of prey and 



predator as follows:  
𝑑𝑥
𝑑𝑡 = 𝛼𝑥 − 𝛽𝑥𝑦, 

𝑑𝑦
𝑑𝑡 = 𝛿𝑥𝑦 − 𝛾𝑦.		(32) 

Herein, the parameter is 𝜽 = [𝛼, 𝛽, 𝛿, 𝛾]𝑻  and the observable variable is 
𝒉(𝑡, 𝜽) = [𝑥(𝑡, 𝜽), 𝑦(𝑡, 𝜽)].  The variable 𝑥  and 𝑦  represent the prey and 
predator, respectively.  
Michaelis–Menten system. The Michaelis-Menten system (44) is used to 
model the enzyme reaction or ligand-receptor response as follows: 
𝑑[𝑆]
𝑑𝑡 = −𝑘$[𝑆][𝐸] + 𝑘.[𝐸𝑆], 

𝑑[𝐸]
𝑑𝑡 = −𝑘$[𝑆][𝐸] + (𝑘. + 𝑘/)[𝐸𝑆], 

𝑑[𝐸𝑆]
𝑑𝑡 = 𝑘$[𝑆][𝐸] − (𝑘. + 𝑘/)[𝐸𝑆], 

𝑑[𝑃]
𝑑𝑡 = 𝑘/[𝐸𝑆].		(33) 

Herein, 𝜽 = [𝑘$, 𝑘., 𝑘/]𝑻 . We consider two cases of observable variable as 
follows: 
case (1) 𝒉(𝑡, 𝜽) = [𝑦$(𝑡, 𝜽), 𝑦1(𝑡, 𝜽)]; 
case (2) 𝒉(𝑡, 𝜽) = 𝑦1(𝑡, 𝜽). 
SEIR model. The SEIR model is the classical compartmental model to 
understand the disease dynamics (45) as follows: 
𝑑𝑆
𝑑𝑡 = −𝛽𝑆𝐼, 

𝑑𝐸
𝑑𝑡 = 𝛽𝑆𝐼 − 𝜎𝐸, 

𝑑𝐼
𝑑𝑡 = 𝜎𝐸 − 𝛾𝐼, 

𝑑𝑅
𝑑𝑡 = 𝛾𝐼. (34) 

Herein 𝜽 = [𝛽, 𝜎, 𝛾]0. There are four cases of observable as follows: 
case (1) 𝒉(𝑡, 𝜽) = 𝐼(𝑡, 𝜽); 
case (2) 𝒉(𝑡, 𝜽) = [𝐸(𝑡, 𝜽), 𝐼(𝑡, 𝜽)]; 
case (3) 𝒉(𝑡, 𝜽) = [𝑆(𝑡, 𝜽), 𝐼(𝑡, 𝜽)]; 
case (4) 𝒉(𝑡, 𝜽) = [𝑆(𝑡, 𝜽), 𝐸(𝑡, 𝜽), 𝐼(𝑡, 𝜽)]. 
 
Cascade model of Alzheimer’s Disease. Our group previously developed the 
cascade model of Alzheimer’s Disease (46) as follows: 
𝑑𝐴k
𝑑𝑡 = 𝜆l)𝐴k ¨1 −

𝐴k
𝐾l)

©, 



𝑑𝜏m
𝑑𝑡 = 𝜆9𝐴k ¨1 −

𝜏m
𝐾9#

©, 

𝑑𝑁
𝑑𝑡 = 𝜆%*#𝜏m ²1 −

𝑁
𝐾%
³, 

𝑑𝐶
𝑑𝑡 = i𝜆:%𝑁 + 𝜆:*𝜏mj ²1 −

𝐶
𝐾:
³.		(35) 

Where the observable variable is 𝒉(𝑡, 𝜽) = o𝐴k(𝑡, 𝜽), 𝜏m(𝑡, 𝜽), 𝑁(𝑡, 𝜽), 𝐶(𝑡, 𝜽)p, 

and the parameter is 𝜽 = [𝜆l) , 𝜆9, 𝜆%*# , 𝜆:% , 𝜆:* , 𝐾l) , 𝐾9# , 𝐾% , 𝐾:`
𝑻
. 

 
PDE model of cancer-immune interactions: The model of tumor-immune 
interactions consists of three dependent variables denoted 𝐸, 𝑇 and 𝐶, which 
are the local densities/concentrations of tumor-infiltrating cytotoxic lymphocytes 
(TICLs), tumor cells, TICL–tumor cell complexes, respectively. The formula of 
nondimensional model (47) follows as: 
𝜕𝐸
𝜕𝑡̅ = ∇.𝐸 + 𝜎𝜒(𝑥) +

𝜌𝐶
𝜂 + 𝑇 − 𝜎𝐸 − 𝜇𝐸𝑇 + 𝜖𝐶, 

𝜕𝑇
𝜕𝑡̅ = 𝜔∇.𝑇 + 𝛽$𝑇(1 − 𝛽.𝑇) − 𝜙𝐸𝑇 + 𝜆𝐶, 

𝜕𝐶
𝜕𝑡̅ = 𝜇𝐸𝑇 − 𝜓𝐶. (36) 

𝜒(𝑥) = ÷0, if	𝑥 ≤ 𝑙 = 0.2	
1, if	𝑥 > 𝑙 = 0.2 , 𝑥 ∈ [0,1] 

The initial conditions are given by 

𝐸(𝑥) = ÷
0, 𝑥 ≤ 𝑙

(1 − exp(−1000(𝑥 − 𝑙).)), 𝑥 > 𝑙 

𝑇(𝑥) = ÷𝑇<(1 − exp(−1000(𝑥 − 𝑙)
.)), 𝑥 ≤ 𝑙

0, 𝑥 > 𝑙  

𝐶(𝑥) = 𝐶< exp(−1000(𝑥 − 𝑙).) 
We use the non-flux boundary conditions as follows: 

𝜕𝐸
𝜕𝑥

(0, 𝑡) =
𝜕𝐸
𝜕𝑥

(1, 𝑡) = 	
𝜕𝑇
𝜕𝑥

(0, 𝑡) =
𝜕𝑇
𝜕𝑥

(1, 𝑡) = 	
𝜕𝐶
𝜕𝑥

(0, 𝑡) =
𝜕𝐶
𝜕𝑥

(1, 𝑡) = 0 

The parameter is 𝜽 = [𝜎, 𝜌, 𝜂, 𝜇, 𝜖, 𝛽$, 𝛽., 𝜙, 𝜆, 𝜇, 𝜓]𝑻  and there are four 
observable variables we consider as follows: 

case (1) 𝒉(𝑡, 𝜽) = [∫ 𝐸(𝑡, 𝑥; 𝜽)𝑑𝑥$
< , ∫ 𝑇(𝑡, 𝑥; 𝜽)𝑑𝑥$

< 	] 

case (2) 𝒉(𝑡, 𝜽) = 𝐸(𝑡, 𝒙; 𝜽),  

𝐸(𝑡, 𝒙; 𝜽) = [𝐸(𝑡, 𝑥<; 𝜽), 𝐸(𝑡, 𝑥.; 𝜽), … , 𝐸(𝑡, 𝑥%; 𝜽)], 𝑥" =
"
%
, 𝑖 = 0,1,2, … , 𝑁  

case (3) 𝒉(𝑡, 𝜽) = 𝑇(𝑡, 𝒙; 𝜽),  

𝑇(𝑡, 𝒙; 𝜽) = [𝑇(𝑡, 𝑥<; 𝜽), 𝑇(𝑡, 𝑥.; 𝜽), … , 𝑇(𝑡, 𝑥%; 𝜽)], 𝑥" =
"
%
, 𝑖 = 0,1,2, … , 𝑁 



case (4) 𝒉(𝑡, 𝜽) = [𝐸(𝑡, 𝒙; 𝜽), 𝑇(𝑡, 𝒙; 𝜽)],  
𝐸(𝑡, 𝒙; 𝜽) = [𝐸(𝑡, 𝑥<; 𝜽), 𝐸(𝑡, 𝑥.; 𝜽), … , 𝐸(𝑡, 𝑥%; 𝜽)],	  

𝑇(𝑡, 𝒙; 𝜽) = [𝑇(𝑡, 𝑥<; 𝜽), 𝑇(𝑡, 𝑥.; 𝜽), … , 𝑇(𝑡, 𝑥%; 𝜽)], 𝑥" =
"
%
, 𝑖 = 0,1,2, … , 𝑁 

List of abbreviation 
FIM: Fisher information Matrix 
EVD: Eigenvalue decomposition 
AD: Alzheimer’s disease 
PDF: Probability density function 
ODE: Ordinary differential equation 
PDE: Partial differential equation 
LV: Lotka-Volterra  
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Section 1 Theoretical Analysis 

Proof of Theorem 1 
Proof: Before starting the proof, we set 𝐿 = 1  for the convenience of the 
subsequent proof. The elements of the FIM are defined as 

𝐹(𝜽) = (𝐹(𝜽)!" 	*!,"$%,&,…,( = 𝐸 ,
𝜕 log ℒ2𝒉4; 𝜽6

𝜕𝜃!
𝜕 log ℒ2𝒉4; 𝜽6

𝜕𝜃"
8 , (𝑆1) 

Where ℒ2𝒉4; 𝜽6 is the likelihood function 2ℒ2𝒉4; 𝜽6 > 0, ∫ ℒ2𝒉4; 𝜽6𝑑𝒉4 = 16. We 

assume that 𝐹(𝜽) exist and are continuous functions of 𝜽 in the parameter 
space Θ (1).  

Assuming that the experiment measurements are contaminated by additive 
normally distributed uncorrelated random measurement errors (2), i.e. ℎA! =



ℎ2𝝋(𝑡! , 𝜽)6 + 𝜀! , 𝜀!~𝒩(0, 𝜎&) , the estimation of the model parameters is 

formulated as the maximization of the likelihood of the data as follows: 

ℒ2𝒉4; 𝜽6 =
1

((2𝜋))|Σ|)% &⁄ exp ,−
1
2 Q𝒉
4 − 𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽)6S

+
Σ,% Q𝒉4 − 𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽)6S8 , (𝑆2) 

where the vector 𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽)6 = Qℎ2𝝋(𝑡%, 𝜽)6, ℎ2𝝋(𝑡&, 𝜽)6, … , ℎ2𝝋(𝑡) , 𝜽)6S
+

 is 

the system output with parameter 𝜽 and the experiment data is denoted as 

𝒉4 = 2ℎA%, ℎA&, … , ℎA)6
+ . The covariance matrix 𝛴 = 𝜎&𝐼 , and 𝐼  is the identity 

matrix. The logarithmic likelihood function 𝑙2𝒉4; 𝜽6 ≡ − log ℒ2𝒉4; 𝜽6 is given as 

𝑙2𝒉4; 𝜽6 =
1
2σ& Q𝒉

4 − 𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽)6S
+
Q𝒉4 − 𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽)6S +

𝑁
2 log 2𝜋 +

1
2 log σ

& . (𝑆3) 

For the small perturbation (𝜹) in experimental data, the logarithmic likelihood 

function 𝑙2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽6 is changed as: 

𝑙2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽6 =
1
2σ& Q𝒉

4 − 𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽)6S
+
Q𝒉4 − 𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽)6S 

−
1
σ& 𝜹

+ Q𝒉4 − 𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽)6S +
1
2σ& 𝜹

+𝜹 +
𝑁
2 log 2𝜋 +

1
2 log σ

& .		(𝑆4) 
The relative entropy is utilized to measure the distribution distance between 

ℒ2𝒉4; 𝜽∗6 and ℒ2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽𝜹6 as 

𝐷 Qℒ2𝒉4; 𝜽∗6: ℒ2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽𝜹6S = aℒ2𝒉4; 𝜽∗6 log
ℒ2𝒉4; 𝜽∗6

ℒ2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽𝜹6
𝑑𝒉4 , (𝑆5) 

Using the Taylor expansion to second order, we have 

𝐷 Qℒ2𝒉4; 𝜽∗6: ℒ2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽𝜹6S = aℒ2𝒉4; 𝜽∗6 (log ℒ2𝒉4; 𝜽∗6 

− log ℒ2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽∗6 − ∇𝜽 log ℒ2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽∗6+ (𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗) 

−
1
2
(𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗)+𝐻2log ℒ2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽∗66(𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗) + 𝑜(‖𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗‖&)𝒅𝒉4. (𝑆6) 

where 𝐻2log ℒ2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽∗66 is the Hessian matrix of 𝑙2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽∗6. Hence, these 

formulars can be given as 

aℒ2𝒉4; 𝜽∗6 2log ℒ2𝒉4; 𝜽∗6 − log ℒ2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽∗66𝒅𝒉4 

= 𝐸 i−
1
σ& 𝜹

+ Q𝒉4 − 𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6S +
1
2σ& 𝜹

+𝜹j =
1
2σ& 𝜹

+𝜹. (10) 

𝜕𝑙2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽6
𝜕𝜃!

=
1
σ& ,

𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6
𝜕𝜃!

8
+

Q𝒉4 − 𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽)6S −
1
σ& 𝜹

+ 𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽
∗)6

𝜕𝜃!
, (𝑆7) 



aℒ2𝒉4; 𝜽∗6 2−∇𝜽 log ℒ2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽∗6+6𝒅𝒉4 

= 	𝐸 i
1
σ& Q𝒉

4 − 𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6S
+
∇𝜽𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6

+ −
1
σ& 𝜹

+∇𝜽𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6
+j 

= −
1
σ& 𝜹

+∇𝛉𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6
+ 	(𝑆8) 

The FIM 𝐹(𝜽) = (𝐹(𝜽)!" 	*!,"$%,&,…,( at the parameter 𝜽∗ is obtained as follows: 

𝜕𝑙2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽6
𝜕𝜃!

=
1
σ& ,

𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽)6
𝜕𝜃!

8
+

Q𝒉4 − 𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽)6S −
1
σ& 𝜹

+ 𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽)6
𝜕𝜃!

, (𝑆9) 

𝜕𝑙2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽6
𝜕𝜃"

=
1
σ&
,
𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽)6

𝜕𝜃"
8
+

Q𝒉4 − 𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽)6S −
1
σ&
𝜹+
𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝑡, 𝜽)6

𝜕𝜃"
, (𝑆10) 

𝐸 ,
𝜕𝑙2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽∗6

𝜕𝜃!
𝜕𝑙2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽∗6

𝜕𝜃"
8 

=
1
σ1 𝐸 n,

𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6
𝜕𝜃!

8
+

Q𝒉4 − 𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6S ,
𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6

𝜕𝜃"
8
+

Q𝒉4 − 𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6So 

−
2
σ1 𝐸 n𝜹

+ 𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽
∗)6

𝜕𝜃!
,
𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6

𝜕𝜃"
8
+

Q𝒉4 − 𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6So	

+
1
σ1 𝜹

+ 𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽
∗)6

𝜕𝜃!
,
𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6

𝜕𝜃"
8
+

𝜹		

=
1
σ1 𝐸 n,

𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6
𝜕𝜃!

8
+

Q𝒉4 − 𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6S ,
𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6

𝜕𝜃"
8
+

Q𝒉4 − 𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6So	

+
1
σ1 ,

𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6
𝜕𝜃!

8
+

𝜹𝜹+
𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6

𝜕𝜃"
.	 

Q𝐸 p2𝒉4 − 𝒉(𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗))62𝒉4 − 𝒉(𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗))6
+
q = ΣS	

=
1
σ&
,
𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6

𝜕𝜃!
8
+ 𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6

𝜕𝜃"
+
1
σ1
,
𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6

𝜕𝜃!
8
+

𝜹𝜹+
𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6

𝜕𝜃"
	(𝑆11)	

Hence, we have 

aℒ2𝒉4; 𝜽6 Q−(𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗)+𝐻!"2log ℒ2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽∗66(𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗)S𝒅𝒉4 

= (𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗)+ p−𝐸 Q𝐻!"2log ℒ2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽∗66Sq (𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗) 

= (𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗)+
𝜕𝑙2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽∗6

𝜕𝜃!
𝜕𝑙2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽∗6

𝜕𝜃"
(𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗) 



=
1
σ&
(𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗)+ 	,

𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6
𝜕𝜃!

8
+

,
𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6

𝜕𝜃"
8 (𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗) 

+
1
σ1
(𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗)+ ,

𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6
𝜕𝜃!

8
+

𝜹𝜹+
𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6

𝜕𝜃"
	(𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗). (𝑆12) 

Now, we obtain the relative entropy 𝐷 Qℒ2𝒉4; 𝜽∗6: ℒ2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽𝜹6S as： 

𝐷 Qℒ2𝒉4; 𝜽∗6: ℒ2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽𝜹6S =
1
2σ& 𝜹

+𝜹 −
1
σ& 𝜹

+∇𝛉𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6
+(𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗) 

+
1
2
(𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗)+𝐹𝜹(𝜽∗)(𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗) + 𝑜(‖𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗‖&), (𝑆13) 

where 𝐹𝜹(𝜽∗) = 𝐸 p2 345 ℒ7𝒉
9,𝜹;𝜽∗;

2<"

2 345 ℒ7𝒉9,𝜹;𝜽∗;
2<#

q is the FIM at the parameter 𝜽∗ 

as follows: 

{𝐹𝜹(𝜽∗)}!" = {𝐹(𝜽∗)}!" +
1
σ1 ,

𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6
𝜕𝜃!

8
+

𝜹𝜹+
𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6

𝜕𝜃"
, 

{𝐹(𝜽∗)}!" =
1
σ& ,

𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6
𝜕𝜃!

8
+

,
𝜕𝒉2𝝋(𝒕, 𝜽∗)6

𝜕𝜃"
8	(𝑆14) 

Based on the definition of practical identifiability (Definition 1) as  

lim
‖𝜹‖→?

𝐷 Qℒ2𝒉4; 𝜽∗6: ℒ2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽𝜹6S = 0, lim
‖𝜹‖→?

‖𝜽𝜹 − 𝜽∗‖ = 0, (𝑆15) 

we have  

lim
‖𝜹‖→?

𝐷 Qℒ2𝒉4; 𝜽∗6: ℒ2𝒉4 − 𝜹; 𝜽𝜹6S =
1
2
(𝜽@ − 𝜽∗)+𝐹(𝜽∗)(𝜽@ − 𝜽∗) = 0. (𝑆16) 

lim
‖𝜹‖→?

‖𝜽@ − 𝜽∗‖ = 0 if and only if 𝐹(𝜽∗) is invertible. This conclusion can be 

generalized to cases where 𝐿 > 1. � 
 

Proof of Theorem 2 

Proof: On the one hand, the necessary condition for min
𝜽
	𝑙2𝒉4; 𝜽6 is obtained 

as 
𝑺+𝑺𝜽 = 𝑺+𝒃. (𝑆17) 

For ∀𝜃!∗, 𝑖 = 1,2, … , 𝑘, based on the Definition 2, we optimize the conditional 
loss function as min

<#,#%"
	𝑙2𝒉4; 𝜽|𝜃!6 . First, we perform the elementary matrix 

transformation to the matrix 𝑺  as 𝑺4 = 𝑺𝑷𝒊,𝒌 , where the matrix 𝑷𝒊,𝒌 =

[𝒆𝟏, 𝒆𝟐, ⋯ , 𝒆𝒊,𝟏, 𝒆𝒌, 𝒆𝒊E𝟏, … , 𝒆𝒌,𝟏, 𝒆𝒊	]	is the elementary matrix and the vector 𝒆𝒊 
is unite vector. Next, we decompose the matrix 𝑺4  as 𝑺4 = [𝑨, 𝒔𝒊], 𝑨 ∈



ℝF×((,%), 𝒔𝒊 ∈ ℝF	(𝑛 = 𝑁 ∗ 𝐿 ≥ 𝑘) , 𝒔𝒊  is the 𝑖JK  column of matrix 𝑺 . The 

parameter 𝜽 is rewritten as 𝜽 = �𝜽�; 𝜃!�, 𝜽� ∈ ℝ(,%. The conditional loss function 

min
<#,#%"

	𝑙2𝒉4; 𝜽|𝜃!6 is rewritten as 

min
𝜽L
	𝑙2𝒉4; 𝜽�|𝜃!6 = min

𝜽L
	�𝑨𝜽� + 𝒔𝒊𝜃! − 𝒃�&

&. (𝑆18) 

Using the condition that 𝐹(𝜽∗) = 𝑺+𝑺 is invertible, the matrix 𝐹A(𝜽∗) = 𝑺4𝑻𝑺4 =
𝑷𝒊,𝒌	𝐹(𝜽∗)𝑷𝒊,𝒌 is also invertible, and the matrix 𝑨 is full rank of column. Utilizing 
the necessary condition of least square, the parameter 𝜽� is given as:  

𝜽� = 𝑨N(𝒃 − 𝒔𝒊𝜃!),			𝑨N = (𝑨+𝑨),%𝑨+ . (𝑆19) 
Substituted into the conditional loss function, we can obtain the equation as 

𝑙2𝒉4; 𝜽�|𝜃!6 = �𝑨𝑨N𝒃 − 𝒃 + (𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨N)𝒔𝒊𝜃!�&
&. (𝑆20) 

Based on the Definition 2, the parameter 𝜃!∗ ∈ 𝜽∗  is identifiable when 

𝑙2𝒉4; 𝜽|𝜃!6 is convex function. The loss function 𝑙2𝒉4; 𝜽�|𝜃!6 is convex if and only 

if (𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨N)𝒔𝒊 ≠ 𝟎. Because the matrix 𝑨 is full rank of column, we have  

�(𝑨
+𝑨),% 𝟎
𝟎 1

� det Q𝐹A(𝜽∗)S = �
𝑰((,%)×((,%) 𝑨N𝒔𝒊

𝒔𝒊+𝑨 𝒔𝒊+𝒔𝒊
� ≠ 0, 𝒔𝒊+(𝒔𝒊 − 𝑨𝑨N𝒔𝒊) ≠ 0. (𝑆21) 

Because the matrix 𝑺 is full rank of column, 𝒔𝒊 is not zero vector. So, we have 
(𝒔𝒊 − 𝑨𝑨N𝒔𝒊) ≠ 𝟎. 

On the other hand, if (𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨N)𝒔𝒊 ≠ 𝟎, the vector 𝒔𝒊 is decomposed as: 

𝒔𝒊 = 𝒔𝒊
(𝟏) + 𝒔𝒊

(𝟐), 𝒔𝒊
(𝟏) = 𝑨𝑨N𝒔𝒊, 𝒔𝒊

(𝟐) = (𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨N)𝒔𝒊, 𝒔𝒊
(𝟏) ⊥ 𝒔𝒊

(𝟐) 

𝒔𝒊+(𝒔𝒊 − 𝑨𝑨N𝒔𝒊) = Q𝒔𝒊
(𝟐)S

+
𝒔𝒊
(𝟐) > 0, �(𝑨

+𝑨),% 𝟎
𝟎 1

� det Q𝐹A(𝜽∗)S > 0. (𝑆22) 

So, 𝐹(𝜽∗) = 𝑷𝒊,𝒌,𝟏	𝐹A(𝜽∗)𝑷𝒊,𝒌,𝟏 is invertible where 𝑷𝒊,𝒌 is the elementary matrix. � 

 

Proof of Theorem 3 
Proof: If 𝒔𝒊 ∈ range(𝑨), 𝒔𝒊 is able to be linearly expressed using all columns 
of matrix 𝑨 as: 

𝒔𝒊 =�𝛼!𝑨!

(,%

!$%

, 𝑨 = [𝑨%, 𝑨&, … , 𝑨(,%]. (𝑆23) 

We have the equation as: 

(𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨N)𝒔𝒊 =�𝛼!𝑨!

(,%

!$%

−�𝛼!𝑨𝑨N𝑨!

(,%

!$%

. (𝑆24) 

Because of 𝑨𝑨N𝑨! = 𝑨!, the equation (𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨N)𝒔𝒊 = 𝟎 is obtained. 
If the parameter 𝜃!∗  is none-identifiable, it shows (𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨N)𝒔𝒊 = 𝟎  and 

𝒔𝒊 ∈ range(𝑨). � 



Naturally, the parameter 𝜃!∗ is identifiable if and only if 𝒔𝒊 is decomposed 

as 𝒔!
(%) ∈ range(𝑨) and 𝒔!

(&) ∈ ker(𝑨+), and 𝒔& ≠ 𝟎. As the basic theorem of 

linear algebra follows: 
range(𝑨) = (ker(𝑨+))O, dim(range(𝑨)) + dim(ker(𝑨+)) = 𝑛, (𝑆25) 

we have (𝑰 − 𝑨𝑨N)𝒔𝒊 = 𝒔!
(&) ≠ 𝟎. 

 

Proof of Theorem 4 
Proof: The Eq. (22) is equivalent to an optimization problem as:  

min
𝜽∈Q(𝜽∗,@)

��𝒉p𝝋Q𝑡!# , 𝜽Sq − 𝒉p𝝋Q𝑡!# , 𝜽
∗Sq�

&

&R

"$%

. (𝑆26) 

If 𝜽∗  is structurally none-identifiable, we can find a parameter 𝜽4 ∈ 𝑈(𝜽∗, 𝛿) 

that satisfies 𝒉Q𝝋2𝑡, 𝜽46S = 𝒉2𝝋(𝑡, 𝜽∗)6, that is, ∀ �𝑡!#�"$%
R

⊆ {𝑡!}!$%S , we have 

𝒉p𝝋Q𝑡!# , 𝜽4Sq = 𝒉 p𝝋Q𝑡!# , 𝜽
∗Sq , 𝑗 = 1,2, … ,𝑀. The necessary condition of above 

optimization problem at the time series �𝑡!#�"$%
R

 is written as 

𝒔(𝜽∗)+𝒔(𝜽∗)2𝜽4 − 𝜽∗6 = 𝟎. (𝑆27) 

It demonstrates that 𝒔(𝜽∗)+𝒔(𝜽∗) is a singular matrix, which is contradicted 
with the original hypothesis that 𝒔(𝜽∗) has column full rank. � 
 

Section 2 Supplementary Figures 

 

Fig. S1. Practical identifiability analysis of parameters in polynomial 
fitting with the loss function enhanced by parameter regularization. 
 



 

Fig. S2. Practical identifiability analysis of parameters in Hill function 
fitting. a. Practical identifiability analysis using the profile likelihood. b. 
Uncertainty confidence interval through the perturbation to all parameters. 
perturbation to all parameter set as 10,T. 
 

 

Fig. S3. Practical identifiability analysis of parameters in neural network. 

(a). Identifiable neurons recognized by the metric �(𝐼 − 𝐴𝐴N)𝑠!�Swhen the 

activation function set to tanh function and the number of neurons is assigned 
as 30. (b). Eigenvalue distribution of FIM across different numbers of neurons 
(𝑀). The dashed line is the threshold 𝜀 = 10,%& of eigenvalue of 𝑭(𝜽∗). The 
activation function set to tanh function. 
 

 



Fig. S4. Practical identifiability analysis of parameters in SEIR model. 
Uncertainty confidence interval through the perturbation to all parameters using 
the synthetic data. Perturbation to all parameter set as 10,U. 
 

 

Fig. S5. Practical identifiability analysis of parameters in SEIR model. (a). 
Uncertainty quantification of AD patient is performed by introducing 
perturbations to non-identifiable parameters. (b) Eigenvalue of AD patients. (c). 
Uncertainty quantification of LMCI patient is performed by introducing 
perturbations to non-identifiable parameters. (d) Eigenvalue of LMCI patients. 
(e). Uncertainty quantification of CN patient is performed by introducing 
perturbations to non-identifiable parameters. (f) Eigenvalue of CN patients. The 
dash line is the threshold 𝜀 = 10,T. Circles represent the real data of AD, LMCI 
and CN patients. The solid line represents the time course of biomarkers of 
patients with the given parameter values. The red area represents the 95% 
confidence interval under parameter perturbation. 

 



Fig. S6. Practical identifiability analysis of parameters in PDE model of 
cancer-immune interaction. (a). Eigenvalue of FIM using the glioblastoma 
data. The dash line is the threshold 𝜀 = 10,U. (b). Heatmap of the eigenvector 
matrix in the three cases of observable variables. 

Section 3 Values of the parameters 

 

Fig. 2. Perturbation to non-identifiable parameter set as 10, and perturbation to 
all parameter set as 0.1. 
 
Fig. 3. Perturbation to non-identifiable parameter set as 10. The threshold of 
eigenvalue for critical data (𝜀) is set to 1 × 10,U. 
 
Fig. 4. Perturbation to non-identifiable parameter set as 10%%. 
 
Fig. 5. 𝜽∗ = [0.545,0.028,0.024,0.803]+ ; Perturbation to all parameter set as 
10,V; 𝝋𝟎 = [33.956,5.933]+ (3). 
 
Fig. 6. 𝜽∗ = [10V, 10,1, 0.1]+ (4); Perturbation to non-identifiable parameter set 
as 0.5 ; 𝝋𝟎 = [5 × 10,X, 2 × 10,X, 0,0]+  (4). The threshold of eigenvalue for 
critical data (𝜀) is set to 5 × 10,U. 
 
Fig. 7. Synthetic data: 𝜽∗ = [0.2,0.1,0.06]+  , 𝝋𝟎 = [0.99,0.01,0,0]+  and 
Perturbation to non-identifiable parameter set as 10,&.  
Influenza data: 𝜽∗ = [5.4, 5.8, 4.54]+  , 𝝋𝟎 = [1.0,0,1.9 × 10,U, 0]+  and 
Perturbation to non-identifiable parameter set as 100. 
 
Fig. 8. AD data: 
 𝝋𝟎 = [36.03,12,38,0.18,1.68]+ (5), 
𝜽∗ = [0.349,0.0182,0.058,0.165,0.041,259.446,123.350,0.9997,50,4803]+, 
Perturbation to non-identifiable parameter set as 10,1; 
LMCI data: 
𝝋𝟎 = [36.03,12,38,0.22,1.68]+ (5) 
𝜽∗ = [0.237,0.0066,0.01,0.167,0.021,259.440,123.350,1.00,50,480]+,  
Perturbation to non-identifiable parameter set as 10,1;  
CN data: 
𝝋𝟎 = [44.92,3.68,0.52,1.68]+ (5), 
𝜽∗ = [0.1136,0.0096,0.0196,0.0147,0.077,139.94,123.350,1.00,50,480]+,  
Perturbation to non-identifiable parameter set as 10,1. 
 
Fig. 9. Glioblastoma data:  
𝜽∗ = [6.86 × 101, 7.49 × 10V, 2.74,2.6 × 10V, 3.12 × 10X, 1.8 × 10U, 0.808,2.57 ×



10U, 2.37 × 10V, 3.12 × 10X]+ , 
 𝝋𝟎 = [1.92 × 10V, 2.0 × 10X, 1.92 × 10V]+ (6) 
Perturbation to non-identifiable parameter set as 5 × 10Y . The spatial 
discretization number 𝑁 is assigned as 128 in the one-dimensional space. 
Synthetic data:  
𝜽∗ = [4.12 × 101, 59960, 0.0404, 6.5 × 10X, 3.12 × 10X, 1.8 × 10U, 1.0, 4.29 ×
10U, 1.58 × 101, 3.12 × 10X]+,  
Perturbation to non-identifiable parameter set as 3 × 10Y . The spatial 
discretization number 𝑁 is assigned as 128 in the one-dimensional space. 
  



Section 4 Supplementary Tables 

Table S1 Parameter of Cascade model of Alzheimer’s Disease (5) 
Parameters Biological description 

𝜆Z& Growth rate of amyloid beta 

𝜆[ Growth rate of Tau protein 

𝜆)'(  Growth rate of Neurodegeneration associated with Tau protein 

𝜆\) Growth of cognitive decline associated with 
neurodegeneration   

𝜆\' 
Growth of cognitive decline associated with Tau protein 

𝐾Z& carrying capacity of amyloid beta 

𝐾[( carrying capacity of Tau protein 

𝐾) carrying capacity of Neurodegeneration 
𝐾\ carrying capacity of cognitive decline 

 

Table S2 Parameter of PDE model of cancer-immune interaction (6) 
Parameters Biological description 

𝜎 Normal rate of flow of mature lymphocytes into the tissue 
𝜌 Proliferation rate of T cells 
𝜂 EC50 of tumor cells 
𝜇 positive constant of ‘local’ kinetic  
𝜖 positive constant of ‘local’ kinetic 
𝛽% maximal growth rate of the tumor cell 
𝛽& maximal growth rate of the tumor cell 
𝜙 positive constant of ‘local’ kinetic 
𝜆 positive constant of ‘local’ kinetic 
𝜇 positive constant of ‘local’ kinetic 
𝜓 positive constant of ‘local’ kinetic 
𝜔 random motility coefficient of the tumor cells 
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