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https://reproducible-agile.github.io/

2017, ‘18 & ‘19: Workshops on reproducibility
2019: Reproducible publications at AGILE conferences (initiative)
2020: First AGILE reproducibility review
2021: Second AGILE reproducibility review
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https://reproducible-agile.github.io/


https://giphy.com/gifs/usnationalarchives-nasa-scientist-scientists-1F1JGyGZhiSAA8Vuhn 
https://theconversation.com/how-computers-broke-science-

and-what-we-can-do-to-fix-it-49938

https://giphy.com/gifs/with-computers-fascination-PxSFAnuubLkSA https://giphy.com/gifs/david-hasselhoff-M3o3fL9nnxG4o

CC-BY 3.0, Sebastian Bertalan, Wikimedia Commons

 An article about computational science in 
 a scientific publication is not the  
 scholarship itself, it is merely advertising 
 of the scholarship. The actual scholarship 
 is the complete software development 
 environment and the complete set of 
 instructions which generated the figures. 

 https://doi.org/10.1190/1.1822162 
 https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-2544-7_5 

 Claerbout’s claim: 

3

https://giphy.com/gifs/usnationalarchives-nasa-scientist-scientists-1F1JGyGZhiSAA8Vuhn
https://theconversation.com/how-computers-broke-science-and-what-we-can-do-to-fix-it-49938
https://theconversation.com/how-computers-broke-science-and-what-we-can-do-to-fix-it-49938
https://theconversation.com/how-computers-broke-science-and-what-we-can-do-to-fix-it-49938
https://giphy.com/gifs/with-computers-fascination-PxSFAnuubLkSA
https://giphy.com/gifs/david-hasselhoff-M3o3fL9nnxG4o
https://doi.org/10.1190/1.1822162
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-2544-7_5


Crisis? Crisis of what?
Credibility crisis?
Replicability crisis?
Reproducibility crisis?
Robustness crisis?
Generalisability crisis?
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https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1708272114 

https://the-turing-way.netlify.app/reproducible-research/overview/overview-definitions.html 

https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1708272114
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1708272114
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1708272114
https://the-turing-way.netlify.app/reproducible-research/overview/overview-definitions.html


Reproducible Research & Open Science

https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1213847 

Preproducibility

https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-018-05256-0

https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1213847
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-018-05256-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-018-05256-0
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Quintana, D. S. (2020, November 28). Five things about open and reproducible science that every early 
career researcher should know. https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/DZTVQ

https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/DZTVQ
https://twitter.com/dsquintana/status/1331979334245097477


AGILE Reproducible Paper Guidelines:
Contents & First Revision
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AGILE Reproducible Paper Guidelines  
https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/CB7Z8 

Created by AGILE Initiative in 2019, see 
report at https://osf.io/hupxr/ and updated 
in 2020

Transparency

Promotion

Acknowledge spectrum

GIScience

https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/CB7Z8
https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/MF9BE
https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/CB7Z8
https://osf.io/hupxr/


The guidelines

Reproducibility checklist

Author guidelines
Writing DASA section
Data in Research Papers
Computational workflows in Research Papers

Reviewer guidelines

Reproducibility reviewer guidelines

Background

https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/CB7Z8 
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https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/CB7Z8


Notable updates in version 2 (December 2020)
Updated checklist (clarity + structure, extra items for after acceptance)

Reordering of contents (important stuff first!) and details moved to Wiki

TOC + visual aides for reader roles

Updated resources + language
improvements

Removed “intermediate” level for
computational workflows

NEW: Reproducibility reviewer guidelines
https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/CB7Z8 

https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/CB7Z8


Checklist and writing the DASA section

https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/CB7Z8 11

https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/CB7Z8


The guidelines for data

“What if…” and
Examples not shown

https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/CB7Z8 12

https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/CB7Z8


The guidelines
for computational
workflows

https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/CB7Z8 13

https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/CB7Z8


Scientific reviewer
guidelines…
concerning the 
reproducibility
review only!

https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/CB7Z8 14

https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/CB7Z8


Examples for “Do’s and Don’ts”:

● Do shift burden to author
● Do encourage and set examples
● Do not accept private data sharing
● Document your work in report (impact)
● Be kind (career stage, knowledge, privileges)
● No rummaging

The guidelines for 
reproducibility reviewers
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Ideal vs. realistic

Role & skills



Thanks!

Daniel Nüst

Frank Ostermann

Rusne Sileryte

Barbara Hofer

Carlos Granell

Marta Teperek

Anita Graser

Karl Broman

Kristina Hettne

Connie Clare

Frederique Belliard

Yan Wang

https://giphy.com/gifs/HBOMax-Pnh0Lou03fv92J4puZ 

https://giphy.com/gifs/HBOMax-Pnh0Lou03fv92J4puZ


Review process
Proceedings:
https://www.agile-giscience-series.net/review_process.html

Process documentation:
https://osf.io/7rjpe/ 

Reproducibility review after accept/reject 
decisions

Reproducibility review & communication

Community conference & volunteers

Badges on proceedings website, article 
website with link, and first article page 
(NEW! Thanks you, Copernicus!)
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https://www.agile-giscience-series.net/review_process.html
https://osf.io/7rjpe/


Reproducibility Review at
AGILE Conference 2021
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Reproducibility review results

9 reproducibility reports published
(2020: 6)

8 not reproducible:

● 3 conceptual papers
● data not shared (choice, licence)

○ synthetic data! subsets!
● code not shared (choice) or proprietary 

software (repro reviewer matching failed)

ht
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https://osf.io/h64sd/


Reproducibility 
Reports
Published on OSF with a DOI
Title page, cites the paper

Paper links to report via URL
(no citation)

Automatically added to ORCID profile

Eventually indexed in GS

https://scholar.google.de/scholar?hl=de&as_sdt=0%2C5&q=agile+%22reproducibility+review+of%22&btnG=


Reproducibility review reports AGILE 2021

https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/RSF4M https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/DX92A 21

https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/RSF4M
https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/DX92A


https://doi.org/10.17605/osf.io/7fqtm https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/4CPM3 22

Reproducibility review reports AGILE 2021

https://doi.org/10.17605/osf.io/7fqtm
https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/4CPM3


https://doi.org/10.17605/osf.io/anv9r https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/G4DCQ 23

Reproducibility review reports AGILE 2021

https://doi.org/10.17605/osf.io/anv9r
https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/G4DCQ


https://doi.org/10.17605/rdnyu https://doi.org/10.17605/bdu28 24

Reproducibility review reports AGILE 2021

https://doi.org/10.17605/rdnyu
https://doi.org/10.17605/bdu28


https://doi.org/10.17605/osf.io/2sc7g 25

Reproducibility review reports AGILE 2021

https://doi.org/10.17605/osf.io/2sc7g


General observations and lessons learned
● Further improvement over last years submissions - better prepared workflows! Biggest hurdles remain: 

insufficient documentation, no “quick” variant or lack of expected data size/runtime, links Figures < > Scripts

● Community understanding better, but needs time: Had to remind authors to add DASA section - how can we be 
clearer in the communication? Camera-ready papers by authors possible, but exhausting.

● Additional reproducibility questions for scientific reviewers worked better, but triggering only by regular 
reviewers doesn’t work well - fortunately not too many submission to check for repro chair

● Repro reviews were less strict than original ideal but on par with last year
> promote positive examples and don’t expect perfection

● Non-blindness served its purpose, but unblinding also delayed procedures

● Schedule still very much a challenge, partly because infrastructure (EasyChair) does not enable reviewer roles and 
communication > working around that with scripts and scraping

● Improvements to process were good: clarity in communication for authors that DASA section is mandatory, not 
attempting short papers, do not offer authors to object to report publications (no problems!)

● Reproduction not attempted != bad science, reproducibility is not binary but a spectrum
> continue education on reproducibility, increase requirements while practices spread in community

http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.799.6357&rep=rep1&type=pdf


The guidelines for 
reproducibility reviewers

Ideal vs. realistic

Role

Skills

Do’s & dont’s
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🙌
How to put your community on a path towards

more reproducibility in 5 easy hard steps

1. Build a team of enthusiasts (workshop, social events)
2. Assess the current state and raise awareness (workshop, paper)
3. Institutional support (🙏 AGILE Council 🙏 + committee chairs)
4. Positive encouragement (no reproduction != bad science)
5. Keep at it!
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https://agile-online.org/agile-community/council


Next steps

Do it again in 2022 🎉

🛠 Revise guidelines?    

Grow reproducibility reviewer team
YOU!, opportunity ECRs
(mentoring/workshops/…)

Continue meta-research 🕵
Ostermann, F., Nüst, D., Granell, C., Hofer, B., & Konkol, M. (2020).
Reproducible Research and GIScience: an evaluation using 
GIScience conference papers.
EarthArXiv. https://doi.org/10.31223/x5zk5v

Continue community engagement 
towards opening scholarship

Scope
Requirements
Acceptance condition?

Open review if tenured
Format-free first submission
CRediT

Phase out when standard practice...
29

https://doi.org/10.31223/x5zk5v


Thank you!

I look forward to your questions!
@nordhomen | d.n@wwu.de
 

Slides: http://bit.ly/agile2021-repro-review 

Reproducibility Committee 2021
Daniel Nüst (University of Münster, GER)
Frank Ostermann (University of Twente, NEL)
Carlos Granell (Universitat of Jaume I, ESP)
Alexander Kmoch (University of Tartu, EST)
Philipp Friese (Technical University of Munich, Germany)
Anita Graser ( Austrian Institute of Technology, Austria)
Jakub Krukar (University of Münster, Germany)

https://reproducible-agile.github.io/ 

Word-stem cloud of all AGILE 2021 submissions 
(full/short/poster & accepted/rejected) 30Slides published under CC BY 4.0

https://discourse.agile-online.org/c/reproducible/
http://bit.ly/agile2021-repro-review
https://reproducible-agile.github.io/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://reproducible-agile.github.io/reviews-2021/agile-reproducibility-reviews.html

