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How did we examine AGILE papers’ 
reproducibility? 

Collect AGILE 
best papers

Assign 2 reviewers 
per paper

Analyze and 
interpret outcomes

Conceptual 
paper? 

Exclude from further 
analysis

Assess 
reproducibility

Reviewers 
agree?

Discussion and 
ultimately vote

Y

Y

N

N
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32 (20 full, 12 short)

papers from

2010 – 2017

(8% of 253 full 

papers since 2007)

Author survey



How to assess reproducibility? 

● ResultsResults

● Preprocessing

● Method, analysis, 

processing

● Computational 

Environment

Methods

● Input DataData

Level – Description 

0 – unavailable & undocumented 

1 – documented  (i.e., recreatable)

2 – available & documented

3 – available, documented, open 

(long term, with DOI)

Nüst D, Granell C, Hofer B, Konkol M, Ostermann FO, Sileryte R, Cerutti V. (2018) 
Reproducible research and GIScience: an evaluation using AGILE conference papers.

PeerJ 6:e5072 https://peerj.com/articles/5072
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How to assess reproducibility? 
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How reproducible were AGILE papers?
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Does it at least improve over time? (no)
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What were the authors’ views?
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Reasons for disagreement:

▪ Requirements should not be applicable for short paper

▪ Specific data is not always necessary for reproducibility

▪ “Availability upon request” means “available”

▪ OSM data is by default “open and permanent”

▪ authors were provided with our evaluation of their paper

▪ 22 / 82 authors filled in the survey for 17/32 papers

▪ authors were asked to give consent to use their answers in the publications

Do you agree with our assessment?



Did they consider reproducibility? Why not?
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Have you considered the reproducibility of research published in your nominated paper?

Reasons for lack of reproducibility

▪ Legal restrictions

▪ Not enough time

▪ Inadequate tools

▪ Lack of knowledge or skills

▪ Insufficient incentives



Next step: Replicate with another conference
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Next step: Replicate with another conference

What did we want to do? 

1. Investigate the state of reproducibility at GIScience conference series

2. Replicate an earlier assessment for AGILE conference series:

• Is the method generalizable?

• How do AGILE and GIScience compare? 

3. Discuss strategies for improving reproducibility
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How did we go about it? 

Collect GIScience full 
papers

Assign 2 reviewers 
per paper

Analyze and 
interpret outcomes

Conceptual 
paper? 

Exclude from further 
analysis

Assess 
reproducibility

Reviewers 
agree?

Discussion and 
ultimately vote

Y

Y

N

N
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87 papers from

2012 - 2018

12 papers, 

but none from 2018!



Was our approach replicable? 

Short answer: yes

But:

• labor-intensive, thus difficult to scale up

• Preprocessing not too helpful criterion (overlap with Analysis)

• Computational environment of limited use because relates mostly to processing time

Future replications should drop preprocessing and could drop computational environment criteria

Try it out! 

https://github.com/nuest/reproducible-research-at-giscience

13

https://github.com/nuest/reproducible-research-at-giscience


What’s the outcome for GIScience? 
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Any patterns visible?
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Any change over time? (again, no)
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But what does this mean for GIScience?

• Overall reproducibility not great but: most papers meet standards for 

publication (‘documented’ in all three main criteria)

• Main problem is input data (several score only ‘unavailable’)

• Scores not a result of link rot (although that is a problem!): if there was reason to 

assume data was available at time of publication, paper received ‘available’

• Worrisome, because of increased focus on data science and need for ML training 

data
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How do GIScience and AGILE compare? 
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• Similar in terms of topics

• overlap of authors noticeable but not majority

• different geographic scope

• Biannual vs annual

• AGILE has institutional framework (council) that supported newly 

implemented guidelines, reproducibility committee, and badges



First a quick assessment … 

The first step is to be able to assess a paper’s reproducibility quickly. You 

don’t have to understand the paper deeply for doing this!

Look for

● Data availability: What data sources are used, and how could you 

retrieve or recreate them?

● Methods used: Which methods were used, and could you use the same 

libraries/software? Are all parameters documented?

● Result details: Are all results presented and properly explained? 19



… of this paper

As example, let’s investigate this paper (or choose your own if you have a 

good contender – don’t go searching now):

https://drops.dagstuhl.de/opus/volltexte/2018/9343/pdf/LIPIcs-GISCIENCE-2018-15.pdf

What do you think should be its scores? 

Use the simple scoring system or input data, methods, and results 
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https://drops.dagstuhl.de/opus/volltexte/2018/9343/pdf/LIPIcs-GISCIENCE-2018-15.pdf


How far do the authors of a paper have to go? 

A: “Just” a repository with code and data and documentation

B: Exact reproduction of paper including figures

C: Full container of study (e.g., Docker)
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Immediate question:



Some reproducibility is always 

better than no reproducibility!

If the gold standard seems unreachable, 

don’t give up, do what you can!
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Take-home message 
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