
A pragmatic workflow for research software engineering in computational
science

A pragmatic workflow for research software
engineering in computational science
Tomislav Maric, Mathematical modeling and analysis, Mathematics department, TU Darmstadt, Darmstadt,
64287, Germany

Dennis Gläser, Institute for Modelling Hydraulic and Environmental Systems, Department of Hydromechanics and
Modelling of Hydrosystems, University of Stuttgart, Stuttgart, 70569, Germany

Jan-Patrick Lehr, Institute for Scientific Computing, Department of Computer Science, TU Darmstadt, Darmstadt,
64289, Germany

Ioannis Papagiannidis, Mathematical modeling and analysis, Mathematics department, TU Darmstadt, Darmstadt,
64287, Germany

Benjamin Lambie, Research Field Energy & Environment, TU Darmstadt, Darmstadt, 64287, Germany

Christian Bischof, Institute for Scientific Computing, Department of Computer Science, TU Darmstadt, Darmstadt,
64289, Germany

Dieter Bothe, Mathematical modeling and analysis, Mathematics department, TU Darmstadt, Darmstadt, 64287,
Germany

Abstract—University research groups in Computational Science and Engineering
(CSE) lack funding and personnel for Research Software Engineering (RSE), which
leads to a focus on journal publications over sustainable software development
and reproducible results. This negatively impacts CSE research output, with data
and software related to publications being difficult to find, reproduce, or reuse. We
propose an RSE workflow for CSE that addresses these challenges and improves
research output quality by applying established software engineering practices
such as version control and testing, as well as cross-linking software with data and
publications. The workflow is minimal in terms of overhead and produces tested
software cross-linked with publications and reproducible results. We define research
software quality as the ability to quickly find and understand related publications,
data, and software, and to extend existing code to realize new research ideas.

R esearch software engineering - crucial in
Computational Science and Engineering
(CSE) - continues to find little application in

academia, potentially due to beliefs that the costs
outweigh the benefits [5]. However, efficient and long-
term CSE research is impossible without sustainable
research software development, and it is important
that researchers are able to Find, Access, Interact
with and Reuse research software, while being able
to Reproduce results from publications (FAIR [1]).

Reproducibility is key to transparent and trustwor-
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thy research. To achieve this, it is crucial to have
access to the research software and its dependencies,
as well as the configuration and input data used in
a publication. Ideally, an automated description of the
entire computational pipeline is available in order to
simplify the reproduction of published results. Without
access to the resources, peers have to re-implement
the presented methods, which often requires knowl-
edge about details that are not reported in journal
publications. Besides this, re-implementation can sig-
nificantly slow down the research process, effectively
leading to financial losses in public research funding.

In recent years, sustainable research software de-
velopment has gained a lot of traction in the CSE com-
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munity. Initiatives such as Better Scientific Software
(BSS1), the National Research Data Initiative (NFDI2))
(with a community-driven knowledge-base3), and the
Sustainable Software Initiative4, support sustainable
development by organizing workshops and provid-
ing best practices to the CSE community. Another
community-driven source of information on increasing
the reproducibility of research results in data science
is the “Turing Way” handbook5.

The issue of sustainable research software devel-
opment was also discussed by several authors in the
literature. Wilson et al. [11] present best practices for
increasing the quality of research software in terms of
consistent naming and formatting, quality assurance
measures (automated build and test pipelines), design
principles (e.g. “don’t-repeat-yourself”) and the use of
version control systems. Stanisic et al. [10] propose
a git-workflow6 that includes research data and Org-
mode7 for documentation in the Emacs text editor.
Continuous Integration (CI) for research software on
HPC systems has been proposed in [9], using Jenk-
ins CI servers and Singularity (Apptainer) containers8.
This approach is promising, particularly the encapsu-
lation of research software in containerized environ-
ments. However, current web-based version control
services like GitHub and GitLab offer integrated CI
services, rendering dedicated servers unnecessary for
small research groups.

Other authors focus on “good enough practices”
in scientific computing [12], comprising code quality
in terms of naming and comments, archival of easily
understandable raw data, as well as recommendations
on project organization. “Good enough” is a crucial
attribute for small university research groups: a work-
flow must be simple enough to be quickly adopted by
a small team of Ph.D. students and postdocs. They
may further be motivated to lay more focus on code
quality by making the code publicly accessible early on.
Early public access, the use of a compatible license,
and having transparent contribution and communica-
tion channels are important for open-source projects
that aim to attract collaboration partners [6].

Our proposed workflow targets small to medium-
sized research groups at Universities, with the goal to

1https://bssw.io
2https://www.nfdi.de
3https://nfdi4ing.pages.rwth-aachen.de/knowledge-base/
4https://software.ac.uk
5https://the-turing-way.netlify.app/welcome.html
6https://git-scm.com
7https://orgmode.org
8http://apptainer.org

continuously yield FAIR research software and related
research results. The workflow applies established
techniques from Software Engineering to research
software in the context of scientific publications. Ac-
knowledging very limited resources for software engi-
neering at universities, we propose a minimal and a full
workflow. Version-control branching-model for research
software connects version control with the peer-review
process for scientific publications, to ensure integra-
tion, traceability and re-use of research ideas from pub-
lications. Cross-linking publications, secondary data,
and software archives makes digital research artefacts
findable and reproducibile. The full workflow consists of
more advanced techniques: Test-Driven Development
for Research Software focuses first and foremost on
tests whose results are published in scientific publi-
cations, and adds new tests in a top-down approach.
Test quantification and visualization delivers secondary
data that plays a crucial role in the peer-review pro-
cess, in effect determining the quality of a research
idea and the acceptance of a publication. Furthermore,
secondary data presents the basis for comparison of
different research ideas - we propose a pragmatic,
straightforward, open and inter-operable format for sec-
ondary data and metadata. Containerization is used to
encapsulate research software - without tailoring con-
tainers to different large-scale HPC systems. Continu-
ous integration of research software utilises tests that
are added in the process of generating scientific pub-
lications, by lowering the resolution of computational
problem such that they are affordable to run within CI
pipelines. Table 1 summarizes the comparison of our
workflow with other workflows reported in the literature.

RESEARCH SOFTWARE
ENGINEERING WORKFLOW

Figure 1 highlights the most relevant aspects of the
minimal version of our workflow. The minimal workflow
combines a version control system for all source files
and experiment configurations, an established build
system, with linking digital research artifacts (code,
publications, and data) with persistent identifier (PIDs)
from data repositories.

MINIMAL WORKFLOW

Version-control branching-model for
research software
Frequent personnel changes make version control es-
sential in the university research environment. In par-
ticular, Ph.D. students need to be able to efficiently and
effectively re-use previous research results.
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Publication Branching model Test-Driven Development Cross-linking Continuous Integration Secondary data

[6] - - - - 1
[3] - - - - 2
[11] 1 2 - - -
[12] - - 3 1 3
[10] 1 - - 1 -
[2] 1 - - 5 -
[8] 1 - - 1 4
[9] 1 - - 4 -

TABLE 1. A comparison of the proposed workflow with other published workflows. Similarity is expressed using numbers 1 (not
similar) to 5 (very similar), or ’-’ for an aspect that is not addressed.
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FIGURE 1. Impact of the proposed workflow on software
quality and project traceability. Elements in the lower white
area show the minimal workflow steps.

The proposed workflow assumes that a research
group develops and extends a code base within differ-
ent ongoing research projects. Furthermore, note that
we use concepts and terms related to "git" - a well-
established version-control system.

We use the term research idea to refer to a unit
of development that is anticipated to lead to a jour-
nal publication. Such ideas may require many new
features, generally developed in parallel on different
branches. However, we suggest creating one branch
for each research idea, that will contain all information
needed for a scientific publication. With a focus on
small research groups, we suggest using a feature-
based branching model9 that is closely related to the
scientific publication process, as shown schematically
in fig. 2.

A research idea branch can be closed once all
required features are incorporated and a) the delivered
results have publication-level quality, or b) the research
idea fails. In the former case, the results that the soft-
ware produces in the current state may be discussed

9https://nvie.com/posts/a-successful-git-branching-model

in a preprint and submitted to a scientific journal for a
peer-review process. In the latter case, writing a report
about a negative scientific result is still very beneficial,
especially since Ph.D. researchers generally leave the
institution.

In either case, before writing up the report, testing
existing functionality (features) is necessary to ensure
that the new developments did not introduce errors in
other parts of the code base, and that new results
constitute an improvement. Ideally, the testing proce-
dures are automated. At this point, we suggest that a
snapshot of the research software, related data (e.g.
input or output data) and the report are published on
dedicated data repositories or preprint servers such
as Zenodo10, TUdatalib11, or ArXiv12. This yields Per-
sistent Identifiers (PIDs) that can be used for cross-
linking (cf. Cross-linking publications, secondary data,
and software archives). Reports of negative findings
may also be published on a university-internal server.
We suggest creating the datasets for code and data
before publishing the report, such that those PIDs can
be added to the report itself before publishing it.

All PIDs may then be mentioned in the README
file of the source code, a change introduced to the code
repository by a dedicated commit. Afterwards, this
commit can be tagged following a naming convention
established in the research group (e.g. year-journal-
topic-revision), and this tag is explicitly referenced in
the metadata of the source code publication mentioned
above.

At this point, persistent versions of the code, related
data and textual documentation exist and are cross-
linked (cf. Cross-linking publications, secondary data,
and software archives) to a specific version in the
actively developed code repository via the git tag. The
research group may decide to merge the research

10https://zenodo.org
11https://tudatalib.ulb.tu-darmstadt.de
12https://arxiv.org
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FIGURE 2. Schematic of the relationship between the feature-based git branching model, the peer-review process, and the
cross-linking of digital research artifacts. The individual features required for a research idea are depicted as individual commits
for the sake of readability, but they may be developed on dedicated branches.

idea branch although the peer-review process is still
ongoing, for instance, if preexisting features have been
improved on the research idea branch.

Development of the research idea branch continues
throughout the peer-review process. Review comments
may lead to new feature branches and bug fixes,
which are all merged before producing new results.
The datasets mentioned above are updated by newer
versions for each revision and cross-linked again. Fi-
nally, the research idea branch is merged into the main
branch when a publication is accepted.

Therefore, the primary (tagged) milestones in this
git branching model revolve around scientific publica-
tions - digital artifacts that matter the most in university
research. More granular information is also available:
the team can generate additional git tags for develop-
ments they deem relevant.

Cross-linking publications, secondary data,
and software archives
In the previous section, we have outlined the process
of creating PIDs for the source code, related data and
reports for project milestones. We have also already
introduced three links: the source code publication
links to a corresponding git tag in the code repository,
the code repository states the PIDs of all the related
published datasets in the README file, and the report
contains the PIDs in its text.

To enable finding all other research artifacts after
finding a single artifact, we suggest cross-linking all
PIDs in the metadata of all datasets (cf. fig. 3). The

FIGURE 3. Cross-linked publication, data and source code
using Persistent Identifiers.

metadata of a dataset can be modified without gen-
erating a new version (i.e. a new PID); therefore, one
can cross-link them after their creation when all PIDs
are available.

Up to this point, we have not categorized research
data. Here we further categorize CSE research data
into configuration and input data, as well as primary
and secondary output data. Configuration and input
data are necessary for the research software to gen-
erate output. Input data should be part of the code
repository and code publication unless the size of
the input data prohibits this, in which case it should
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be archived in a data repository and fetched when
needed.

Scientific reports typically discuss secondary data
in tables and diagrams, which are much smaller than
primary data. As part of the minimal workflow, we rec-
ommend that secondary data is published and cross-
linked to facilitate direct result comparison without
the error-prone, time-consuming, and often impossible
re-digitalization of secondary data from publications.
Scripts to produce the secondary data from primary
data should be part of the code repository and publi-
cation, making it possible to (re-)produce the relevant
tables and figures automatically from primary data.

The cross-linking of secondary data with the pub-
lication and the source code requires minimal effort
compared to the overall research and publication pro-
cess but delivers immediate and significant benefits.
Available secondary data can be easily reused by
peers for method comparisons, thereby increasing the
impact of the publication. An analysis of secondary
data long after the publication acceptance is possible,
potentially leading to new ideas. Moreover, it becomes
possible to perform regression tests that ensure new
methods are at least as good as existing published
methods for a specific software version.

FULL WORKFLOW

Test-Driven Development for Research
Software
Test-Driven Development (TDD13) is the practice of
writing test applications before implementing the un-
derlying algorithms. Test-driven development places
the programmers immediately in the role of users of
their own software, which, in turn, motivates a cleaner
implementation14, i.e. a cleaner Application Program-
ming Interface (API). The TDD approach consists of
three phases: red, green and refactoring. The red
phase begins by implementing tests that immediately
fail because of the missing or incomplete algorithmic
implementation. This first step defines the API since
the tests define the function names, their return types,
and arguments. The algorithm implementation follows
until the tests pass, entering the green phase of TDD.
In the final refactoring phase, the passing tests allow
the developers to refactor the API and its underlying
algorithms, using the tests to verify the correctness

13Kent Beck. Test-driven development: by example.
Addison-Wesley Professional, 2003

14Martin, Robert C. Clean code: a handbook of agile soft-
ware craftsmanship. Pearson Education, 2009.

of the implementation. Refactoring continues until the
modularity of the implementation is satisfactory.

We propose an adaptation of TDD to research
software in CSE, visualized in fig. 4. High-level CSE
applications consist of complex sub-algorithms that
require extensive and automatic verification and vali-
dation. Some algorithms must be programmed anew;
some are re-used from legacy code. We suggest im-
plementing the high-level CSE application first (as a
high-level test), consisting of calls to required sub-
algorithms and any data processing steps. Verification
and validation tests from previous publications provide
a basis for comparing existing and new methods. If
no previous work is available, method comparison
relies on manufactured solutions (verification) and ex-
perimental data (validation). Writing CSE applications
first defines the type and structure of primary data
(e.g., velocity, pressure, and temperature fields) and
expected macroscopic quantities (e.g. drag resistance)
as shown in fig. 4. In the red phase, without available
algorithmic implementation, artificial unsatisfactory re-
sults are used (hardcoded) to enable result comparison
and visualization, i.e. lay out the test structure and
result comparison for the initial failing tests. Similarly,
failing re-used algorithms result in a failing error quan-
tification.

With the test structure prepared, the algorithmic
implementation follows, either by re-using existing al-
gorithms or, if necessary, implementing new ones.
Our version of TDD recursively branches off into sub-
cycles for failing algorithms (new or re-used) until all
algorithms used in the high-level CSE application work
and are refactored (see fig. 4).

Automatic testing and visualization of results in the
red phase help the programmers isolate troublesome
sub-algorithms more easily. Finalizing the green phase
for the high-level application does not require unit test-
ing of every sub-algorithm in a CSE application. Cov-
ering a large-scale legacy research software that lacks
unit-tests with unit-tests is impossible within a PhD
research project. Our approach tests and improves
upon only those new and re-used sub-algorithms (unit-
tests included), that are used in scientific publications
of the research group.

As work continues on scientific publications, the
test suite for the whole research software grows, with
new tests resulting from each publication. Therefore,
the proposed TDD approach increases overall test
coverage only along the research roadmap and in-
tegrates changes using the proposed version-control
branching model (cf. Version-control branching-model
for research software). This reduces the work overhead
of the researchers related to software testing.

March 2023 A pragmatic workflow for research software engineering in computational science 5
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FIGURE 4. Test-Driven Development (TDD) applied to CSE research software in a top-down approach, starting with the top-level
CSE application and recursively testing its new or re-used sub-algorithms recursively, on a per-need basis.

Test quantification and visualization
Testing scientific software involves running parameter
variations (studies) as illustrated in fig. 5. The generally
large number of test cases requires quick identification
of failing tests and the reason behind the failure, as well
as the ability to re-run the cases. Input parameters are
varied in form of parameter vectors by a study runner
on an HPC cluster. Each parameter variation stores a
map from each simulation case, identified by a case-
ID local to the results folder, to the particular input
parameter vector used. Moreover, it exports structured
metadata, used subsequently for cross-linking artifacts,
as described in Cross-linking publications, secondary
data, and software archives. Figure 5 shows a possi-
ble organization of the data in folders with a naming
scheme of simple ascending integers used as locally
unique IDs.

Examining test results early is important to stop
simulations and save compute resources, improve job
priority on the HPC cluster and speed up research.
Manual inspection of tables and diagrams is a natural
part of the research process and Jupyter notebooks
are a solution for analyzing test results manually and
in real-time. A Jupyter notebook is written for each
individual study and links all the other notebooks to
effectively link all tests used to verify/validate the sci-
entific software in one place.

Each Jupyter notebook documents its parameter
study, including the mathematical description of the Ini-
tial/Boundary Value Problem. The notebooks process
secondary data generated by the simulation and store
them as CSV files. The central project notebook can
be viewed live, making it possible to check simula-

tion results of many studies and stop them early if
necessary. Additionally, since Jupyter notebooks are
used for automatic processing of secondary data they
use as input, they are always executed anew, and do
not require information on the sequence of execution
of their cells (provenance). An important benefit of
this visualization process is that diagrams and related
secondary data processed by the notebooks can be
used directly in the scientific publication.

Interoperable secondary data
If peers want to reuse published secondary data, for
instance, to perform different analyses on it, they have
to understand the underlying data structure. Often-
times, file formats that can represent nested data struc-
tures, as e.g. JSON or HDF515, are chosen because
they also provide an elegant way to store metadata
alongside the actual data. However, the structure of
such files can become arbitrarily complex, thereby
making the reuse more difficult. In our workflow, we
have adopted a pragmatic solution at the cost of a
small storage overhead: storing secondary data in an
ASCII CSV format and saving metadata alongside the
result data directly in the columns. This makes the
data completely inter-operable and easy to include in
data analysis. However, it does introduce repetition of
metadata. Not relying on complex file formats sim-
plifies the processing of secondary data immensely
and saves time, with a negligible storage overhead

15Koranne, Sandeep, and Sandeep Koranne. "Hierarchical
data format 5: HDF5." Handbook of open source tools (2011):
191-200.
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FIGURE 5. Different parameter studies are orchestrated by a Study Runner. All studies are implemented using Jupyter notebooks,
which contain a problem description and the visualization of results. This allows for live inspection of test result data. Structured
metadata is exported into files to be available for subsequent use in publications and data cross-linking.

caused by (meta)data duplication. A concrete example
of storing metadata together with secondary data in
tabular form is shown for hyperparameter tuning of an
artificial neural network (NN) in table 2. Fixing one
metadata parameter and varying others (present in
many types of parameter space explorations) makes
any repetition of the fixed parameter redundant. In
an attempt to save storage space, a structure of the
metadata is generally defined and metadata is stored
(literally or conceptually) separately from data in hierar-
chical data formats, or hierarchical folder structures. All
those approaches significantly and unnecessarily com-
plicate the understanding, interoperability, and analysis
of secondary data. We propose to store secondary
data from scientific publications in a simple tabular
form. In each row of the table, a metadata set is
defined by a sub-set of columns (e.g., identified by
the prefix "PARAM_" in table 2). A data set in each
row of the table is constructed from columns without
the "PARAM_" prefix. This way, a metadata set in
a row uniquely defines a data set in the same row.
Since secondary data is very small, this duplication of
information is a negligible price to pay, compared to
the benefits it brings. The straightforward CSV tabular
format for secondary data and metadata significantly
simplifies result comparison and data analysis.

Containerization
One major obstacle to the reproducibility and reusabil-
ity of research software lies in its dependencies, that
is, other software needed for the research software
to run. In order for peers to reuse the software of
others, all its dependencies must be publicly acces-
sible. Dependency installation is generally tricky and
time-consuming. It requires an up-to-date and accurate
documentation about the dependencies, i.e. their exact
versions and compilation options.

A widely used approach for encapsulating soft-
ware dependencies is containerization, and Docker16

and Singularity are two widespread containerization
software solutions. Containerization software encap-
sulates software dependencies in so-called images,
which can be used to spin up containers to run the
research software in. Therefore, containerization soft-
ware replaces all other dependencies, making it sig-
nificantly more straightforward to reuse the software,
explore and modify it and reproduce results.

So-called recipe files determine the ingredients
(dependencies and their installation instructions) in
a container image, starting from a base image that
typically represents the layer of the operating system.
Besides being machine-readable and executable, a
containerization recipe is also a valuable source of
documentation on how to recover the suitable environ-
ment of the research software.

Large input data should not be included in the
image; instead, large data should be published sepa-
rately and made uniquely identifiable and accessible
(cf. Cross-linking publications, secondary data, and
software archives). This approach keeps the container
size as small as possible. For instance, for users that
want to use the software on their own data set. Large
input data can be downloaded from the data repository
to reproduce results if needed.

To make recipe files as FAIR as possible, we
suggest retrieving all data required to build the image
from persistent online resources. For example, any
copy statement in the build recipe that copies files
from a specific computer we use to build the image
(i.e. the host machine) into the image, uses paths and
data only available on that host machine. Moreover,
these statements do not carry any notion of versioning,

16https://docs.docker.com/get-started/overview
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PARAM_HIDDEN_LAYERS PARAM_OPTIMIZER_STEP PARAM_MAX_ITERATIONS EPOCH TRAINING_MSE

10,10,10,10 0.0001 3000 1 1.091560
10,10,10,10 0.0001 3000 2 1.082970
10,10,10,10 0.0001 3000 3 1.077200
10,10,10,10 0.0001 3000 4 1.072650
... ... ... ... ... ...
10,10,10,10 0.001 3000 1 0.992354
10,10,10,10 0.001 3000 2 0.991959
10,10,10,10 0.001 3000 3 0.995102
10,10,10,10 0.001 3000 4 0.996143
... ... ... ... ... ...

TABLE 2. Storing metadata together with secondary data in a tabular form repeats metadata (columns with ’PARAM_’ prefix);
however, it makes further data analysis of secondary data straightforward, and this CSV format completely interoperable.

and copying the wrong version of the files can cause
various errors during the build process. Note that git
repositories are not persistent: they do not guarantee
long-term accessibility or permanence. Therefore, if
available, one can obtain research software in the
recipe from softwareheritage.org/, which guarantees
availability over extended time frames.

Usually, one can define a set of commands to be
executed when an image is used to spin up a container.
This can be used to automatically invoke the com-
mands required to (re-)produce the results discussed
in a journal publication. However, running the software
on a different machine inside a container is likely to
produce slightly different results than the published
ones: bit-wise reproducibility is generally unattainable.
Therefore, successful reproduction of results should
include tolerable deviations that can be checked using
tools like fieldcompare [4].

Finally, note that additional effort and modifications
are required to ensure the images (containers) re-
produce CSE results on different high-performance-
computing (HPC) systems with similar computational
efficiency. The reason behind this is the necessity
to use HPC frameworks for parallel communication
that were specifically tuned to an HPC system. Our
workflow does not utilise containerization for automatic
and computationally efficient reproducibility on HPC
systems.

Continuous integration of research software
Continuous Integration (CI)17 is the practice of frequent
integration of changes into a single version of the soft-
ware. To understand CI, it is beneficial to briefly revisit
the related branching model from the section Version-
control branching-model for research software. A new
research idea is developed using a so-called feature

17Martin Fowler and Matthew Foemmel. Continuous inte-
gration, 2006.

branch, while the current stable version of the soft-
ware is maintained on the main branch. In traditional
software engineering, CI recommends frequent, daily
integration from features onto the main branch, but for
scientific software this is not always possible as the
features are driven by scientific research that requires
much more time for incremental improvements.

Figure 6 contains a schematic depiction of the CI
workflow for research software. Feature development
happens in the user’s repository. The user opens a
merge request when the feature is implemented to-
gether with its tests, triggering the CI pipeline. The
build system, CMake in this example, checks the soft-
ware’s compilation on different platforms. If the build
tests pass, the error-quantification tests are executed
on the GitLab runner, including unit tests and small-
scale Verification&Validation (V&V) parameter studies.
These tests also populate the folder structure with
secondary data as depicted in fig. 5.

The automatic execution of tests as part of the CI
pipeline is an important aspect of software quality as-
surance, and simplifies the integration of new versions.
A merge request should only be accepted if all tests
have passed. This ensures that the integration of all
changes, i.e., feature branch and master branch, do
not lead to errors.

Before the quantification of tests causes tests to
either fail or pass, the results are processed to show
why the tests failed / succeeded. Generally, the simple
fail/pass output of the test environment is not sufficient
to diagnose test failure. Especially in the CSE context,
tests are complex and require documentation, and test
results require visualization in the form of diagrams
or 2D/3D visualization to determine the cause of an
error. For this purpose, the proposed CI pipeline from
fig. 6 contains jobs that export Jupyter notebooks that
document the tests and visualize the results as HTML.
The final result is a complete documentation and vi-
sualization of CSE tests and their results, uniquely
identified with a commit.

8 A pragmatic workflow for research software engineering in computational science March 2023
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FIGURE 6. Continuous integration workflow: the merge request triggers the CI pipeline to build the software, run all tests and
visualize the results. If tests pass, the merge request is accepted and the changes are added to the main repository. If the tests
fail, the researcher can inspect the published visualization of results.

The test suite in this workflow includes tests gener-
ated by CSE-oriented Test Driven Development, rang-
ing from unit-tests to verification and validation tests.
Validation and verification tests in the CI pipeline are
exactly the same as large-scale V&V tests used in
the publications; however, they are scaled down using
smaller data (e.g. resolution of a PDE discretization,
a smaller neural network) so that they can be ex-
ecuted on many-core workstations, instead of large
HPC systems. This way, the CI documents the com-
putational workflows necessary to reproduce large-
scale scientific results. An actual reproduction can be
done by simply scaling up the data (resolution) of the
V&V tests taken from the CI pipeline, and run them
manually on an HPC cluster. We do not utilise CI for
reproducing large-scale validation tests on purpose,
because this requires IT infrastructure and teams re-
sponsible for installing and maintaining a secure CI
service on a University HPC cluster, which is not
available to all research groups. Furthermore, adding
large-scale reproduction tests to the CI complicates
it significantly in the long-term as the project grows.

Large-scale tests require time and resources, naturally
leading to selecting a sub-set of large-scale test to run
within the CI pipeline. Large-scale tests are prone to
failure and may require restarts, further complicating CI
implementation on HPC systems. Adding large-scale
tests to CI is challenging in international collaborations,
where adaptations must be made to containers for
efficient execution on different HPC systems. There are
questions on security, that arise when using CI on HPC
clusters. Finally, modern many-core workstations are
affordable, and powerful enough for running V&V tests
whose data resolution ensures sufficient accuracy for
identifying computational errors. We therefore propose
using CI for small to mid-scale V&V tests, documenting
the software dependencies, while reproducing large-
scale results on HPC systems outside of CI.

The test pipeline in fig. 6 visually shows the re-
lationships between target quantities and parameters,
allowing developers to quickly identify failures. Regres-
sion tests are emphasized, in which newly produced
results are compared with reference solutions to detect
any changes in the software’s behavior [4].
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Provided all tests pass, the acceptance of the MR
in fig. 6 is decided by the responsible team member,
who can also provide feedback on code quality. A web
interface to git, such as GitLab, simplifies the code-
review process within the research group.

Cross-linking with software images and
primary data

The minimal workflow cross-linking links source code,
publication, and secondary data. For the full workflow,
we recommend to extend it with primary data and con-
tainers, enabling readers to gain further insights and
making results easier to reproduce across platforms.
Additional steps are covered in fig. 1.

The primary data is archived differently due to its
size, with each parameter study stored separately for
easier access and to save time and network band-
width. The directory structure is similar to the one for
secondary data, but each study is stored in a separate
archive. Subsets of the results, such as "STUDY A"
or "STUDY B," can be accessed with their Jupyter
notebooks, HTML exports, and parameter study infor-
mation. Generated datasets for subsets of primary data
are uploaded to a data repository and linked using
PIDs as described in minimal workflow.

Containers (cf. section Containerization) should be
archived alongside the source code publication. This
makes it possible for other researchers to use and
explore the software inside the container without going
through the installation process. In our workflow, we
use Singularity containers supported by our HPC cen-
ter, which are single files that can be easily uploaded to
a data repository. But other container systems are also
possible, for instance, Docker allows users to export
images to compressed archives from which the images
can be reloaded at a later time.

It is important to publish the recipe for building
the image along with the actual image. For instance,
images built on and for a specific architecture may
not work on another architecture. With the availability
of the recipe, users can build the container natively
on their system. Finally, if that also ceases to work
over time, the recipe documents the environment of
the researcher who produced the results, which can
help users to reinstantiate a suitable environment in
the future. To ensure consistency over time, the recipe
should use a version-pinned base image and install
pinned versions of dependencies.

Minimal working example
The Minimal Working Example18 (MWE) serves as a
basis for the minimal version of the proposed work-
flow, containing a version-controlled open-source C++
application generating a small data set, visualized in a
Jupyter notebook, and referenced in a scientific report.
The MWE software is version-controlled and built using
the CMake build system. The example data sets, the
repository snapshot, the active repository, and the
minimal report are all cross-linked.

The MWE is archived at the TUdatalib data repos-
itory. The research data and the snapshot of the
research code are archived, and cited in the example
Research Report, along with the URL of the source
code repository. Once the research report is uploaded
to the repository, the metadata of the other data items
are updated by adding the ’dc.relation.isreferencedby’
elements to their metadata together with the report’s
DOI, thereby cross-linking the report with the data
items. This way, the full metadata record of a data
item on the repository stores the cross-linking infor-
mation, that can be updated as data-items evolve.
For example, as the peer-review process progresses
or new milestones are reached, new sub-versions of
data items obtain new DOIs that denote sub-versions,
e.g. https://doi.org/10.48328/tudatalib-921.2 for a new
version of the Research Report. This makes it possible
to continue updating the Report, Data, and Code Snap-
shot with the feedback from the peer-review process or
during the development of new and improved methods.

A minimal CI pipeline is configured for the GitLab
MWE source code repository, demonstrating the use
of Jupyter notebooks for data processing and visual-
ization. The research data linked with the report is the
artifact generated by the CI pipeline. For realistic CSE
tests, Jupyter notebooks contain detailed information
about the test setup: geometry of the problem, initial
and boundary conditions, model parameters.

Case studies with real-world research projects are
described in [7].

Conclusions
We propose a Research Software Engineering work-
flow for Computational Science and Engineering, that
focuses on improving research software in the context
of scientific publications, the most valued research ar-
tifacts in a university setting. This pragmatic approach
introduces a minimal work overhead and is suitable

18https://tudatalib.ulb.tu-darmstadt.de/handle/tudatalib/
3522
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for university research groups without resources dedi-
cated to software engineering. We propose a branch-
ing model for version control tailored to the peer-review
process and an adaptation of Test-Driven Development
to research software using Validation and Verification
tests from scientific publications. We recommend to
use a simple, open and inter-operable format for sec-
ondary data (diagrams and tables) and their metadata,
continuous integration for automating and documenting
scientific workflows with unit-tests and low-resolution
Validation&Verification tests, and cross-linking all re-
search artifacts using PIDs. This increases the over-
all quality of the scientific output, and simplifies the
combination and re-use of research ideas embodied
in research software.
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