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Summary 
This codecheck resulted in a partial reproduction of the results, because I was unable to 
install the gt package in myDRE (Error: Chrome debugging port not open after 10 seconds). 
After several unsuccessful installation attempts, I proceeded without the package. As only 
the gtsave() function from gt was required, I was able to run the code by commenting out the 
gtsave() lines and saving the objects manually. However, this meant I could not create an 
interactive table and was limited to viewing only the first lines of the table outputs. These 
initial lines were reproducible, but I was unable to verify reproducibility for the entire table. 
The installation of this package remains a key challenge for any future reproduction. 
 

Output Comment 

table_check.png Table 1 
table_control.png Table 2 
accuracy_table.png Table 3 
tg_funders.png Annex 2, Table 1 
tg_country.png Annes 2, Table 2 
tg_fied.png Anex 2, Table 3 
year_summary.jpeg Annex 2, figure A 
ROC_both.jpeg Annex 2, figure B 

Table 2: Summary of output files generated 



CODECHECKER notes 
No specialised computational environment was required to execute the code. However, at 

Amsterdam UMC, we use myDRE to conduct CODECHECKs. The clear instructions 

provided in the repository made it straightforward to reproduce the figures and tables, 

which could be generated by running a single script. Two minor modifications to the original 

code were necessary to ensure successful execution, as detailed below. 

Installation prerequisites 

The code was dependent on the following packages: readxl, pROC, dplyr, ggplot2, tools, 

openxlsx, tidyr, gtable, binom, gt, lattice, gtsummary, webshot2, stringr. 

The code loaded the required packages without checking whether they were already 

installed. To improve reproducibility and ensure successful execution in a fresh 

environment, I added the following code to install any missing packages: 

 

Additionally, a line of code was added to load the stringr package, which was required for 

the code to run successfully. 

Running the code 

The code was executed within the Amsterdam UMC myDRE environment, which is 
specifically configured to support CODECHECKs. However, the protected environment did 
not permit a connection to Chrome, which is required by the gtsummary package. This 
initially resulted in the following error: Error in initialize(...) : Invalid path to Chrome. To 
address this, the Renviron.site file was modified by adding the path to chrome.exe. Although 
this resolved the initial error, a subsequent error occurred that could not be resolved: Error 

in startup(): ! Chrome debugging port not open after 10 seconds. As a result, the lines 
containing the gtsave() function were commented out to allow the remainder of the code to 
run. The corresponding PNG files therefore had to be saved manually. 



Manifest files 
As noted above, the table outputs had to be saved manually due to issues with the gt 

package. Consequently, the tables could not be saved as interactive objects, preventing all 

rows from being inspected and the complete results from being verified. The results that 

could be checked were identical to those reported in the original manuscript, apart from 

minor formatting differences, such as unexpected symbols appearing where whitespace was 

present in the original preprint. 
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Comment: Table 2 in the manuscript.  
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Comment: Table 3 in the manuscript.
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Comment: Annex 2, Table 1 in the manuscript. 
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Comment: Annex 2, Table 2 in the manuscript. 
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Comment: Annex 2, Table 3 in the manuscript. 
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Comment: Annex 2, Figure A in the manuscript. 
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Comment: Annex 2, Figure B in the manuscript. 
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