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While biomanufacturing plays a significant role in support-
ing the economy and ensuring public health, it faces critical
challenges, including complexity, high variability, lengthy
lead time, and very limited process data, especially for per-
sonalized new cell and gene biotherapeutics. Driven by
these challenges, we propose an interpretable semantic bio-
process probabilistic knowledge graph and develop a game
theory based risk and sensitivity analyses for production
process to facilitate quality-by-design and stability control.
Specifically, by exploring the causal relationships and inter-
actions of critical process parameters and quality attributes
(CPPs/CQAs), we create a Bayesian network based proba-
bilistic knowledge graph characterizing the complex causal
interdependencies of all factors. Then, we introduce a Shap-
ley value based sensitivity analysis, which can correctly quan-
tify the variation contribution from each input factor on
the outputs (i.e., productivity, product quality). Since the
bioprocess model coefficients are learned from limited pro-
cess observations, we derive the Bayesian posterior distri-
bution to quantify model uncertainty and further develop
the Shapley value based sensitivity analysis to evaluate the

impact of estimation uncertainty from each set of model co-
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efficients. Therefore, the proposed bioprocess risk and sen-
sitivity analyses can identify the bottlenecks, guide the re-
liable process specifications and the most informative data

collection, and improve production stability.

KEYWORDS
Bioprocess risk analysis, sensitivity analysis, manufacturing
process stability control, Bayesian network, process causal

interdependence

1 | INTRODUCTION

Biomanufacturing is growing rapidly and playing an increasingly significant role in supporting the economy and ensur-
ing public health. For example, the biopharmaceutical industry generated more than $300 billion in revenue in 2019
and more than 40% of the drug products in the development pipeline were biopharmaceuticals (Rader and Langer,
2019). However, drug shortages have occurred at unprecedented rates over the past decade. The current systems are
unable to rapidly produce new drugs to meet urgent needs in the presence of a major public health emergency. The
COVID-19 pandemic is having a profound impact globally and caused over 111 millions confirmed cases by February,
2021. Even COVID-19 vaccines are discovered, developing the production process and manufacturing the billions
of doses needed to immunize the world’s population will be extremely time-consuming using existing technologies,
thus lengthening the time period of human and economic distress. It is critically important to speed up the bioprocess
development and ensure product quality consistency.

However, biomanufacturing faces several critical challenges, including high complexity and variability, and lengthy lead
time (Kaminsky and Wang| |2015). Biomanufacturing is based on living cells whose biological processes are very com-
plex and have highly variable outputs. The productivity and product critical quality attributes (CQAs) are determined
by the interactions of hundreds of critical process parameters (CPPs), including raw materials, media compositions,
feeding strategy, and process operational conditions, such as pH and dissolved oxygen in the bioreactor. As new
biotherapeutics (e.g., cell and gene therapies) become more and more “personalized", the production, regulation pro-
cedure, and analytical testing time required by biopharmaceuticals of complex molecular structure is lengthy, and the
historical observations are relatively limited in particular for drugs in early stages of production process development.

Therefore, it is crucial to integrate all sources of data and mechanism information, provide the risk- and science-based
understanding of the complex bioprocess CPPs/CQAs causal interdependencies, and identify and control the key factors
contributing the most to the output variation. This study can accelerate the development of productive and reliable
biomanufacturing, facilitate building the quality into the production process or quality-by-design (QbD), support real-
time monitoring and release, and reduce the time to market.

Various Process Analytical Technologies (PAT) and methodologies have been proposed to improve the bioprocess
understanding and guide the process development, decision making, and risk control; see the review in|Steinwandter
et al.|(2019). Most PATs are based on multivariate data analysis; see Section Ordinary or partial differential equations
(ODEs/PDEs) based mechanistic models are developed for simulating individual biomanufacturing unit operations;
see for example |Kyriakopoulos et al.|(2018). On the other hand, various operations research/management (OR/OM)
methods are also proposed for biomanufacturing system analytics and decision-making; see the review (Kaminsky and
Wang| 2015). Overall, existing methodologies have the key limitations: (1) the multivariate statistics based PAT and
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OR/OM approaches focus on developing general methodologies without incorporating the bioprocess causal relation-
ship and structural mechanism information, which limits their performance, interpretability, and adoption, especially
with limited data; and (2) the mechanistic models are usually deterministic and focus on individual unit operations
without providing an reliable integrated bioprocess learning and risk management framework.

Driven by the critical challenges in the biomanufacturing industry, in this paper, we propose a bioprocess semantic
probabilistic knowledge graph, characterizing the risk- and science-based understanding of integrated production
process, which can integrate all sources of heterogeneous data and leverage the information from existing mechanism
models and historical data. Then, we introduce comprehensive and rigorous bioprocess risk and sensitivity analyses,
accounting for model risk, which can guide the process specifications and most informative data collection to facilitate
the learning and improve the production reliability and stability (e.g., product quality consistency).

The key contributions of this paper are three fold. First, by exploring the causal relationships and interactions of
many factors within and between operation units (i.e., CPPs/CQAs), such as raw materials, production process param-
eters, and product quality, we consider a bioprocess ontology based data integration and develop a Bayesian network
(BN) based bioprocess probabilistic knowledge graph, characterizing the process inherent stochastic uncertainty and
causal interdependencies of all input and output factors. Second, building on the process knowledge graph, we in-
troduce a game theory - Shapley value (SV) - based sensitivity analysis (SA), considering the complex bioprocess
interdependencies, which can correctly quantify the contribution and criticality of each random input factor on the
variance of outputs (i.e., productivity and product CQAs), identify the bottlenecks, and accelerate the reliable biopro-
cess specifications. Third, since the coefficients of interpretable bioprocess model or probabilistic knowledge graph
are estimated from limited real-world process data, which induces model uncertainty (MU) or model risk (MR), we
further propose Bayesian uncertainty quantification and Shapley value based model uncertainty sensitivity analysis
to support process learning and faithfully assess the impact of estimation uncertainty from each set of model coeffi-
cients. Thus, our study can: (1) identify the bottlenecks of bioprocess; (2) accelerate the reliable process specifications and
development to improve the production process stability and facilitate QbD; and (3) support the most “informative" data
collection to reduce the model risk of process probabilistic knowledge graph and improve the bioprocess understanding.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section [2} we review the related literature on biomanufacturing process
modeling and PATs, Bayesian network, and process sensitivity analysis. In Section[3] we present the problem descrip-
tion and summarize the proposed framework. In Section we develop the Bayesian network (BN) based bioprocess
probabilistic knowledge graph to characterize the risk- and science-based process understanding. We derive the
Shapley value (SV) based bioprocess sensitivity analysis in Section to support the process specifications, improve
the production stability, and ensure product quality consistency. We further introduce the process model coefficient
uncertainty quantification and Shapley value based sensitivity analysis studying the impact of each model coefficient
estimation uncertainty on process risk analysis and CPPs/CQAs criticality assessment in Section[8] We conduct the
empirical study on the performance of our proposed framework in both simulation and real data analysis in Section|[7]
and then conclude with some discussion in Section[8]

2 | BACKGROUND

The Process Analytical Technologies (PAT) are defined as “a system for designing, analyzing and controlling manufac-
turing through timely measurements of critical quality and performance attributes of raw and in-process materials and
processes, with the goal of ensuring final product quality"; see/Pharmaceutical Current Good Manufacturing Practices

(CGMPs)| (2004). With the established process sensors and analyzers, such as near infrared spectroscopy, Raman
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spectrocopy, and multiwavelength fluorescence, various multivariate data analysis approaches have been used for
bioprocess PATs, including principal component analysis (PCA) (Ayech et al}|2012), partial least squares (PLS) (De Lira
et al.,|2010), clustering (Prinsloo et al.,|2008), multilinear regression (Wechselberger et al.}|2012), artificial neural net-
work (ANN) (Li and Venkatasubramanian,|2018), genetic algorithm (Sokolov et al.,|2018), elastic net (Severson et al.|
2015), support vector machines (Li and Yuan||2006), and root cause analysis (Borchert et al.;|2019); see an overview
in|Rathore et al.[(2010). However, existing PAT approaches are usually based on generalized multivariate “black-box"
approaches quantifying the input-output relationship without incorporating the bioprocess mechanism information.

On the other hand, OR/OM methodology development for biomanufacturing analysis and decision making is
still in its infancy (Kaminsky and Wang} |2015). Mixed integer linear programming (Lakhdar et al.| 2007} |Leachman
et al.}|2014), dynamic lot size model (Fleischhacker and Zhao},|2011), and queueing network and simulation models
(Lim et al.}|2004; [Kulkarni,|2015) have been developed to study resource planning, scheduling and material consump-
tion in biomanufacturing. Those approaches focus on developing general methodologies without fully exploring the
bio-technology domain knowledge (e.g., causal relationship, structural information of the bioprocess). Some recent
works, e.g.,|[Martagan et al.| (2016, 2017, 2018), account for physical-chemical characteristics and biology-induced
randomness in either fermentation or chromatography stage, and develop Markov decision models to optimize the
corresponding operational policies.

For complex systems, Bayesian network (BN) can be used to combine the expert knowledge with data and facil-
itate data integration and process analysis in various applications. For example, Wang et al.|(2018) proposed a BN
based knowledge management system for additive manufacturing. |Troyanskaya et al.| (2003) introduced a BN that
combines evidence from gene co-expression and experimental data to predict whether two genes are functionally
related. |[Moullec et alf(2013) provided a BN approach for system architecture generation and evaluation, and |Te{
lenko and Seepersad|(2014) applied probabilistic graphical model to study how the usage context factors, including
human factors, situational factors, and product design factors, impact on the energy consumption of the lightweight
vehicle to guide usage scenarios and vehicle designs. Furthermore, Bayesian posterior and belief propagation based
risk assessment has been studied in information system security (Feng et al.,|2014), water mains failure (Kabir et al.|
2015), and supply chain (Ojha et al.}|2018). Motivated by these studies, we propose a Bayesian network for modeling
the complex interdependence of production process parameters and bio-drug properties, which can fully utilize the

structural knowledge and causal relationship, and integrate the data from end-to-end bioprocess.

Finally, we briefly discuss the related literature on sensitivity analysis; see the review (Borgonovo and Plischke}
2016). The existing sensitivity analysis studies associated with Bayesian network tend to systematically vary one of
network’s parameter at a time while fixing the other parameters and then obtain analytic expressions for the sensitiv-
ity functions (Van der Gaag et al.;|2007;|Castillo et al.;[1997). In our case, we are interested in stochastic uncertainty
contributed by each factor, which is closely related to global probabilistic sensitivity analysis. Existing literature on
global sensitivity analysis can be divided into several categories, including: (1) regression based methods, e.g.,|Helton
(1993), which use the standardized regression coefficients as sensitivity measure; (2) variance based methods (Wag-
ner}|1995; |Sobol, [1993) which assess the contribution of each random input based on expected reduction in model
output variance; (3) functional ANOVA decomposition (Rabitz and Alis,|1999) which provides variance decomposition
under independence through high dimensional model representation theory; (4) density-based methods (Zhai et al.}
2014) that directly quantify the output density without reference to a particular moment. Since the commonly used
variance-based sensitivity measures (i.e., first-order effects and total effects) fail to adequately account for probabilis-
tic dependence of inputs and process structural interactions or interdependencies, Owen|(2014) introduced a new
sensitivity measure based on the game theory, called the Shapley Value (SV).|Song et al.|(2016) further analyzed this

measure and proposed a Monte Carlo algorithm for the estimation of Shapley values. [Lundberg and Lee|(2017) pro-
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posed Shapley value based unified framework for interpreting predictions. Inspired by these studies, building on the
proposed BN-based bioprocess knowledge graph characterizing the process causal interdependencies, we introduce
SV-based probabilistic sensitivity analysis to assess the contribution or criticality of each random input (e.g., CPP and
CQA) on the output variance, while accounting for the impact of model estimation uncertainty associated with each
set of model coefficients.

3 | PROBLEM DESCRIPTION AND PROPOSED FRAMEWORK

We create a probabilistic graph model characterizing the risk- and science-based understanding of causal interdependencies
between bioprocess CPPs/CQAs, and then propose risk and sensitivity analyses for integrated biomanufacturing process,
accounting for model uncertainty. This study can: (1) provide a reliable guidance on process specification, CPPs/CQAs
monitoring, and most informative data collection; (2) facilitate production stability control and quality-by-design
(QbD); and (3) accelerate real-time release, speed up the time to market, and reduce the drug shortage.

An illustration of biomanufacturing process is provided in Fig. [I] with a fish bone representation of bioprocess
input factors introduced in each unit operation impacting on the outputs. The biomanufacturing process typically has
several main unit operations, including: (1) media preparation, (2) inoculum fermentation, (3) main fermentation, (4)
centrifugation(s), (5) chromatography/purification, (6) filtration, (7) fill and finish, and (8) quality control. Steps (1)-(3)
belong to upstream cell culture, Steps (4)-(6) belong to downstream target protein purification, and Steps (7)-(8) are
for finished drug filling/formulation and final product quality control testing.

The interactions of many factors impact the variability of outputs (e.g., drug quality, productivity). They can be
divided into CPPs and CQAs in general; see the definitions of CPPs/CQAs in ICH Q8(R2)|Guideline et al./(2009).

CPP: At each process unit operation, CPPs are defined as critical process parameters whose variability impacts on
product CQAs, and therefore should be monitored and controlled to ensure the process produces the desired
quality.

CQA: A physical, chemical, biological, or microbiological property that should be within an appropriate limit, range,

or distribution to ensure the desired product quality.

Since the raw material attributes are outputs of release materials, they should be considered along with CPPs as
impacting process variability.

We represent the system output (e.g., product CQAs, productivity) with a random variable, denoted by Y, which
depends on CPPs/CQAs inputs, denoted by X, and other uncontrolled/uncontrollable input variables (e.g., contami-
nation), modeled by residuals e. We represent the impact of complex interactions of input factors (X, e) throughout
the production process on the response by Y = g(X, e|8), where the unknown function g (X, e|8), specified by model
coefficients 8, models the complex interactions of integrated bioprocess and characterizes the impact of random in-
puts (X, e) on the output Y. For notation simplification, we consider the unit-variate response/output in the paper,
and the proposed framework can be naturally extended to a vector of responses.

To provide the risk- and science-based production process understanding and guide the reliable process develop-
ment, we need to correctly quantify all sources of uncertainties. There are two types of uncertainty: (1) bioprocess
inherent stochastic uncertainty from CPPs/CQAs and other uncontrolled variables (i.e., randomness of X and e), which
can be reduced by the identification of missed CPPs and tighter specification of selected CPPs; and (2) model uncer-

tainty (MU) (i.e., the estimation uncertainty of bioprocess model coefficients 8), which can be reduced by collecting
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FIGURE 1 Anillustration of general biomanufacturing process and fish-bone representation (Walsh, 2013).

“most informative" process observations. Correctly quantifying all sources of uncertainty can facilitate learning, guide risk

elimination/control, and improve robust, automatic, and reliable bioprocess decision making.

3.1 | Review of Game Theory based Sensitivity Measure - Shapley Value

In game theory, the Shapley value (SV) was originally introduced to evaluate the contribution of a player in a cooper-
ative game |Shapley|(1953). A cooperative game is defined as a set of players K = {1,2,..., K}, with a function c(-)
that maps a subset of players to its corresponding payoff, ¢ : 2X — R with c(@) = 0, where 2% denotes the power
set of K (i.e., the set of all subsets of K). Thus, c(J) characterizes the total gain that the players in subset 7 ¢ K
can obtain by cooperation. The SV of player k € K with respect to c(-) is defined by

(K-1J1-Digt

Shye = K!

JcK/{k}

[e(Tu{k}) —c(D]. 1

where K = | K| is the total number of players and | 7| is the size of subset J from %/{k }. This SV can be interpreted as
the average incremental payoff by including player k over all possible cooperation group formations, i.e., J c K/{k}, and
Shy can be used to measure the contribution of the player k. This assessment approach satisfies the “efficiency property"
that the sum of the SVs of all players equals the gain of the grand coalition, i.e., c(K) = Zf=1 Sh

The Shapley value was recently introduced for global sensitivity analysis to measure the variance of output con-
tributed by each random input (Owen,|2014). Denote the set of inputs as Ug = {U;,U,, ..., Uk}, and model the
output V = n(Ug) as a function n(-) of the inputs, accounting for their interactions. Two most commonly used
variance-based sensitivity measures are: (1) the first-order effect Oy = Var(V) — E[Var(V|U¢)] that considers the
variance reduction when we fix Uy; and (2) the total effect T, = E[Var(V|U_,)] that considers the expected remain-

ing variance when all other factors, denoted by U_y, are fixed. However, both measures fail to appropriately quantify
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the sensitivity or variance contribution when there exist probabilistic interdependence among inputs and process
structural interaction (Song et al.;2016).
Built on the SV from game theory, given a cooperative game with inputs Uy as the players and the payoff as the

incremental variance in output V induced by any index subset J c K, one can define the payoff function as
c(J) =Var(V) —E[Var[V|Ug]] or c(J) =E[Var[V|U_g]]. (2)

Thus, |Owen|(2014) introduced a new SV-based sensitivity measure, with Shy, v computed by Equations (1) and .
In this paper, we use c(J) = E[Var[V|U_g]] in Equation (1), which can simplify the computation of the contribution
from any random input Uy on the output variance Var(V), Shy, v = Shy. The SV-based sensitivity analysis overcomes
the limitations of first-order effect and total effect measures by accounting for the interdependence of inputs and
process interactions. The variance of output V can be decomposed into the contribution from each random input U,

and we can define the criticality as the proportion of Var(V) contributed from Uy, denoted by py, v,

K
Var(V) = Zshuk’v and PULY = ooy
k=1

The main benefits of SV over first-order and total effect sensitivity measures include: (1) the uncertainty contri-
butions sum up to total variance of output; and (2) SV can automatically account for probabilistic dependence and

structural interactions occurring in the complex production process.

3.2 | Summary of Proposed Interpretable Bioprocess Model, Risk and Sensitivity
Analyses for Integrated Bioprocess Stability Control

Fig.[2] provides the flowchart of proposed risk and sensitivity analyses framework, which can accelerate learning of
the end-to-end production process and guide the development of stable biomanufacturing. Parts | and Il focus on
modeling and reducing of process stochastic uncertainty. Part Il focuses on analyzing and controlling the model risk.
By exploring the causal relationships and interactions of CPPs/CQAs of raw materials/in-process materials/product
within and between different process modules, in Section[4] we develop ontology based data integration and create
an interpretable Bayesian network (BN) based bioprocess semantic probabilistic knowledge graph, specified by the
model coefficients 8. This knowledge graph can characterize the risk- and science-based understanding of integrated
bioprocess and quantify the causal interdependencies of inputs (X, e) and output Y. It is interpretable and extendable,
which can support flexible process modular design, incorporate the existing mechanisms from different modules and oper-
ation units, quantify the bioprocess causal interdependencies, and greatly reduce the dimensionality of bioprocess design
space to guide the decision making.

Building on this interpretable probabilistic knowledge graph, in Section[5] we develop the SV-based process risk
and sensitivity analyses studying stochastic uncertainty, and derive variance decomposition to quantify the contribu-
tion from each random input,

Var(¥18) = )" Shx,.v (8) + )" She, v (6),
X ek

where Shapley values, Shy, v (8) and She, y (8), measure the contributions from any CPP/CQA, X, € X, and residual

factor, e, € e (representing the impact of remaining uncontrolled factors on the CQA X), to the output variance
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FIGURE 2 The flowchart of proposed biomanufacturing process risk and sensitivity analyses framework.

Var(Y'|@). For any input factor W, (i.e., either X or e;), the criticality, pw, v (6) = Shw, y (8)/Var(Y|6), can be used to
identify the bottlenecks that contribute the most to Var(Y'), and guide the process specifications to efficiently improve
production process stability. The CPPs/CQAs X, with high criticality requires more restrict stability control, while the
residual e, with high impact on the output variance, can guide us to identify the ignored CPPs. Since the Shapley value
(SV) based sensitivity analysis is developed based on game theory, its combination with bioprocess probabilistic knowledge
graph, accounting for the complex causal interdependencies, can correctly assess the risk effect from each set of random

input factors on the output variation.

The “correct" process model coefficients, denoted by 8¢, characterizing the bioprocess underlying probabilistic
interdependence, is unknown and estimated by using the real-world process data, denoted by X. Given limited his-
torical process data, the model risk or estimation uncertainty can have a large impact on the bioprocess risk and
sensitivity analyses. Since the estimation uncertainty of model coefficients at different parts of bioprocess can be
different and interdependent, the model uncertainty (MU) is quantified with the joint posterior distribution p(8|X).
We further develop the SV-based sensitivity analysis to study the impact of model uncertainty from each part of process in
Section@ which can guide the “most informative" data collection to reduce the impact from model risk and efficiently
improve the accuracy of bioprocess risk analysis and critiality assessment, especially for those factors contributing the
most to the output variance. For any random input W, the Shapley value Shy, v is estimated with error, which can
be contributed by the model coefficients located along the paths propagating the uncertainty of W; to the output Y,
denoted by 8 (W, Y). We introduce the BN-SV-MU sensitivity analysis to provide the comprehensive study over the
impact of model uncertainty,

Var*[Shy, v |X] = (3)

2,

0,€0(Wy.Y)

> sh, [Shwk,y (E(Wk,Y))‘X

0,0 (W.,Y)

shs, [ Shw.v| X1,
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where the subscript “+" represents any measure calculated based on the posterior p(8|X) and Shge [ -] X] measures
the contribution from coefficient estimation uncertainty of 8, € 8(Wx, Y). In the proposed interpretable bioprocess
model, 8, can be interpreted as certain mechanistic coefficients (e.g., cell growth rate in the cell culture). Thus, the
decomposition in (3) provides the detailed information on how the model uncertainty of each part of integrated pro-

duction process influences the estimation uncertainty of Shy, v.

To illustrate the key ideas of the proposed bioprocess risk and sensitivity analyses, we use a simplified monoclonal
antibody (mAbs) drug substance production example, including main fermentation, centrifuge, chromatograph, and
filtration; see the interactions in Fig.[3] We consider the dominant CPPs/CQAs in each step, while the impacts of
remaining factors are included in e. We are interested in the variance contribution (or criticality) from each CPP to drug

substance protein content Y = Xy, and also account for the impact of model uncertainty on criticality assessment.

X, | Agitation rate

c
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FIGURE 3 An example illustration visualization of the integrated bioprocess sensitivity framework for criticality
assessment and model uncertainty.

The results of risk and sensitivity analyses can be visualized along the graph model for this bioprocess example;
see Fig. The process knowledge graph model is specified by coefficients, 8 = (u,vZ, B), where u and v2 are the
mean and variance vectors of all factors (listed in the table), and B quantifies the effects from parents’ nodes on
each child node. The darkness of nodes indicates the criticality level of process factors, which can guide the better
bioprocess specification. The results show that X, contributes to 55% variance of Xyq. In addition, the darkness of
directed edges and circle boundaries indicates the distribution of model uncertainty in the process. For instance, the
variance of dissolved oxygen in bioreactor, vf, has dominant model uncertainty impact on the estimation uncertainty
of criticality px,,y, which suggests additional data should be collected to improve the estimation of v}. We will revisit
this example and use it to study the performance of proposed framework in Section[7.1]

4 | INTERPRETABLE BIOPROCESS PROBABILISTIC MODEL DEVELOPMENT

We develop an interpretable bioprocess probabilistic model, which can be extendable to end-to-end biomanfactur-
ing supply chain and support evidence-based biopharmaceutical production process development. The model can
incorporate the existing mechanism models from each module and unit operation, and facilitate the learning from

distributed and heterogeneous process data. In this section, we develop a Bayesian network (BN) based interpretable
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bioprocess probabistic knowledge graph, which can characterize the complex CPPs/CQAs causal interdependencies
and support flexible modular biomanfuacturing development.

By exploring the causal relationships and interactions, we consider bioprocess ontology-based data integration,
which can connect all distributed and heterogeneous data collected from bioprocess; see more description in Online
Appendix This relational graph can enable the connectivity of end-to-end process. Nodes represent factors (i.e.,
CPPs/CQAs, media feed, bioreactor operating conditions, other uncontrolled factors) impacting the process outputs,
and the directed edges model the causal relationships. Within each module, which can be each phase of cell cul-
ture process (such as cell growth and production phases) or each unit operation, we can model complex interactions,
e.g., biological/physical/chemical interactions. In the relational graph, the shaded nodes represent the variables with
real-world observations, including the testing and sensor monitoring data of CPPs/CQAs for raw materials, opera-
tion conditions, and intermediate/final drug products. The unshaded nodes represent variables without observations
and residuals, including quality status of intermediate and final drug products, and other uncontrollable factors (e.g.,
contamination) introduced during the process unit operations. Since bio-products have very complex structures, we
cannot observe the underlying complete quality status and the monitoring of CQAs can carry partial information. Build-
ing on the bioprocess relational graph, we develop a BN based probabilistic graphical model composing of random
CPPs/CQAs/residuals factors and their conditional dependencies via directed edges. It can characterize the probabilis-

tic causal interdependencies among all factors of integrated bioprocess.

To make it easy to follow, we first provide a simple illustration example of cell culture process, including two phases,
to present the key ideas of modular bioprocess modeling, and then develop the complete probabilistic knowledge graph
model for general integrated bioprocess. Specifically, we use a simple bioreactor fermentation example with two
phases (i.e., cell growth and production phases; see Fig. to illustrate the probabilistic graphical model development.
It is based on the causal relationships and interactions between CPPs and CQAs. Each node represents a CPP/CQA
with a random variable X modeling its variability. Each directed edge represents the causal impact of parent node X;
on child node X;. The pattern-fill nodes (X1, X2, X3) represent the CPPs. The solid fill nodes (X, X7) represent the
monitored CQAs of intermediate materials and drug products. The nodes X and X5 represent the underlying status
of working cells after cell growth phase and the protein/impurity structure after cell production phase. The CQAs Xs
and X7 represent the partial information of quality variables X3 and Xs. Except the CPPs Xj, X5, X3, the impacts from
other uncontrolled factors introduced during two phases of cell culture are modeled through e} and e.

@ : Material/product Quality
Latent Variable

Cell Growth Phase: Feed ( )

Initial Cell Rate/Agitation/pO,/pH Initial Cell  Cell Growth Phase: Feed @; Critical Process Parameter

Density Density Rate/Agitation/pO,/pH
@ : Critical Quality Attribute

Production Phase: Feed
ﬁZ() Rate /Agitation /pO,/pH

Production Phase: Feed
Rate /Agitation /pO,/pH

Cell Density after
Growth Phase
Cell Density after

Growth Phase Protein/Impurity

Concentration

FIGURE 4 Left: knowledge relational graph; Right: simplified knowledge graph.

Since it is hard to uniquely specify the underlying cells/proteins with very complex structures, X; and X5 are
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hidden, which can lead to an identification issue. Typically, the non-identifiable BN with hidden nodes is transformed
to the equivalent BN by structural simplification to avoid analytical issues (see Chapter 19 in [Koller and Friedman
(2009)). Thus, we simplify and transform the relational graphical model to a graph without hidden nodes, depicted
in the right panel of Fig.E} The new residual eg in updated graph accounts for both original residual e and also the
uncertainty of underlying cell health status, X4, impacting on CQA Xg, similar for new residual e;. According to the
right plot in Fig.[4] the sources of bioprocess stochastic uncertainty impacting on the variability of X7 include CPPs,
(X1, X2, X3), and other factors with the impact represented by residuals (eg, 7). Thus, we have CPPs X;, X; as inputs
and CQA Xg as output for the first cell growth phase, and have CQA Xg and CPP X3 as inputs and X7 as output for
the second protein production phase. To study the impact of each CPP on the CQA of interest (i.e., Xg and X7), we
can decompose the variance of Xg and X7 into the contributions from X;, X, and X3, and remaining parts coming
from eg and e7; see the process risk and sensitivity analyses in Section[5] In this way, we can identify the main sources
of uncertainty and quantify their impacts, which can guide the CPPs/CQAs specifications and the quality control to
improve the product quality stability.

Now we describe the BN-based bioprocess model for general situations. Suppose that the integrated bioprocess
can be represented by a probabilistic graphical model with m + 1 nodes: m process factors (denoted by X) and a single
response, denoted by Y, such as the impurity concentration or protein content. Let the first mP nodes representing
CPPsXP = {X1, X2, ..., Xmp }, the next m? nodes representing CQAs X2 = { X011, Xmp42, - - - » Xm }» and the last node
representing the response Y £ X,,.1 with m = mP + m?. The modular bioprocess probabilistic knowledge graph can be

modeled by marginal and conditional distributions of each node as follows:

Xe  ~  N(ug,v2) for CPP X¢ with k =1,2,...,mP, (4)
X = f(Pa(Xk);Ok}+ek fOI’CQAXk Withk:mp+1,...,m+1 (5)

where N (u, v2) denotes the normal distribution with mean v and variance v2, and Pa(X) denotes the parent nodes of
X. By applying central limit theory (CLT), we assume that the residual e, ~ N(0, vf) with the conditional variance v2 =
Var[X¢|Pa(Xg)]. Since the amount of real-world bioprocess batch data is often very limited, Gaussian distribution is
used to model the variability of each variable or node, which is often used in the existing biopharmaceutical studies
(see for example|Coleman and Block|(2006)). It also makes the process risk and sensitivity analyses tractable.

The proposed probabilistic knowledge graph is a hybrid model of integrated bioprocess, which can leverage the existing
mechanisms and learn from real-world process data. Basically, the prior of the function £ (-) in a generalized regression
model can be specified based on the existing knowledge on underlying bioprocess mechanisms (e.g., biophysic-
ochemical kinetics) within each module of bioprocess; see for example |[Kyriakopoulos et al. (2018); |Lu et al|(2018);
Doran|(1995). The unknown model coefficients 8, (e.g., cell growth rate, media consumption rate) need be estimated
from process data. In this paper, we consider linear function accounting for the main effects, i.e.,

Xe=pe+ Y Bik(Xj—py) + e for CQA X with k = mP +1,...,m+1 (6)
XjePa(X)

where the coefficient B, can be used to measure the effect from the parent node X; to child node X.

Here, we use some illustrative examples to briefly show how the proposed Bayesian network based process
probabilistic model allows us to incorporate the existing bioprocess mechanisms. We first consider the cell exponential
growth mechanism for the fermentation step, x = xpe#!, where xg and x denote the starting and ending cell densities,

and p is the unknown growth rate. This is a commonly used mechanism model in biomanufacturing industry; see more
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information in|Doran|(2013). Suppose that there is a fixed cell culture duration ¢. By doing the log transformation and
setting Xy = log(xop), Xk+1 = log(x) and By = ut, we can take the exponential growth mechanism as prior and get the
hybrid probabilistic model for the exponential growth phase in fermentation or cell culture process, Xy 1 = Bo+ Xk +ex,
where e, represents the residual term characterizing the integrated effect from many other factors and it follows a
Gaussian distribution by following CLT. Notice that it is a special case of BN-based process model @ The similar idea
can be applied to the situations where we have PDE/ODE-based bioprocess kinetics mechanism models,

X (tes1) = x(tg)

d
JeX(0 =1 (x(0;00) ~ =L

=f(x(tc); 0t),

where x (t) can represent the concentrations of protein and metabolite waste at time ¢ and 6; can denote the nonsta-
tionary growth rate. We can take the existing mechanism model as the prior knowledge of production process. By
applying the finite difference on the gradient dx (t)/dt and first-order Taylor approximation on function 7 (-), we can
construct a probabilistic hybrid model matching with the formula in Equation @ which can leverage the information
from existing PDE/ODE-based bioprocess kinetics mechanism models. This approximation can be very accurate if

the data are collected from real-time production process sensor monitoring with high sampling frequency.

The complex bioprocess CPPs/CQAs causal interdependencies are characterized by the BN-based probabilistic
knowledge graph. Given the model parameters 8 = (u,v2,B) with mean y = (u1,...,1m+1) ", conditional variance
vZ = (vZ,...,v2, )7, and linear coefficients B = {Bj;k = mP +1,...,m+1and X; € Pa(X)}, the conditional
distribution for each CQA node X, becomes,

p(Xe|Pa(Xe)) = N | pe + Z Bik (X; — ), vE| fork =mP +1....,m+1.
XjePa(Xy)

For any CPP node X; without parent nodes, Pa(Xy) is an empty set and P(X,|Pa(Xy)) is just the marginal distribu-
tion P(Xy) in . Therefore, the joint distribution characterizing the interdependencies of CPPs and CQAs involved in the
production process can be written as p( X1, X2, ..., Xm+1) = H’,:’:*ﬂ p(X¢|Pa(Xg)).

5 | PROCESS RISK AND SENSITIVITY ANALYSES

Given the bioprocess probabilistic knowledge graph specified by the coefficients 8 = (u, v2, B), we develop the BN-SV
based sensitivity analysis for integrated production process and quantify the criticality of each random input factor measuring
its contribution to the output variance Var(X,,1). This study can guide the CPPs/CQAs specification and improve the
production process stability. To make it easy to follow, we start with a simple illustration example, provide the general

process risk and sensitivity analyses, and then present the algorithm at the end of this section.

We again use the simple example in Fig.[4]to illustrate the results of proposed BN-SV based bioprocess risk and
sensitivity analyses, which can decompose the output variance of protein/impurity concentration Xy after fermenta-

tion process to each random input - including X7, X2, X3, e, €7 — as

2.2 2.2 2 2 2 .2 2
Var(X710) =  (BieBe1)vi + (BasBer) vy + B37v3 + Bs7ve + 2 . @
_ _ —_—— —_—— —_——
contribution from X;  contribution from X,  contribution from X3  contribution from es  contribution from e;

The variance contribution from each random input, denoted by Wx (i.e., X1, X2, X3, ¢, e7), depends on its variance vﬁ
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and the product of coefficients B located along the paths propagating the uncertainty from W; to the output X7; see
Fig. The darker blue filled node (i.e., cell growth phase CPP X,, feed rate) contributes more to the output variance
and has higher criticality. Thus, to efficiently reduce the output variance, it requires more restrictive stability control.
The high impact of e; (with darker color) can guide us to identify unrecognized or missed CPPs.

Criticalit
ritcality @ v} \\\ v2 @ Diagonal filled node: CPP modeled by
High
ﬁ26 V.

s Xy ~ N (e, vE)
1 Solid filled node: CQA modeled by
€ "3 e X3 X = e + Zx,-epa(xk)ﬁik(xj —pj) teg

Ve
B /
TP (0,02)
€ ;@ vi = Var[X;|Pa(X,)]
7

Model s——
Risk o Pa(X;) denotes the parent nodes of X,

2
3

FIGURE 5 A simple example to illustrate BN-SV based process risk and sensitivity analysis.

This simple example illustrates that the proposed production process BN-SV risk and sensitivity analyses and
the CPPs/CQAs criticality assessment are based on the bioprocess probabilistic knowledge graph, characterizing the
complex CPPs/CQAs causal interdependencies and accounting for all sources of process inherent uncertainty, which
can (1) guide the process specifications; (2) improve the product quality consistency and bioprocess stability; and (3)

advance the risk- and science-based understanding on bioprocess.

Now we present the general process risk and sensitivity analyses. We first derive the Shapley value (SV) quanti-
fying the contribution of each random input factor from CPPs XP and other factors e to Var(X,,.1), which accounts
for cases with dependent input factors. According to the Gaussian BN model presented in Elb and @ we can write

mP m+1
Xm+1 = Hme1 + Z Yem+1 (X = pe) + Z Yk,m+1€ks (8)
k=1 k=mP+1

where the weight coefficient of any CPP X, to CQA X, withk <mP <n<m+1,

Ykn = Bkn + Z BrePen + Z Bie, Bey e, Beyn + - -+ Bre.mP+1Bmp+1,mP+2 - - - Bn-1,n, (9)

mP<€<n mP<€1<€y<n

the weight coefficient of any e, to a CQA node X, withmP <k <n <m+1,

Yin = Bkn + Z BreBen + Z Bre,Beye,Beyn + - -+ Brk+1Br+1k+2 - - - B0} (10)

k<é<n k<€1<€y<n

and y,, = 1 for any n; see the derivation for (8) in Appendix The weight coefficient y,, is the product sum of g
located along the paths from node X, to node X, in the graph model. Let W = {Xi,..., Xy, €mpits. .., €ms1} =
{Wi, W, ..., Wni1} represent all random input factors, with the index set K = {1,2,..., m+ 1}. Then, the SV for the
k-th factor Wg is,

(m—=|INIUTI
(m+1)!

[e(Tu{k}) —c(D].

Shw X1 =
JcK/{k}



14 | Bioprocess Risk and Sensitivity Analyses

Based on (8), we compute the cost function,

o(J) = ENVarlXGIW_g11 = D" ¥ pVar(Wi) 2 3" Vi met Vigmet Cov(Wiy, W),
keg ki1<koeJ

The random input factors, W = (X1, ..., Xpmp,€mpi1s - - -» €m+1), including CPPs and residual terms introduced at each
CQA nodes, are often independent as the real biomanufacturing process specification is often based on each CPP or
CQA. To make the proposed framework general, we consider the potential interdependence between some inputs

Wi, and Wy, with k; # kz, and the covariance Cov (W, , Wy, ) can be estimated by using the process data.

1

Then, for each Wy and J c K/{k}, we can obtain

(T UKD = e(T) = V2 ey Var(We) +2 3" Yic merVe.ms1 Cov(We, We).
eg

Given the BN-based bioprocess knowledge graph model parameters 8, by applying , we can derive the Shapley

value, Shy, x . (0), characterizing the contribution from any input factor W, to the output variance,

Shw X (0) = Y7y Var(We) + Z Yk.m+1Ye.m+1COV(Wy, We). (11)
bk

The derivation of is provided in Appendix Therefore, we can decompose the variance of output X1 and

estimate the contribution from each random input from X and e,

mP m+1
Var(Xmi118) = 3 Shw xe1 (8) = D Shx x,,, @)+ D" Shey x,,., (). (12)
k=1 k=mP+1

Equation can be used to identify the dominant factors in XP and e contributing the most to the output variance,
which can guide the CPPs identification and process specification to improve the process stability and quality consis-
tency. As aresult, the criticality of any input factor W; can be calculated as pw, x,,., (6) = Shy, x,.., (6)/Var(Xpy.110).
Notice that for any independent input factor W, the SV in Equation isreduced to Shy, x () = yimﬂ v/f. Under
the case that all input factors W are mutually independent, the variance decomposition Equation can be written

as Var(X,4110) =X yZ 1 VZ, which gives the example results in Equation (7).

This risk and sensitivity analyses can be applied to any part of production process including one or multiple
modules. Under this situation, the input factors W include those nodes without parent node within the considered
range of production (i.e., CPPs, CQAs or uncontrolled factors), and output of interest X; is certain CQA at the end
of the procedure. For example, in Fig.[5] we consider the subgraph, including {X3, Xs, X7}, for cell production phase
with the starting CQA Xg carrying the information from previous cell growth phase. We can study the impacts of
Xg and CPP X3 on the variability of CQA X7. The SV of any input W, and the variance decomposition of X, still
follow Equations and by replacing the output X, with X;. The criticality of W, on X; can be measured by
proportion pw, x.(0) = Shw, x.(8)/Var(X;|0).

Given the BN parameters 8, we summarize the procedure for production process BN-SV based sensitivity anal-
ysis in Algorithm [T} in which we consider several consecutive operation steps, and our objective is to quantify the
contribution of each random factor in W to Var(X;|0).
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Algorithm 1: Procedure for Production Process BN-SV based Sensitivity Analysis

Input: BN parameters 8, group of input factors W, response node X,,,1.

Output: Variance decomposition of X; in terms of all random inputs within W.

(1) Calculate the Shapley value Shy, x,,., (8) by using Equation {11}, which measures the contribution from W; to the
variance of response CQA X.1;

(2) Provide the variance decomposition of Var(X,.118) by using Equation {I2), and obtain the criticality of W, on the
variance of Xmi1: pw, x.: (8) = Shw, x,.., (8) /Var(Xpm4110).

6 | SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS FOR MODEL RISK REDUCTION

Since the underlying true process model coefficients 8¢ are unknown, given finite real-world data X, there exists the
model uncertainty (MU) characterizing our limited knowledge on the probabilistic interdependence of integrated bio-
process. To study the impact of MU on the production process risk and sensitivity analyses for stochastic uncertainty
and further assess CPPs/CQAs criticality, we propose the BN-SV-MU based uncertainty quantification and sensitivity
analysis, which can guide the process monitoring and “most informative" data collection. In Sectionﬂ we develop
the posterior p(6|X) and a Gibbs sampler to generate posterior samples,g(b) ~ p(0|X) with b =1,2,..., B, quantify-
ing the model uncertainty, and then we quantify the overall impact of model uncertainty on the process risk analysis
and CPPs/CQAs criticality assessment. In Section[6.2] we propose the BN-SV-MU based sensitivity analysis, which
can study the impact of each model coefficient(s) estimation uncertainty on the process risk analysis and criticality

assessment; see the result visualization in Fig.E]

6.1 | Bayesian Learning and Model Uncertainty Quantification

We consider the case with R batches of complete production process data, denoted as X = {(x}r), x;r), . x,(n’L

). r=
1,2,...,R}. Without strong prior information, we consider the following conjugate (vague) prior (with initial hyperpa-

rameters giving relatively flat density),

m+1
puv?.B) = | e (v)) - [ | (B, (13)
i=1 %
0) ,(0)
k. A
with p(g;) = N(yfo),g[w)z),p(vi?) = Inv—F( ’2 , ’2 and p(B)) = N(el.(jo),'rig.o)z), where Inv-T denotes the inverse-

gamma distribution. Given the data X, by applying the Bayes’ rule, we can obtain the posterior distribution

R

PV BIX) o [ |

r=1

m+1

1007 15800 o028, &
i=1

quantifying the model uncertainty.

Then, we develop a Gibbs sampler to generate the posterior samples from quantifying the model uncertainty.
We derive the conditional posterior for each parameter in (u,v2,8). Let u_;, VEI, and B_;; denote the collection of

parameters u,v2, B excluding the i-th or (i,j)-th element. Let S(X;) denote the set of direct succeeding or child
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nodes of node X;. We first derive the conditional posterior for the coefficient g;;,

2
P(Bi X v, Bij) = N7t 0%, (15)
(O)ZZR () (1) 29(0) 02,2
(R) _ ij y (R)2 _ Y Y ; (ry _ () _ . (r) _
where 9 (0)2 ZR (r)2 and T (0)2 ZR (')2+v with a;"" = x; u; and m =
/ J
( ) - Hj) — Zxkepa(x )X} ﬁkj(x — Hg). Then, we derive the conditional posterior for V/'2 = Var[ X;|Pa(X;)] with
/_1,2,...,m+1,
R A(R>
p(vA X, p,v2,, B) = Inv- r( ) ) (16)

R 0 R 0 2 .
where K,.( ) = K’.( ) R, Af ) = Af ) +3R, uf’) and uf” = (xl.(’) —Hi) = Xxepa(x;) pk,-(xé’) — pi). After that, we derive
the conditional posterior for the mean parameter y; with i =1,2,...,m + 1 for any CPP/CQA,

R
Pl X V2. B) e p(ui) [ [P0 1)) [T pOG" 1) | = MG ™ 0%, (17)
r=1 JjeS(X;)
© a'" e RB2
(R) _ s(R2 | Hi i T R I
where y; o; (’0)2 >R +Zr 1 Zx;es(X) 2 and ®z = T2 + 2 + Xxes(x) 2 with
i Vi J i i i fi
a” =x" -x Brj (x") — de'” = gyx" - (x!” —y; /(x" ~ ). The Gibb
i XeePa(X;) Pkj X Hk) an Cij _ﬁlj (X ﬂj)+2XkePa()(j)/{X;)ﬁk/(Xk Hi). The Gibbs

sampler iteratively draws the posterior samples of (u, v ,ﬁ) by applying the conditional posterior distributions given
in (15), (14), and until convergence (Gelman et al|[2004).

Besides the case with complete production data, we often have additional incomplete batch data. Since the
lead time for biopharmaceutical production is lengthy (Otto et al.,[2014), we can have some batches in the middle
of production. In addition, the bio-drug quality requirements are restricted, especially for human drugs. Following
the quality control, we could discard some batches after main fermentation or even in the middle of downstream
purification. Thus, we provide the Gibbs sampler (see Algorithm [3) for both cases with complete or mixing data in
Appendix|[D-2}

Next, we study the impact model uncertainty on the bioprocess risk and sensitivity analyses and CPPs/CQAs
criticality assessment. Based on Section the contribution from any random input factor W, to the output
variance Var(Xp.1) is measured by the Shapley value, Shy, x,. . ,(6°). The unknown parameters 8¢ specifying
the underlying process probabilistic model are estimated by using limited real-world data X. Thus, the estima-
tion uncertainty of the contribution from factor W, can be quantified by the posterior distribution, Shy, x.., (5)
with 8 ~ p(0]X). We can use the posterior mean to estimate the expected variance contribution and crit-
icality, E*[Shy, x,.,1X] = E;(a\X) [Shw,. x4 (6)|X] and E* [ew, . x,.1 1XT = E;w'x) [Pwy X1 (8)|X], where
PWi . Xpeq (8) = Shy, x_ ., (0)/Var(Xy.110). The posterior variance is used to quantify the overall estimation un-
certainty induced by model uncertainty, Var*[Shy, x,_.,1X] = Var;(elx) [Shw,. X1 (5) |X] and Var*[pw, x,,.,1X] =
Var? ) [PWe Xy (0)1X1.

Since we do not have the closed form solutions, we can estimate the posterior mean and variance of Sh(W;) and
PW,. X1 through the sampling approach. By applying the Gibbs sampler in Appendlx@] we can generate posterior
samples 9 ~ p(0]1X) with b = 1,2,...,B. At any 9 ® , we can compute Shy, x,. ., (0 ® ) following the descrip-
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tion in Section The expected contribution from W, to the variance of X,,.1 is estimated by E [Shw, .x,.1 1X] =

S_hwk_,)(m+1 (X) = 3 25:1 Shw, Xt (5(b)). And the overall estimation uncertainty can be estimated by sample vari-

ance,
Vv 1 5 ~(b) - 2
Var (5w 1X1 = 5= 0, [Shesims @) = S (0] (18)
.. . oy . =* _ 1 B ~(b)
Similarly, we can estimate the expected criticality by E [pw, x,,,1X] = Pw, X, = 3 X1 PWe Xpeq (8 7) and

estimate the overall estimation uncertainty by

B
— 1 —(b) _ 2
Var [ 1X1 = 55 [P @) = Pt | - (19)
b=1

6.2 | Sensitivity Study for Model Uncertainty

Since there is often limited process data in biomanufacturing, model uncertainty tends to be large. We propose
the BN-SV-MU based sensitivity analysis studying the effect of estimation uncertainty of each model coefficient,
which can guide the process monitoring and “most informative" data collection. We provide the CPPs/CQAs criticality
estimation uncertainty quantification and BN-SV-MU based sensitivity analysis in Algorithm Specifically, Steps (1)-

(3) evaluate Var*[Shy, x,,,,|X] quantifying the overall estimation uncertainty of Shy, x Steps (4)-(13) further

m+1°
study the impact from each model coefficient estimation uncertainty.

Here we use Var*[Shy, x,

m+1

|X] for illustration and the similar procedure can be applied to CPPs/CQAs critical-
ity assessment Var* [Pwy Xpiq |X]. Let (Wi, Xini1) C 6 represent the subset of model coefficients that impacts on
Sh(Wk|6) estimation. Notice that u has no impact on Shy, x_ ., (). Since SV can account for the probabilistic de-
pendence of model coefficient estimation uncertainty, characterized by the joint posterior distribution p(8|X), and
bioprocess structural interactions, we can measure the contribution from any parameter 8, € 8 (Wx, X,.1) through
the posterior variance decomposition,

Var' [Shie e, 1XT= >0 shy, [Shwgx,., ()] %] = D) Shy, [Shwe, | X1

0p€0 (Wi Xm1) 000 (Wi . Xm11)

The proposed BN-SV-MU sensitivity analysis can provide the comprehensive and interpretable understanding on how
model uncertainty impacts on the process risk analysis and identify those parameters 8, contributing the most on the
estimation uncertainty of Shy, x,. ., (6).

Then, we derive SV measuring the estimation uncertainty contribution from each 6,

(Le —1T1-DIITN!

Sh;e [ShkaXmH | X] = Lk!

JcLi/{e}

[e(Tu{eh) -c(DN].

Denote the size of relevant parameters by Ly = |8(Wk, Xm+1)| and denote the index set by Lg, 6 (Wi, Xmi1) =
6r,. We further denote any subset by 84 c 8(Wk, Xpp41) with size J = 84| and the corresponding index set
J={9M),912),..., ()} c Li. Forany J c Ly, the cost function is given as,

(D) =By, g1 Va0 10,000 SWini1 =511, (20
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Algorithm 2: Procedure for the BN-SV-MU Based UQ and SA
Input: BN structg\rg G(N|6), data X, number of samples N,, B, Bo and By, index subset L.
Output: Return %l [Shw,.x.,| X] and EF; [ PWe X | X] fOrany Wy e W = {(XPUX? Ue}.
(1) Call Algorithmin Appendixto obtain the posterior samples E(b) = (ﬁ<b>,7(b)2,ﬁ(b)) with b =1,2,...,B forUQ
and E(bO) = 07<b0),7(b0)2,5(b°)) with bp = 1,2,..., Bo for SA;
(2) Call Algorithmto compute Shy, x. ., (§(b)) and criticality pw, x,,,, (E(b)) forb=1,2,...,B;
(3) Calculate the overall estimation uncertainty by using Var [Shw, x,,., |X] and Var’ [Pwe.xne: | X1 in Equations and
({L9;
(4) Randomly generate N, permutations, r, ~ M( L) withn=1,..., Ng;

for Each n,, do
(5) Set &(Pr, (1) (mn)) = 0;
foré=1,...,L, do
if £ < L, then
forbp=1,...,Bo do
(7) Set initial value 8209 =8°’ with J = Py, (e, (10);
fort=1,...,T do
bo, Abo) bo, bo, bo,t-1
(8) For each 6.4(¢) € 04, generate 9(7(‘1,)” ~p(Bge)|X. 0, 9}8;), AR ijﬁf:),e(j&i” ),
.. .,6},}’(‘3')"”) by applying Equations {15)/(18)/(17) for the case with complete data or
Equations (34)/(35)/(38) for cases with mixing data (see Appendix|D). Obtain the new sample
(bo.t).
2T o
(9) Set 0( obr) 920 (br=DA1) \yith some constant integer h to reduce the correlation between
J T
consecutive samples;

(10) Compute ¢(Py, (e+1) (7)) by Equations and (25);

else
| (11)Set &(Pr,(¢41) (1)) = Var [Shw, x;.. [X] and Var [pw; x,., |X;
(12) Compute Ay, ¢y ¢(7n) = C(Pr,(e+1) (Tn)) = E(Pr,(e) (Tn));

(13) Estimate éﬁgi [Shw, x,..| X] and %;( [ PWe.Xms | X] by using Equations and (24).

m+1

m+1

where 8, _ g = 6, g. Denote a permutation of £, as = and define the set P,(n) as the index set preceding ¢ in x.
The SV can be rewritten as,

St [Shwg| K] =Y 75 [e(Pelm) U (2D = c(Pele)] (21)
mel(Ly) :

where M( L) denotes the set of all L;! permutations of L.

The number of all possible subsets J could grow exponentially as L, increase. To address this computational
issue, we use the Monte Carlo sampling approximation, ApproShapley, suggested by|Song et al.|(2016); |Castro et al.
(2009), which estimates the Shapley value in by

N. N.

- 1 L 1 L

Sha, [ Shwiexn.| X] = £~ Z; [o(Pelrn) U {£]) = e(Pe(an)] £ - ;Aec(ﬂn), (22)
where N, denotes the number of permutations x1, . . ., y, randomly generated from M( L) and Agc(n,) = ¢(Pe(mn)U

{€}) — c(P¢(mn)) is the incremental posterior variance Var*[Shy, x,,., |X] induced by including the ¢-th model pa-
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rameter in Py (rp).

As ¢(9) in (20) is analytically intractable, we develop Monte Carlo sampling estimation. However, since
the posterior samples obtained from the Gibbs sampler in Appendix [D-3] cannot be directly used to estimate
E;(ngfjlr\ﬁ [Var;(OJIGLkJ,X) [Shw, x,,.1 102,511, we introduce a nested Gibbs sampling approach. For the “outer”

, the posterior samples 520_):7 with bp = 1,..., Bo can be directly obtained

by applying the Gibbs sampling in Appendix We generate 5“’0)

samples used to estimate E;(ez 71X []
-
~ p(8|X) and keep components with index

~(b " . (b
Ly — 9. Then, at each G(Lko,)j, a conditional sampling is further developed to generate samples from p(ej|e(LffJ, X).

. ~(b, . . . .
More specifically, we set the initial value 05,;’0’0) = 9}0). In each ¢t-th MCMC iteration, given the previous sample

ef,}’o’t’”, we apply the Gibbs sampling to sequentially generate one sample from the conditional posterior for each

ej(f) 685W|th€=1,,|5|y

(bo,t) 3(b0)  (bo.t) (bost)  H(bo,t=1) (bo,t-1)
) NP(GJW ‘X’eﬁrﬂ’g:m) 0y Oy o Ogag) )

By repeating this procedure, we can get samples foo’t) with ¢t =0,...,T. We keep one for every h samples to reduce

. . s " —~(bo.b .
the correlations between consecutive samples. Consequently, we obtain “inner" samples 0570 1) with by =1,...,B;

to estimate Va";(ajxoﬁk,j,/\’) [Shw, X1 10 £-7]-

Thus, this nested Gibbs sampling can generate Bp - By samples {(Ef(}’o"’”,éf,_"ko_’ﬁ tbo =1,...,Bpand by =

1,...,Br} to estimate ¢(.9) in (20). For any J c L, the cost function can be estimated as,

Bo B;
~ 1 1 =(bo.br) Z(bo) o ~(bo) 12
a9 = 5o b21 BT O [ @5 B~ Shux,, B2 | (23)
-

br=1

5 ~(bp) ~(bo.br) =(bo) . —~ . .
where Shy, x_ ., (eﬁﬁj) = Zf;ﬂ Shw, Xy (7 I),GL,(O,J)/BI. By plugging €(.9) into Equation (22), we can

quantify the estimation uncertainty contribution from each model coefficient 6, €8, ,

N,

_* 1 n _

Shee [ShWk~Xm+1 | X] = E Z Apc(mn), (24)
n=1

where Ayc(r,) = c(Pe(mp) U {€}) — c(Pe(my)) forall € =1, ..., L. Similarly, for CPP/CQA criticality assessment, we
can estimate the cost function,

Bo Br
1 1 =(b0.b1) 5(bo) _ =(b0) |12
() = Bo B 1 Z [Pwk,x,,,Jr1 (CRe 02 2g) = PWe X Oz, )| (s (25)
bo=1 br=1
~(b, ~(bo, ~(b . . N .
where pw, x.,..1 (G(Lko_)j) = ZfII=] PWy . X1 (B(JO bI), Ecko—)j)/BI- Then, we estimate the estimation uncertainty con-
tribution from 6, on the criticality assessement,
e 1 Nx
Sho, [ Wy Xmet| X] = e ZAeg(ﬂn)- (26)
T n=1

More real-world data can reduce the impact of process model coefficient estimation uncertainty and improve

the criticality estimation accuracy of input factors, say W, that contribute the most to the variance of output X, 1.
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This study can guide the “most informative" data collection. Basically, we can focus on the dominant criticality mea-
surements with high estimation uncertainty induced by model uncertainty, assessed by variance Var [Shw,.x,, 1 1X]
in Equation (I8), or Var' [Pw,.X,,1 |XT in Equation (I9). Given the real-world data X, the proportion of estimation
uncertainty contributed from each coefficient 6, € (W, X,,+1) can be estimated by,

ﬁ; [ShWk’X +1|X]
Pa, [ Shwie x| X] = —=——""—, or B, [ Pwe. x| X] =
0, [ Wi, X 1| ] Var [Shw, x., 1X] (A [ Wi, X, 1| ]

gﬁ;e [ka,an | X]

Var [pw, x,., 1X]

By ranking the proportional contribution, we can find the coefficient 8, with the highest contribution, which can
guide the collection of the most informative data to control the impact of model estimation uncertainty and support
production process risk analysis. We will study the impact of additional data collection and provide a systematic and
rigorous approach to guide efficient data collection in the future research.

7 | EMPIRICAL STUDY

To assess the performance of proposed risk and sensitivity analyses, we first consider an integrated biomanufacturing
process with simulated data in Section[7I] Then, we study the performance by utilizing the real-world process data
collected from a cell culture process with multiple stages in Section Even though there are many factors impacting
on the biomanufacturing outputs, the amount of real-world bioprocess observations is often very limited. Therefore,
it is important to explore the causal relationships of the biopharmaceutical production process, which can reduce
the model uncertainty, increase the interpretability for process sensitivity analysis, and guide the decision making to

improve the production stability.

7.1 | Study the Performance of Proposed Framework with Simulation Data

We revisit the example described at the end of Section [3:2]in Fig.[3] In total, the process graph model includes
20 nodes, consisting of 10 CPPs (XP) and 8 CQAs (X?) for intermediate product and 2 CQAs (Y) for the final drug
substance. The size of coefficients 8 is 84, including 20 y;’s, 20 v;'s, and 44 B;;'s coefficients. To study the performance
of the proposed framework, we generate the simulated production process data X, which mimics the real-world data
collection. The BN-based probabilistic knowledge graph with parameters 8¢ = (u°, (v2)¢, B¢), characterizing the
underlying bioprocess risk behaviors and CPPs/CQAs interdependencies, is used for data generation, which is built
on the biomanufacturing domain knowledge; see the detailed setting in Appendix[E] To assess the performance of the
proposed framework, we assume that the true parameter values are unknown. We empirically study the convergence
of process model parameter inference in Appendix [F] In Sections [7.1.1] and [7.1.3] we show the capabilities of the
proposed process risk and sensitivity analyses by studying both process inherent stochastic uncertainty and model
uncertainty.

7.1.1 | Bioprocess Sensitivity Analysis and CPPs/CQAs Criticality Assessment

We generate the data X with the number of batch R = 30 to study the performance of the proposed risk and sensitivity
analyses. For any intermediate and final product CQA output X; of interest, at each posterior sample 8, we follow

Algorithmto assess the criticality of any input factor W, (i.e., CPPs/CQAs, residual factors). Specifically, in the A-
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th macro-replication of simulation, we first generate the “real-world" batch data X" with A = 1,2,..., H, which is

used to mimic the process data collection. Considering the criticality of input Wy to the output variance pw, x: (5) =
Shw, .x; (8)/Var(X; 8), we estimate the expected value E[pw, x;1 = /| pw,.x; (8)dP(8]X)dP(X|6°) x 100% by using
Elpwox] = 25 2, 58 pw,x, (8"”) x 100% with 8" ~ p(8]x) for h = 1,....H and b = 1.....B, with
H =20 and B = 1000, and then record the results in terms of percentage (%) in Tables[I]and[2] Each row records the
criticality for each CPP, CQA, or residual input factor W, and each column corresponds to an intermediate or final
product CQA output X;.

TABLE 1 The estimated criticality level E[PWk,X;] and standard deviation S/IS[ka,X/.] (in %) of any input CPP or

other factor W, impacting on the variance of intermediate or final product CQA X;.

Elpw,.x; 1
Wi = X
X2
X3
Xa
es
€6
e7
Xg
Xo
1o
en
X2
X3
€14
ers
€6
X7
Xig
erg

€20

Xi=Xs Xs
8.91(3.09) 8.93(3.11)
0.82(0.38) 0.76(0.35)
4.28(1.6) 4.33(1.61)
85.75(4.02) 85.73(4.03)
0.23(0.1)
0.24(0.1)

X7
9.42(3.59)
0.96(0.75)
4.22(1.97)

83.29(4.84)

2.11(0.86)

Xio
8.51(2.87)
0.75(0.32)
4.05(1.46)

81.52(4.55)
0.05(0.04)
0.04(0.03)
0.05(0.04)
1.02(0.41)
3.91(1.42)
0.1(0.04)

X1t
8.51(2.87)
0.75(0.32)

4(1.44)
81.6(4.53)
0.04(0.04)
0.05(0.04)
0.06(0.04)
1.01(0.41)
3.86(1.41)

0.12(0.05)

X4
5.87(1.88)
0.52(0.21)
2.75(0.93)
58.2(7.32)
0.03(0.02)
0.03(0.02)
0.03(0.02)
0.68(0.24)

2.66(0.9)
0.02(0.01)
0.02(0.01)
1.86(0.63)
27.31(6.46)
0.02(0.01)

Xis
5.87(1.88)
0.52(0.21)
2.75(0.93)

58.22(7.32)
0.03(0.02)
0.03(0.02)
0.03(0.02)
0.68(0.25)
2.68(0.91)
0.02(0.01)
0.02(0.02)
1.9(0.66)
27.18(6.45)

0.06(0.02)

Xie
5.87(1.88)
0.52(0.2)
2.75(0.93)
58.2(7.32)
0.03(0.02)
0.03(0.02)
0.03(0.02)
0.69(0.25)
2.67(0.9)
0.02(0.01)
0.02(0.01)
1.86(0.63)
27.3(6.46)

0.02(0.01)

Xi9
5.52(1.74)
0.49(0.19)
2.59(0.86)

55.09(7.21)
0.03(0.02)
0.03(0.02)
0.03(0.02)
0.64(0.23)
2.51(0.84)
0.02(0.01)
0.02(0.01)
1.76(0.59)
25.72(6.09)
<0.01(<0.01)
<0.01(<0.01)
<0.01(<0.01)
1.27(0.45)
4.23(1.39)
0.04(0.01)

X20
5.52(1.74)
0.49(0.19)
2.59(0.86)

55.09(7.21)
0.03(0.02)
0.03(0.02)
0.03(0.02)
0.64(0.23)
2.51(0.84)
0.02(0.01)
0.02(0.01)
1.76(0.59)
25.73(6.09)
<0.01(<0.01)
<0.01(<0.01)
<0.01(<0.01)
1.27(0.43)
4.26(1.39)

0.01(<0.01)

TABLE 2 The estimated criticality level E[Pwk,x,-] and standard deviation STD[ka,X,.] (in %) of any input CQA W,
on the variance of intermediate or final product CQA X;.

Elpw,.x;]
W = Xs
Xe
X7
Xio
X1
Xi4
Xis

Xi6

Xi = X0
43.1(11.18)
37.97(10.79)
13.91(4.42)

X1
38.05(11.44)
42.44(11.27)

14.52(4.92)

X4 Xis
28.68(6.48) 28.46(6.68)
28.64(6.32) 28.8(6.5)
10.11(2.62) 10.2(2.73)
37.17(6.55) 33.62(9.62)
33.64(6.42) 37.24(9.74)

Xie Xi9
28.44(6.48) 27.05(6.14)
28.88(6.28) 27.13(5.98)
10.11(2.67) 9.59(2.49)
34.59(6.7) 33.52(5.69)
36.23(6.72) 33.44(5.69)

32.65(12.69)
21.49(12.22)
40.31(14.51)

X20
26.99(6.11)
27.18(5.95)

9.6(2.49)
33.01(5.16)
33.95(5.2)
31.91(7.8)

25.1(6.9)
37.45(7.64)
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The process model uncertainty is characterized by the posterior p(8|X) and the overall impact on the CPPs/CQAs criti-
cality assessment can be quantified by the posterior standard deviation (SD), SD* [ pw, x; (5) |X]. Based on the results from

H macro-replications, we compute the expected SD for criticality estimation, SD[pw, x; ] = \/E [Var* (pw, x; (5) | X)]x
100%, with the estimate,

b=1

H B
Dlewix] :J H(B-1) Z‘Z [ka (~<hb)) —ﬁwﬁ,x;]z x 100%

where pw) X B Zb 1 PW.X; (9 ). In Tablesand we record the results of SD in terms of percentage (%) in the

bracket.

For each CQA output X;, we record the criticality with the estimated mean E[Pwk x; ] and standard deviation
SD[ka -] from any CPP or other factor W in Tablel Under the example setting, we can see that the variations
in X4 (dissolved oxygen in main fermentation) and X;3 (temperature in chromatography) have the dominant impact
on both intermediate and final product CQAs' variance. Compared with main fermentation and chromatography,
the other two operation units (i.e., centrifuge and filtration) have relatively small impact on the final product quality
variation. Based on the process risk and sensitivity analyses, we also provide the result visualization; see for example

Fig. 3

By studying the subplots of the bioprocess probabilistic knowledge graph illustrated in Fig.[3] we can study the
contributions from the dependent CQAs of intermediate products as inputs to the variance of final drug substance
CQAs outputs, i.e., nodes {Xj9, Xo0 }. We consider the subplots: (1) starting from the end of main fermentation with
{Xs, Xg, X7}; (2) starting from the end of centrifuge with {Xjo, X11}; and (3) starting from the end of chromatogra-
phy with {Xi4, X15, X16}. The results of process sensitivity analysis are recorded in Table 2] The CQAs after main
fermentation, i.e., {Xs, Xs, X7}, together account for about 50% variance of final output X;9 or Xz; and CQAs af-
ter chromatography, i.e., {Xi4, Xj5, X16} together account for about 90% of final output variation. Thus, the CQAs of
intermediate product close to the end of production process provides better explanation of the variation of final drug sub-
stance CQAs and we can predict more accurate on its productivity and quality. This information can be used to guide the

production process quality control and support the real-time release.

7.1.2 | Criticality Assessment Estimation Performance Comparison

In this section, we use the same example studied in Section[7.1.3]to compare the performance of criticality assessment
obtained by the proposed BN-SV approach (denoted by pBN 5‘/) with an existing approach, which uses multiple
linear regression and Morris sensitivity analysis (represented by ML—M); see|Hassan et al.|(2013); |Zi| (2011); Helton
(1993). Basically, we first fit the multiple linear regression to the random inputs (i.e., Wy = X; listed in the first
column of Table and output Xy, and then use Morris sensitivity analysis to measure the criticality of each input
We. Here, we use the same experiment setting with that used in Section [7.1.1] With the underlying parameters
setting 8¢ = (u°, (v2)¢, B°) given in Appendix the true criticality of any input factor Wy can be calculated with
p;/ksXZO = Shw, x,, (8°) /Var(Xy|8°), where Shy, x,,(8°) and Var(Xy|0°) are obtained by applying Equations
and . Then, suppose the underlying process model coefficients are unknown, and we can compare the criticality
assessment performance of both approaches. In Table[3] we record the mean and SD of criticality estimates obtained

from LM-M and proposed BN-SV approaches with H = 30 macro-replications and R = 30 batches. The mean absolute
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error (MAE) is calculated by,

H B

1 >(h.b)

Y — Y _ A€ 0,

MAE(ka,Xzo) T h; bg_ ‘pW/ono @ ) P, Xoo| X 100% (27)

where y is ML-M or BN-SV. The results in Tableshow that the proposed BN-SV sensitivity analysis provides better
criticality assessment of critical inputs.

TABLE 3 The CPPs criticality estimation results obtained by BN-SV sensitivity analysis and existing multiple
regression based sensitivity analysis.

Criticality (%) = True Value pj, o MAE i MAE
Wi = Xy 59.55 56.91(14.94) 1114 55.09 (7.21) 7.86
Xi3 24.01 26.06 (9.47) 6.41 25.73(6.09) 5.19

X1 4.67 5.40(1.63) 1.24 5.52(1.74) 141

X 3.66 4.25 (1.64) 1.21 4.26 (1.39) 1.13

X3 2.38 2.55(0.77) 0.61 2.59 (0.86) 0.47

Xo 2.16 2.36(0.77) 0.64 2.51(0.84) 0.68

Xi2 1.5 1.73(0.52) 0.45 1.76 (0.59) 0.42

Xi7 1.04 1.25(0.59) 0.43 1.27 (0.43) 0.35

7.1.3 | Sensitivity Analysis for Model Uncertainty

Here we consider the product protein content Xy in Fig. [3]as the output to study the performance of sensitivity
analysis for model uncertainty. Based on the results in Table[T] the CPPs X4 and Xi3 have the dominant contributions
to the variance of output X9, and the estimates of py, x; also have the high estimation uncertainty. Thus, we conduct
the BN-SV-MU sensitivity analysis to study how the estimation uncertainty of each model coefficient impacts on the
criticality assessment for px, x,, and px,; xy,-
Given the data X, we provide the posterior variance decomposition studying the criticality estimation uncertainty

induced by the MU, Var;(sw) [Pw,.x; (5) |X] = Xe,e0(w,.x;) Shge [ka‘X’ (5)’ X] . Then, we can estimate the expected

Sh, | pw,x, @]
Varg g1x) [PWk,X, (5)‘1\’1 ’
I/n\*the h-th macro-replication, given the data X", we can estimate the contribution from each 6, by using
§Ege [ka’Xi (5)‘ X(")] and Va\r;(gm [ka,Xi (5)‘ X(")] following Equations and (19), which is estimated by us-
ing Ny = 500, Bp = 5 and By = 20; see|Song et al.|(2016) for the seIecAtign of sampling parameter setting. Thus, we

gF‘eg[Pw,(,x, (5)|X(h’]
Var, g | pw,.x, @)X ® |
The coefficients contributing to the estimation of Shx, x,, include VZ and 18 linear coefficients B on the paths

relative contribution from each model coefficient 6, € 8(Wx, X;) with EPg, (pw, x;) = E

have the estimation uncertainty proportion Eﬁge (Pw,.x;) = 1ﬁ 2/7:1 with H = 20.

from node X4 to node Xy. The coefficients contributing to the estimation of Shx, x,, include v123 and 6 linear co-
efficients B located on the paths from Xj3 to X3. Due to the space limit, we only present the top five coefficients
contributing most to the estimation uncertainty of criticality px, x,, and px;, x,, and aggregate the results for re-
maining coefficients. The sensitivity analysis results, E.Isge (Pw,.x;) = SE ETjge(ka,Xi) » for pxy.xy aNd pxq5.x, are
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shown in Table[d] where SE stands for the standard error (SE). Notice that the coefficients that contribute the most
to the estimation error of the criticality px, x,, and px,;.x,, are the variance coefficients of CPPs (v} and v123). The
estimation uncertainty of linear coefficients have similar and relatively small contributions. Similar information can be
presented through the sample visualization of the integrated bioprocess sensitivity analysis in Fig.[3] The darkness
of directed edges and circle boundaries indicates the seriousness of model uncertainty from corresponding model
coefficients B and v. Thus, this information can guide the process monitoring and data collection to efficiently reduce the
impact of model uncertainty and facilitate learning and systematic risk control for integrated biomanufacturing system.

TABLE 4 The estimated relative contribution of each BN parameter estimation uncertainty (in terms of %) on
criticality assessment EPg, (pw, x;) = SE[EPgl (ka,X/.)] for px,.xy0 AN Px;3.Xp0-

0¢ € (X4, X20) v? Piras Broa Bis20 Brazo rest

El\ag‘,f (P X4, Xn0) 73.75£1.96  1.59+0.13 1.58+0.19 1.57+0.21 1.56+0.13 @ 19.95+4.70

¢ € 8(X13, X20) vi Pizis Bie20 Bis20 B e rest

EPo, (Pxisxe) | 68.16£640 5574050 554:049 542+044 523+046 = 10.08+8.87

7.2 | Real Case Study for Multiple Phase Cell Culture Process Risk and Sensitivity
Analyses

To study the performance of proposed bioprocess risk and sensitivity analyses, in this section, we consider the fed-
batch fermentation process of Yarrowia lipolytica yeast for citrate or citric acid (CA) production. This multiple-phase cell
culture process includes seed culture, cell growth and production processes. In the seed culture, the thawed seed vial
solution of Y. lipolytica strain is transferred to a shake flask containing seed culture medium, and then grown at 30°C
and 280 rpm until cell concentration reaches around 2-5 in OD600 (optical density measured at a wavelength of 600
nm), which usually takes 18-24h (hours). In the Fed-Batch Fermentation, the seed culture (50 mL) is first transferred
to the bioreactor, which contains the initial fermentation medium (600 mL) and initial substrate (here we use 35g/L
soybean oil). The feeding starts when the substrate concentration decreases below 20g/L, while the rate is adjusted
to maintain the concentration of substrate about 20 g/L. During the fermentation, the dissolved oxygen level, denoted
by pO,, is set around 30% of air saturation by cascade controls of agitation speed between 500 and 1,400 rpm, and
the aeration rate is fixed at 0.3 L/min. The pH is controlled at 6.0 during 0-12h, then increased to 7.0 in 6 hours, and
maintained at 7.0 in the remainder of run by feeding KOH (i.e., feed of base). The temperature is maintained at 30°C
for the entire run. At several middle points of each run, the bioreactor state is estimated by using pH/pO, probes and
off-line sample measurement for residual substrate, which can guide the adjustment of operation decisions (i.e., feed
rate).

In this real case study, we focus on the critical CPPs during the fed-batch fermentation, including cell concentration after
seed culture process, feed rate, dissolved oxygen (pO,), and residual oil. We consider main CQAs related to cell (i.e., total cell
biomass) and productivity (i.e., total CA production). Experiments are conducted in Dr. Dongming Xie's Lab to generate
process data generate the data X with R = 8 batches during 140 hours; see the data in Fig.[6] We want to study how
the CPPs at different time contribute to the variation of intermediate and final CQAs outputs, while evaluating the
impact from model uncertainty.

Based on the interactions of CPPs/CQAs, we develop the BN-based bioprocess probabilistic model with 62 nodes; see

the illustration in Fig. [?] We first estimate the expected criticality E[pw, x; | by using B posterior samples of model
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coefficients, Elpw, x; 1 = % 25, pw,.x: (5“7)) X 100% with 8" ~ p(@|X) for b =1,..., B, with B = 1000. We record
the results in terms of percentage (%) in Tablesand|§|for cell biomass and CA production respectively with each row
and column corresponding to random input Wy and output X;. In addition, the overall impact of model uncertainty
on the CPPs/CQAs criticality assessment can be quantified by the posterior standard deviation (SD), which can be
(B1ﬁ Z1531:1 [kain (E(b)) - ka,Xi]z x 100%, where pw, x; = 1? 25:1 PWi, X; (a(b))-
The results of SD are recorded in the bracket in Tables|§|and|§| Due to the space limit, we only provide the dominant
(high criticality level) part of time points. We also study the subplots and assess the impact from intermediate CQAs
(biomass and CA amount) as inputs on the following output variation in Table |2|

estimated by, SD[pw, x.] =

_— . : 40.00
é 10,00 H: E 35.00
E 500 2 = 30.00 5§
2 I 58 \
S 60 X % 20,00 % ¥ d
§ 4.00 §- 'g 15.00 J\/’/'—;
o SN e & 100

2.00 B — — 5.00 X

0.00 = 10.00 0.00 ==
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FIGURE 6 Data of citric acid fed-batch fermentation case study.

T=0 T=5 T=10 T=23 T=120 T=140
|Feed_5 k |Feed_10 |Feed_23| |Feed_120k Cell_o: starting cell concentration
Feed_t: feed rate at time t
| p02_5 |p02_10 |p°2—23| | p02_120 pO2_t: dissolved oxygen at time t
roil_t: residual oil at time t
[ roil 5 [roil_10 [ roil_23] | roil_120 BM_t: cell biomass at time t
CA_t: citric acid amount at time t
| Cell_0 |—9| BM_5 BM_10 BM_23 | | BM_120 BM_140|
i e
e(BM_5) e(BM_10) e(BM_23) e(BM_120) e(BM_140)
CA_10 CA_23 | | CA_120 CA_140| |:| COAs
e(CA_10) e(CA_23) e(CA_120) e(CA_140)

FIGURE 7 BN model for citric acid fed-batch fermentation case study.

Differing with the simulation study in Section@ there is no macro-replication in the real case study. Notice that
the posterior standard deviation (SD) can measure the overall model uncertainty, i.e., the variation of criticality estimates
cross different posterior samples characterizing the model coefficient estimation uncertainty. Based on the sample average
of B posterior samples pw, x; = % 25:1 PW,.X; (5(b)) % 100%, the estimation accuracy of criticality pw, x; is measured
by the standard error (SE) with SE(6w,.x;) = SD(ﬁWk,x,)/\/E.
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TABLE 5 The estimated criticality level E[Pwk,x,-l and standard error STD[pwk,x,J (in %) of any input CPP or other
factor W, impacting on the variance of intermediate or final biomass X;.

Elpw,x;] = X =BM_10 BM_23 BM_34 BM_55 BM_80 BM_102 BM_140
W =Cel 0 1.88(4.12) 2.92(5.57) 1.07(2.76) 0.76(2.35) 0.68(2.29) 0.65(2.22) | 0.56(2.03)
Feed_5 15.62(15.79) = 4.29(7.15) 0.84(1.97) 0.66(1.81) 0.57(1.47) 0.52(1.43) 0.5(1.51)
p02.5 34.23(22.29) | 14.77(1621) | 2.83(5.82) 1.98(4.63) 1.69(4.52) 1.5(3.94) 1.41(3.84)
roil_5 16.07(16.33)  15.31(15.16)  5.62(9.25) 4.02(7.3) 3.33(6.54) 307(641)  2.81(5.95)
&(BM_5) 13.6(15.38) = 19.87(18.02) = 7.46(11.46) 5.35(9.5) 4.54(8.95) 423865 | 3.85@8.11)
Feed_10 3.09(5.72) 2(3.4) 1.17(2.23) 1.03(2.27) 098(2.16)  0.91(2.05)
p02_10 8.4(10.58) 6.34(8.82) 4.11(6.13) 3.51(5.65) 3.29(544) | 3.04(5.15)
roil_10 9.02(11.96)  1.15(2.66) 0.71(1.86) 0.63(1.78) 0.58(1.68)  0.53(1.68)
e(BM_10) = 18.6(13.88) | 5.43(7.15) 0.74(1.52) 0.59(1.32) 0.48(1.15) 043(1.09) | 0.41(1.05)
(CA_10) 4.62(6.61) 1.55(3.04) 0.97(2.03) 0.82(1.8) 077(1.73)  0.72(1.64)
Feed_23 21.69(21.63) | 7.23(12.14) | 619(11.11) = 571(10.56) = 5.17(9.8)
p02_23 4.41(6.16) 1.64(2.89) 1.4(2.63) 127(2.44)  1.15(2.31)
rOil_23 12.52(15.96) = 5.93(8.72) 5.22(8.27) 4.77(8) 4.31(7.31)
e(BM_23) 1228(1271)  1.47(2.84) 0.8(1.62) 0.7(1.54) 0.63(1.36)  0.56(1.24)
(CA_23) 0.63(1.39) 0.4(0.83) 0.35(1.01) 0.33(1.03) | 0.31(0.93)
Feed_28 7.06(8.28) 2.59(4.54) 2.13(4.16) 197(376)  1.75(3.36)
p02_28 1.25(2.27) 1.07(1.91) 0.85(1.47) 0.77(1.38) | 0.71(1.35)
roil_28 13.68(15.45)  14.07(15.83) 11.88(14.56) 10.83(13.98)  9.84(13.28)
e(BM_28) 5.56(5.64) 1.56(2.44) 1.34(2.29) 1.24(2.1) 1.15(1.99)
e(CA_28) 0.04(0.07) 0.05(0.1) 0.05(0.1) 0.04(0.09)  0.04(0.08)
Feed_34 4(6.98) 3.2(6.14) 267(543) | 2.27(5.33)
p02_34 3.02(5.28) 2.54(4.85) 218(427)  1.96(4.04)
roil_34 3.47(6.19) 2.76(5.38) 2.55(5.2) 2.32(5.04)
e(BM_34) 2.09(4.34) 0.45(1.17) 0.38(1.08) 0.32(0.94)  0.29(0.71)
(CA_34) 1.23(2.44) 1.01(2.3) 0.88(211) | 0.77(1.87)
Feed_55 2.1(4.45) 1.68(3.61)  1.23(2.75)
p02_55 3.99(7.64) 307(624) | 2.16(4.77)
roil_55 7.34(1328)  5.86(10.8) = 4.42(8.74)
e(BM_55) 9.88(10.83) | 5.31(7.39) 4.4(6.26) 3.33(5.29)
(CA_55) 0.05(0.15) 0.08(0.4) 0.08(0.54)
Feed_80 0.94(2.56) | 0.67(2.05)
p02_80 112(2.99)  0.78(2.57)
roil_8o 6.2(1146) | 4.09(7.93)
&(BM_80) 0.15(0.47) 0.1(0.27) 0.07(0.19)
(CA_80) 0.02(0.06) | 0.03(0.08)
Feed_102 0.47(1.33)
p02_102 0.4(1.07)
roil_102 7.77(14.9)
e(BM_102) 0.62(1.76) 0.4(1.25)
e(CA_102) 0(0.01)
Feed_120 1.97(3.28)
p02_120 1.19(2.15)

rOil_120 4.33(7.71)
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TABLE 6 The estimated criticality level E[Pwk,x,-l and standard error STD[pwk,x,J (in %) of any input CPP or other
factor W impacting on the variance of intermediate or final CA amount X;.

E [pw,.x;]
W = Cell O
Feed_5
p0O2_5
rOil_5
e(BM_5)
Feed_10
p0O2_10
rOil_10
e(BM_10)
e(CA_10)
Feed_23
p0O2_23
rOil_23
e(BM_23)
e(CA_23)
Feed_28
p0O2_28
rOil_28
e(BM_28)
e(CA_28)
Feed_34
pO2_34
rOil_34
e(BM_34)
e(CA_34)
Feed_55
p0O2_55
rOil_55
e(BM_55)
e(CA_55)
Feed_80
p0O2_80
rOil_80
e(BM_80)
e(CA_80)
Feed_102
p02_102
rOil_102
e(BM_102)
e(CA_102)
Feed_120
p0O2_120
rOil_120

X; =CA_10
5.22(7.79)
7.88(10.99)
5.5(8.81)
30.63(18.78)
38.42(18.88)

12.36(13.95)

CA_23
2.41(4.68)
3.27(5.04)
4.98(9.24)
13.61(13.6)
16.6(15.47)

12.64(12.02)

34.18(21.2)
1.52(3.62)
1.6(3.54)
3.69(5.19)

5.51(7.08)

CA_34
1.22(3.11)
1.25(2.2)
3.05(6.24)
6.37(9.37)
8.09(11.72)
2.49(3.9)
7.97(9.38)
1.2(2.53)
1.06(2.14)
1.52(2.98)
8.07(10.91)
2.71(3.52)
11.22(11.85)
1.15(1.87)
0.91(1.58)
3.5(7.99)
2.43(3.6)
29.32(20.85)
1.17(2.25)
0.15(0.24)

5.16(8.58)

CA_55
0.96(2.83)
0.82(1.81)
2.41(5.46)

4.9(8.2)
6.33(10.22)
1.61(2.76)
5.23(7.39)
0.97(2.58)
0.71(1.46)
1.18(2.24)
9.44(13.3)
2.17(3.5)
7.8(10.56)
1.04(1.95)
0.56(1.31)
3.91(6.66)
1.35(2.29)

17.37(17.85)

2.28(3.33)
0.07(0.12)
6.47(11.6)
6.22(9.95)
4.85(7.94)
0.71(1.79)
1.74(3.99)

0.5(1.34)

CA_80
0.89(2.69)
0.75(1.72)
2.21(5.09)
4.63(8.18)

6(10.14)
1.45(2.53)
4.79(6.94)

0.9(2.5)
0.66(1.45)

1.12(2.2)

8.23(12.12)

1.91(3.08)
6.99(9.71)
0.92(1.63)
0.51(1.24)

3.6(6.27)
1.25(2.19)

16.13(17.22)
2(2.97)

0.06(0.11)
4.79(8.82)
4.72(8.05)
3.97(7.04)
0.63(1.58)
1.52(3.31)

0.5(1.55)
0.62(1.86)

2.97(5.6)

1.58(3.7)
0.46(1.68)

0.34(1.12)

CA_102
0.82(2.39)
0.68(1.62)
2.09(4.95)
4.36(7.89)
5.59(9.63)
1.35(2.45)
4.42(6.62)
0.84(2.34)
0.62(1.41)
1.03(2.08)
7.7(11.7)
1.82(3.03)
6.63(9.55)
0.84(1.52)
0.47(1.18)
3.38(5.89)
1.17(2.09)
14.9(16.39)
1.88(2.83)
0.06(0.11)
4.22(7.96)
4.18(7.17)
3.63(6.56)
0.56(1.41)
1.42(3.25)
0.54(1.59)
0.7(2.02)
2.76(5.43)
1.72(3.62)
0.38(1.23)
0.72(3.18)
0.7(2.98)
2.75(6.66)
0(0.02)
0.29(0.96)

0.06(0.22)

CA_140
0.79(2.46)
0.65(1.59)
2.01(4.74)
4.24(7.87)
5.39(9.51)

1.3(2.46)
4.2(6.39)
0.77(2.16)
0.6(1.38)
0.99(2.07)

7.26(11.28)
1.74(2.96)
6.32(9.31)
0.81(1.5)
0.45(1.12)
3.19(5.48)
1.12(2.09)
14.35(16.17)

1.77(2.73)
0.05(0.1)
3.92(7.42)
3.84(6.77)
3.36(6.3)
0.52(1.31)
1.32(3.08)
0.57(1.57)
0.7(1.99)
2.82(6.04)
1.78(3.58)
0.35(1.21)
0.66(2.92)
0.67(2.9)
2.58(6.22)
0.01(0.03)
0.26(0.84)
0.16(0.49)
0.04(0.18)
1.77(4.04)
0.02(0.16)
0.05(0.21)
0.42(1.97)
0.32(1.48)
1.03(3.77)
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TABLE 7 The estimated criticality level E[PWk,X;J and standard error §E)lpwk,x,-J (in %) of any input CQA W;
impacting on the variance of intermediate or final biomass or CA amount X;.

E[PWk,X/] Xj =BM_55 CA_55 BM_80 CA_80 BM_102 CA_102 BM_140 CA_140
Wi = BM_10 3.59(7.62) 4.29(8.09) 2.99(6.7) 3.95(7.58) 2.67(6.23) 3.74(7.34) 2.45(5.83) 3.61(7.15)
CA_10 11.09(16.78)  13.45(18.7) 9.41(15.62)  12.72(18.59)  8.74(14.99)  11.82(17.68)  8.04(14.08)  11.44(17.56)
BM_23 11.29(18.41)  13.97(20.33) 9.59(16.82)  12.93(19.42) 8.71(15.77)  12.01(18.61) 7.99(14.9) 11.53(18.18)
CA_23 11.02(15.02) 13.72(17.42) 9.43(14.17)  12.81(16.92) 8.88(13.8) 11.94(16.22)  8.16(13.01)  11.46(16.07)
BM_28 20.66(25.26)  27.56(27.27) @ 17.94(23.75) 24.68(26.25) @ 16.92(22.87) 23.42(25.67) @ 15.56(21.97)  22.26(25.2)
CA_28 17.94(19.6) 21.7(20.84) 15.18(18.26)  20.08(20.67)  13.63(17.48) 18.47(19.75) 12.34(16.23) 17.74(19.64)
BM_34 25.11(29.47) 35.52(33.18) = 21.67(26.95) 31.32(31.48) 20.52(26.31) 29.67(30.59) @ 18.67(25.32) 27.91(29.73)

CA_34 35.03(33.43) 40.71(35.87) 29.32(31.31) 38.45(35.08) 26.44(29.72) 35.59(33.99) 24.04(28.29) 34.43(33.78)
BM_47.5 37.75(35.28)  5.79(13.43) 25.9(30.21)  12.71(20.88) | 22.94(28.07) 12.96(20.94) @ 19.66(26.42) 13.03(20.92)
CA_47.5 36.49(34.21) 93.23(14.45) 36.68(32.59) 75.43(28.48) 34.07(31.48) 68.86(30.46) 32.04(31.25) 64.62(31.61)

BM_55 58.85(34.64)  12.7(22.51) = 49.22(35.71) 14.46(24.33) | 39.99(34.47) 15.33(25.24)
CA_55 19.49(25.99) 82.28(25.87) 22.22(28.09) 75.43(29.57) 23.04(28.06)  70.83(31.2)
BM_72 95.2(9.58) 3.25(9.46) 73.79(29.1) 7.78(15.83) 57.99(33.23) 9.38(18.1)

CA_72 3.03(8.26) 95.77(10.77) 13.71(22.8) 86.34(20.9) 16.95(24.58)  81.4(24.37)
BM_80 76.49(27.65)  6.85(14.48) 59.42(32.6) 9.15(17.69)
CA_80 12.56(21.31) 88.21(19.51)  16.54(23.74)  82.39(23.6)
BM_95 94.44(10.84) 1.48(3.17) 70.6(28.14) 5.15(11.38)
CA_95 4.39(9.63) 98.43(3.24) 12.25(18.9)  91.22(15.09)
BM_102 72.79(27.28)  5.28(11.54)
CA_102 10.93(17.17)  91.31(15.3)
BM_120 84.91(18.97) 3.16(8.28)

CA_120 7.81(14.19)  95.19(11.36)

The results in Tables[5]and[8]show that the variations of residual oil and feed rate in the cell growth phase (about
from time t = 23h to 28h) have dominant impact on both intermediate and final cell biomass and CA productivity. As
fermentation time further increases, the criticality level of input factors W, on the output X;, CA production, tends to
decrease. It matches well with the data in Fig.[8] the cell growth and production both become slower and more stable.
This observation suggests that controlling the CPPs (i.e., feed rate and residual oil) to ensure the good cell growth
stage is more important in order to improve the process stability. For the cell total biomass output in Table[5] since
the residual oil generates the scattering particles impacting on OD600 and cell biomass measurement accuracy, this
effect becomes larger as the residual oil increases, which explains the high contribution of residual oil at the end of
process (i.e., rOil_102) to the final cell biomass measurement variation.

By studying the subplots, we study the impact of middle step CQA:s (i.e., cell biomass and CA amount in the cell
growth and production phases) on the final output variation. We record the results in Table As the fermentation
time t increases, the explained variations of final biomass and CA by current values increase. They reach to around
70% for biomass and 90% for CA at time t = 95h. This observation is consistent with the data in Fig.[f]and the
growth of biomass/CA is relative slow in the periods after it. However, compared with CA, biomass has relatively
larger prediction variation even in the later stages of production, which can be explained by the measurement errors

of Cell OD induced by large amount of residual oil. In terms of biomass impacting on final CA (or CA impacting on
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biomass), the most critical part is biomass at time ¢ = 34h (or CAamount at t = 47.5h). Since cell growth needs nitrogen,
the production phase usually starts when nitrogen concentration becomes small. During those periods (around 30h
to 50h), nitrogen from the initial medium is consumed and both intracellular lipid (which becomes part of biomass)
accumulation and extracellular CA production are induced by nitrogen limitation. It can be also observed in Fig.[8]
where the sudden increase of CA total slopes happens around 30h to 50h, whose variations have critical contribution
to final CA output uncertainty.

We also conduct the sensitivity analysis studying the impact of model uncertainty on the CPPs/CQAs criticality
assessment. Here we focus on criticality assessment estimation of p, o/ 28.c4_140 and prois_102.8m_140, Which have high
criticality and overall model uncertainty; see Tables[5and[8] The model coefficients contributing to the estimation of

Proil_28,cA_140 include Vr20i/ 28 and 32 linear coefficients B on the paths from node rOi/_28 to node CA_140, whereas

2
Feed_23

the top five coefficients contributors to the estimation uncertainty of criticality p,ois 28.c4_140 and preeq 23,c4 140, and

coefficients contributing to the estimation of preeq 23,c4 140 include v and 36 linear coefficients . We present
aggregate the results for remaining coefficients in Table[8] From the results, the estimation uncertainty of variance
coefficients of CPPs (VrZOiI 28 and vgeed 23) have the largest contribution to the estimation uncertainty of the criticality

Proir_28,cA_140 and preed 23.cA 140. The estimation uncertainty of coefficients B in both sets 8(rOi/_28, CA_140) and
6 (Feed_23, CA_140) have similar and relative lower contributions.

TABLE 8 The estimated relative contribution of each BN parameter estimation uncertainty (in terms of %) on
criticality assessment EPg, (pw, x;) for preed_20,cA_140-

0¢ € 6(rOil_28, CA_140) V,ZO,/_ZS Bca2em 8o Bcasscatz  Broirascass  Bca120,cA 140 rest

EPo, (proil 25,04 140) 23.38 4.00 4.00 3.86 3.55 61.21
6r €0(Feed_23,CA_140)  VZ ., Pem728M 80 Bca7128ms0  BeM9scAioz  BBM 72,CA 80 rest
EPs, (PFeed 23,04 140) 19.52 510 410 397 3.95 63.36

8 | CONCLUSIONS

Driven by the critical challenges in biomanufacturing, we create an integrated bioprocess knowledge graph and pro-
pose interpretable risk and sensitivity analyses, which can provide the production process risk- and science-based
understanding, guide the CPPs/CQAs specifications and production stability control, and facilitate the process devel-
opment. Since hundreds of factors can impact on the product quality and productivity, and also the amount of process
observations is often very limited, we explore the process interactions and causal relationships, and then develop a
Bayesian network (BN) based probabilistic knowledge graph characterizing the causal interdependencies of produc-
tion process CPPs/CQAs. Building on the knowledge graph, we propose the BN-SV based sensitivity analysis to assess
the criticality of each random input factor on the variance of intermediate/final product quality attributes by using
the Shapley value (SV), which can correctly account for input interdependencies and process structural interactions.
We further introduce the BN-SV-MU sensitivity analysis, which can provide the comprehensive understanding on
how the estimation uncertainty of each part of process model coefficients impacts on the production risk analysis and
CPPs/CQAs criticality assessment. It can guide bioprocess sensor monitoring and “most informative" data collection
to facilitate bioprocess learning and model uncertainty reduction. Both simulation and real case studies are used to

demonstrate the promising performance of proposed bioprocess risk and sensitivity analyses.
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A | ONTOLOGY BASED DATA AND PROCESS INTEGRATION

By exploring the causal relationships and interactions in the production processes, we introduce bioprocess ontology-
based data integration, which can connect all distributed and heterogeneous data collected from bioprocess. This
relational graph can enable the connectivity of end-to-end process from drug development to patient response; see
Fig.for a simplified illustration of integrated biopharmaceutical manufacturing supply chain. Nodes represent fac-
tors (i.e., CPPs/CQAs, media feed, bioreactor operating conditions, other uncontrolled factors) impacting the process
outputs, and the directed edges model the causal relationships. Each dashed block could represent a module, which
can be each phase or each unit operation. In this relational graph, the shaded nodes represent the variables with
real-world observations, including the testing and sensor monitoring data of CPPs/CQAs for raw materials, opera-
tion conditions, and intermediate/final drug products. The unshaded and dashed nodes represent variables without
observations and residuals, including the complete quality status of intermediate and final drug products, and other
uncontrollable factors (e.g., contamination) introduced during the process unit operations.
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FIGURE 8 Biopharmaceutical production process ontology based causal relationships.

B | DETAILED DERIVATION OF EQUATION

In order to show Equation (8), we consider more general results as following,

mP n
Xn =Hn+ Z Yeen (Xie = pe) + Z Yk.n€ks (28)
k=1 k=mP+1

forn =mP +1,...,m+ 1, where y,, is given as Equations @ and . Notice according to linear Gaussian model

(@, we can write Xppi1 = pmpst + X7y Bempst (X — Hi) + €mp1, Where By mp.1 = 0 for k ¢ Pa(Xpp41). Suppose



34 | Bioprocess Risk and Sensitivity Analyses

Equation @ holds foralln = mP + 1, ..., ng. For n = ng + 1, by applying linear Gaussian model, we have
no
Xng+1 = Hng+1 + Zﬁk,noﬂ (X — pi) + €ng1s
k=1
mP no mP 14
= fing+1 + Zﬁk,n0+1 (Xe = pe) + Z Be.ng+1 [Z Ye.e( X — pi) + Z Yk.e€k | + €ngt1 (29)
k=1 £=mP+1 k=1 k=mP+1
mP no no no
= Hng+1 + Z Br.ng+1 + Z }’k,eﬁl,ngﬂ] (Xe — pe) + Z Z Yk.eBeng+1 | €k + €ng+1
k=1 €=mP +1 k=mP+1 Lé=k
mP ng+1
= fing+1 + Z Ying+1 (X — pi) + Z Yk,ng+1 €k (30)
k=1 k=mP+1

Step follows by applying {28). Step follows by applying Equations (9) and (I0). By mathematical induction,
we can conclude that Equation (28) holds forall n = mP +1,...,m + 1.

C | DETAILED DERIVATION OF EQUATION

We consider Wy and J c K/{k}. For J = @, we have

_ Han 1
%[C(JU {6)) = (D] = —— 7 g Var(We).
For || =m withm' =1,..., m, we have
_ | I
T T e( v () - e()
(T T1=m"} '
_ VIm? |
I R AT
(T T=m’) ' e
—mIm!
+2 Z Z Yi,me1Yeme1COV(Wie, We) } (32
EeX/ K | {7:1g1=m and eg ]
—m)m’ (m -1
LK /{k}

2m’

T 2
T m+1 Vi Var(We) + m(m+1)

Z Yk.m+1Ye,m+1COV(Wi, We).
2K (k)

Step holds because the number of all subsets J with size m’ is (7). In Step , we shift the order of sums over

m-1

g and ¢. Then, Step holds because given W;, the number of subset {7 : |J|=m’and £ € J}is (). So, we
get the Shapley value,

(m—INNTN
(m+1)!

Shw,.xpiq (8) = [e(Tu{k}) —c(D]

JcK/{k}
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m

1 2m’
= § ——yZVar(We) + ———— § Yk,m+1Ye,m+1COV(Wy, We)
m+1 m(m+1)
= eeK]{k}

Y/imﬂvar(Wk)Jr Z Yk,m+1Ye,m+1COV (W, We).
2K/ (K}

D | DERIVATION AND PROCEDURE FOR BN LEARNING AND GIBBS SAM-
PLER

We derive the posterior distribution of BN model parameters p(8|X) and introduce a Gibbs sampling approach to
generate the posterior samples, E(b) ~ p(@|X) with b =1,2,..., B quantifying the model uncertainty. In Section
we first provide the derivation for conditional posterior distribution with complete production process data described
in Section[6.1] Considering the situations where we could have some additional incomplete batch data (e.g., batches in
the middle of production or thrown away at certain production step based on the quality control strategy), we further
extend the Bayesian learning approach to cases with mixing data in Section|D.2} Then, we provide the Gibbs sampling
procedure to generate the posterior samples 5“7) withb=1,2,...,Bin Section

D.1 | Knowledge Learning for Cases with Complete Production Process Data

Following Section@ we first derive the conditional posterior distribution for the weight coefficient g;;,

p(ﬁlj|Xﬂlls stp—ij) & p(ﬁlj)s

R
(r), (r)
Hp(x,- b))

2

R
1
T _Z 2y2 (X}r) — ) = By (7 = i) - Z Bij (x” = i)

=1 %Y kePa(j)/{i}

T..
ij
o exp —Li((x(r}ﬁ" (r)) 1 ([3"—9@)2
2ij r=1 PRy 21'.(.0)2 v |
(r) (r) ()
;5,2- R a2 i M 9
j ij _ (R) _(R)2
CEXP T Z 1‘,2 (0)2 +Bij Z 2 L0z |~ N6 7,
r=1 J ,J r=1 J u
02 9R F() ), 29(()) (02,2
where g® (0)2_1 R’ (Irj)z Y and T(R)z W with a,.(’) = xl.m -y, and m(’)
LTREDYARTC S Vj T 2 + Vj
(x; ) - Zxkepa(xj)/{x,-}ﬂkj(x,gr) = He)-

Second, we derive the conditional posterior distribution for the variance coefficient Vi2 = Var[X;|Pa(X;)] with

i=1,2,....m+1,

p(V2 X, v2, B) p(v?)

R
[ TP 160,
=1
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2
R
R0 1
2y-R/2-k;" [2-1 _ (r) _,,y_ () _
< () exp TV.ZZ; SR ENEDY B =)
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where K,,( ) = KI,( ) + R, Af ) = Af )+ SRy (N2 3nd u(’) = (xl.(’) = Hi) = X xePa(X;) ﬁkf(X,Er) - Hi).

Third, we derive the conditional posterior distribution of mean coefficient y; with 7 = 1,2,..., m + 1 for any CPP
and CQA,
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where ;" = o (’0)2 >R R, > and 7 = op * 2 +Xxes(x) 7 , with
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D.2 | Knowledge Learning for Cases with Mixing Data

Except the case with complete production data discussed in Section we consider the cases with additional incom-
plete data corresponding to certain “Top Sub-Graph", denoted by G(N’|8(N’)) with N’ C N, such that any CQA node
X; € N has Pa(X;) c N. Since batch data collected from biopharmaceutical production process are usually limited,
we want to fully utilize both complete and incomplete data to estimate the BN model coefficients and improve our
knowledge of production process.

Without loss of generality, we consider the real-world data including two data sets X = {X;, X, } with the com-
plete data X; = {(xfr‘),xé"),..., ")y for 1 = 1,2,..., Ry } and the incomplete data X, = {(x/.(rZ) : X; € N) for

m+1
rp =Ry +1,Ri +2,...,R}, where R = Ry + Ry. Our approach can be easily extended to cases with multiple in-
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complete data sets. We use the same prior distribution p(u, vZ, 8) as shown in Equation . Given the mixing data

= {Xj, X2}, we can derive the posterior distribution of 8

(r) )

m+1 -
n

| |p(Xi IXpaix;)

j=1

R
PV’ BIX) < [ ]
r=1
For B;; with X; ¢ N" or v7 and y; with node X; ¢ N’, the conditional posterior is the same as complete data case and
we can utilize Equations (T5), {14) and {I7) by replacing X with X;
Thus, to derive the full Gibbs sampler, we only need to provide the updated conditional posterior accounting for

those nodes included in the incomplete data set X,. We first derive the conditional posterior distribution for weight

coefficient g;; with X; € N’
R1+Ry
B X2 Bip) o | [ pO7 1x )| P (B
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2
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r=1 J Ij r=1 J Ij
= N SR Rkl (34)
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Then, we derive the conditional posterior distribution for vZ with X; € N
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RitR) — O 4 Rand ARIHRD = 2@ 4 $R 4O with o = (x) = ) = Sxeepaix) Bei (XL = pg) for

whereK
r=12,...,R.

After that, we derive the conditional posterior for mean coefficient y; with X; € N/,
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Here for illustration, we have only provided the conditional posteriors with two datasets X; and X,. These derivations
can be easily extended to similar cases with multiple datasets collected from complete graph and different top sub-

graphs.

D.3 | Gibbs Sampling Procedure for BN Model Bayesian Inference

Based on the derived conditional posterior distributions in Sections [D.1] and @} we provide the Gibbs sampling
procedure in Algorithm (3 Ito generate posterior samples 8 ® p(0]X) with 0 = (p(b),~(b)2,/3( )) and b =
1,...,B. We first set the vague prior p(8) = p(u,v? B) as Equation {I3), and generate the initial point 00 =
u@,v©2 g0y by sampling from the prior. Within each ¢-th iteration of Gibbs sampling, given the previous sample
0= = (u(t=1 y(t=1)2 g(t-1)) e sequentially compute and generate one sample from the conditional posterior dis-
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tribution for each coefficient 8;;, v2 and ;. By repeating this procedure, we can get samples 8() = (u(9),v(92, g())
with ¢t = 1,...,T. To reduce the initial bias and correlations between consecutive samples, we remove the first Ty

. . ~(b .
samples and keep one for every h samples. Consequently, we obtain the posterior samples 0( . p(0]X) with
b=1,...,B.

Algorithm 3: Gibbs Sampling Procedure for BN Model Uncertainty Quantification

Input: the prior p(8) and real-world data X.

Output: Posterior samples 5“” = (ﬁ(b)i(b)z,ﬁ(b)) ~p@|X)withb=1,...,B.

(1) Set the initial value 8@ = (u(©®,y (2, g©)) by sampling from prior p(6);

fort=1,2,...,7T do

(2) Given the previous sample 8(t=) = (u(t=1) y(t-D2 g(t=1));

(3) For each B;;, generate ,Bl.(j.t) ~ p(Bij |X,,B1(£),. . /3,.(_;)71,,6/.(;1), .. ﬁr(77t;r11+)1 1D y(t=D2) through Equation for
complete data or for mixing data;

(4) For each v?, generate vl.“)2 ~p(v2|X.B, v1(t)2, v,.(f1)2, vl.f;”z, o v;[j)z,p“’”)) through Equation for
complete data or for mixing data;

(5) For each y;, generate y}‘) ~ p(ui| X, O, v:2, yﬁ”, .. .,y}fz,yf:”, .., p8) through Equation for
complete data or for mixing data;

(6) Obtain a new posterior sample 8(*) = (u(*),y(12 g(1)):

—~(b . . N .
(7) Set 8" = 9(Mo+(b-1h+1) \yith some constant integer Ty and A, to reduce the initial bias and correlation between

consecutive samples.

E | SIMULATED BIOPHARMACEUTICAL PRODUCTION DATA

To study the performance of proposed framework, we generate the simulated production process data X, which
mimics the “real-world data collection." The BN with coefficients 8¢ characterizing the underlying production process
interdependence is used for data generation, which is built according to the biomanufacturing domain knowledge.
The ranges of CPPs/CQAs are listed TabIeE} For each CPP X; € XP with range [xj("w,xj’.”’], we can specify the
marginal distribution X; ~ N/ (u?, (vj”)z) with mean p¢ = (xj("W + xj“p)/Q and standard deviation v/ = (xj‘,’p - XJ{"W)/4.
For each CQA X; € {X? U Y} with range [x/°%, x;*], we have mean pu¢ = (x/°* + x;*)/2 and marginal variance
Var(X;) = [(x;” — x]°*)/4]2. Based on Equation (2), the corresponding coefficient v¢ can be computed through
back-engineering. For the complex interdependence, Tableprovides the relative associations with levels (i.e., high,
median, low) between input CPPs/CQAs with output CQAs in each operation unit, which is built based on the “cause-
and-effect matrix" in|Mitchell (2013). For the high, median and low association between X; to Xj, we set the coefficient
ﬂfj =0.9,0.6,0.3 respectively. Thus, we can specify the underlying true coefficients 8¢ = (u¢, (v?)¢, B°). To mimic the
“real-world" data collection, we generate the production batch data X using the BN model with 8¢. Then, to assess

the performance of proposed framework, we assume that the true coefficient values are unknown.

F | STUDY THE BAYESIAN LEARNING AND INFERENCE

To evaluate the accuracy and efficiency of proposed Bayesian learning, we empirically study the convergence of BN
coefficient inference. In each k-th macro-replication, we first mimic the “real-world" production batch data collection
through generating X %) = {ng), . ,X,(ek) } with ka) ~ F(X|6°) fori=1,...,Rand k = 1,..., K. Then, we generate
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TABLE 9 Range of CPPs/CQAs in the production procedure.

Process Unit Operation CPP Range CQA Range
Main Fermentation pH 6.8-7.2 impurities 3-11pl
temperature 20-30C protein content 1-5g/L
Oxygen 2.5-7.5% bioburden 5-15 CFU/100mL
agitation rate 1.1-2.5 m/s
Centrifuge temperature 20to 30 C impurities 3-11pl
rotation speed 3-5K RPM protein content  5-15 CFU/100mL
Chromatography pooling window 10-30 min impurities 3-11pl
temperature 2-10C protein content 1-5g/L

bioburden 5-15 CFU/100mL
Filtration size of sieve 0.1-0.5 um impurities 3-11 pl

flow rate 25-100 mL/min = protein content 1-5g/L

B posterior samples 5(k’b) ~ p(8|X )y with 6 =1,2,..., B. For the Gibbs sampler in Algorithmprovided in online
Appendix [D.3] we set the initial warm-up length 7o = 500 and step-size h = 10. With different size of complete
“real-world" batch data R = 30,100, 500, we compute the mean squared error (MSE) for each coefficient 9, € 6:
2
MSE(8,) = f/ (9[ - 9;) dP(0¢|X)dP(X|6°). Based on K = 20 macro-replications and B = 1000 posterior samples
— — 2
of BN coefficients, we estimate MSE(8,) with MSE(6,) = é Zf:1 25:1 (Gi,k’b) - 9;) . Since the total number of
coefficients is large, we further group coefficients by mean p, conditional variance v2 and linear coefficients 8, and
take average of the sample MSE respectively: MSE(u) = ﬁ 26,cu MSE(0e), MSE(v?) = \V%I Zeeeﬂ MSE(8,), and
MSE(B) = ﬁ deeﬁ MSE(6,). The corresponding results are reported in TabIeH As the size of real-world data R
increases, the average MSE decreases, which implies the posterior samples obtained by Gibbs sampling procedure

can converge to the true coefficients.
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TABLE 10 Relative association between input CPPs/CQAs with output CQAs in each process unit operation.
Process Unit Operation Input CPPs/CQAs Output CQAs

impurities  protein content  bioburden

Main Fermentation pH high high low
temperature high high low
Oxygen high high low
agitation rate high high low
Centrifuge temperature medium medium —
rotation speed medium medium —
impurities (main fermentation) medium medium -
protein content (main fermentation) medium medium —
bioburden (main fermentation) medium medium —
Chromatography pooling window high medium high
temperature high medium high
impurities (centrifuge) high medium high
protein content (centrifuge) high medium high
Filtration size of sieve low medium medium
flow rate low medium medium
impurities (chromatography) low medium medium
protein content (chromatography) low medium medium
bioburden (chromatography) low medium medium

TABLE 11 The MSE of g, v? and B esimated by using the Gibbs sampling.

Batch Data Size MSE(y) MSE(v?) MSE(B)
R=30 0.122+0.032  0.276+0.029  0.0225:+0.0013
R =100 0.075:0.023 0.061+0.006  0.0063+0.0004

R =500 0.009+0.003  0.013+0.001  0.0011+0.00004



	1 Introduction
	2 Background
	3 Problem Description and Proposed Framework
	3.1 Review of Game Theory based Sensitivity Measure - Shapley Value
	3.2 Summary of Proposed Interpretable Bioprocess Model, Risk and Sensitivity Analyses for Integrated Bioprocess Stability Control

	4 Interpretable Bioprocess Probabilistic Model Development
	5 Process Risk and Sensitivity Analyses
	6 Sensitivity Analysis for Model Risk Reduction
	6.1 Bayesian Learning and Model Uncertainty Quantification
	6.2 Sensitivity Study for Model Uncertainty

	7 Empirical Study
	7.1 Study the Performance of Proposed Framework with Simulation Data
	7.1.1 Bioprocess Sensitivity Analysis and CPPs/CQAs Criticality Assessment
	7.1.2 Criticality Assessment Estimation Performance Comparison
	7.1.3 Sensitivity Analysis for Model Uncertainty

	7.2 Real Case Study for Multiple Phase Cell Culture Process Risk and Sensitivity Analyses

	8 Conclusions
	A Ontology based Data and Process Integration
	B Detailed Derivation of Equation (8)
	C Detailed Derivation of Equation (11)
	D Derivation and Procedure for BN Learning and Gibbs Sampler
	D.1 Knowledge Learning for Cases with Complete Production Process Data
	D.2 Knowledge Learning for Cases with Mixing Data
	D.3 Gibbs Sampling Procedure for BN Model Bayesian Inference

	E Simulated Biopharmaceutical Production Data
	F Study the Bayesian Learning and Inference

