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Suetake et. al designed and developed a system to publish, validate, and test public workflows utilizing 

existing standards and integration with modern CI/CD tools. Their design wasn't myopic, they relied 

heavily on their own experiences, work from GA4GH, and interacting with the large workflow 

development communities. They were inspired by the important work from Goble et. al that applies the 

FAIR standards to workflows. As someone who had a long history of workflow engine development, 

workflow development, and workflow reusability/sharing experience I greatly appreciate this work. 

There are still unsolved problems, like guidelines on how to approach writing tests for workflows for 

example, but their system is one level above this and focuses on ways to automate the validation, 

testing, reviewing/governance, and publishing into a repository to greatly reduce unexpected errors 

from users. I looked through the source code of their rust-based client, which was extremely readable 

and developed with industry-level standards. I followed the read me to setup my own repositories, 

configure the keys, and deploy the services successfully on the first walk through. That speaks to the 

level of skill, testing, and effort in developing this system and is great news for users interested in using 

this. At some level it can seem like a "proof of concept", but it is one that is also usable in production 

with some caveats. The concept is important and implementing this will hopefully inspire more folks to 

care about this side of workflow "provenance" and reproducibility. There are so many tools out there for 

CI/CD that is often poorly utilized by academia and I appreciate the author's showing how powerful they 

can be in this space. The current manuscript is fine and will be of great interest to a wide ranging set of 

readers, I only have some non-binding suggestions/thoughts that could improve the paper for readers: 

1. Based on your survey of existing systems, could you possibly make a figure or table that showcases 

the features supported/not supported by these different systems, including yours? 

2. Thoughts on security/cost safeguards? Perhaps beyond the scope, but it does seem like a governing 

group needs to define some limits to the testing resources and be able to enforce them. If I am a bad 

actor and programmatically open up 1000 PRs of expensive jobs, I'm not sure what would happen. 

Actions and artifact storage aren't necessarily free after some limit. 

3. What is the flow for simply updating to a new version of an existing workflow? (perhaps this could be 

in your docs, not necessarily this manuscript). 

4. CWL is an example of a workflow language that developers can extend to create custom "hints" or 

"requirements". For example, seven bridges does this in cavatica where a user can define aws spot 

instance configs etc. WDL has properties to config GCP images. It seems like in these cases, tests should 

only be defined to work when running "locally" (not with some scheduler/specific cloud env). But the 

author's do mention that tests will first run locally on the user's environment, so that does kind of get 



around this. 

5. For the "findable" part of FAIR, how possible is it to have "tags" of sort associated with a wf record so 

things can be more findable? I imagine when there is a large repository of many workflows, being able 

to easily narrow down to the specific domain interest you have could be helpful. 
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