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The Yevis manuscript makes a good case for the need to be able to easily set up self-hosted workflow
registries, and the work is a laudable effort.

From the manuscript, the implementation decisions seem to be done in a very thoughtful way, using
standardized APIls and formats where applicable (Such as WES).

The manuscript itself is very well written, with a good structure, close to flawless language (see minor
comment below) and clear descriptions and figures.

## Main concern

| have one major gripe though, blocking acceptance: The choice to only support GitHub for hosting.
There is a growing problem in the research world that more and more research is being dependent on
the single commercial actor GitHub, for seemingly no other reason than convenience. Although GitHub
to date can be said to have been a somewhat trustworthy player, there is no guarantee for the future,
and ultimately this leaves a lot of research in an unhealthy dependenc on this single platform. As a small
note of a recent change, is the proposed removal of the promise to not track its users (see
https://github.com/github/site-policy/pull/582).

A such a central infrastructure component for research as a workflow registry has an enormous
responsibility here, as it may greatly influence the choices of researchers in the future to come, because
of encouragement of what is "easier" or more convenient to do with the tools and infrastructure
available.

With this in mind, | find it unacceptable for a workflow registry supporting open science and open
source work to only support one commercial provider.

The authors mention that technically they are able to support any vendor, and also on-premise setups,
which sounds excellent. | ask the authors to kindly implement this functionality. Especially the ability to
run on-premises registries is key to encourage research to stay free and independent from commercial
concerns.

## Minor concerns

1. I think the manuscript is a missing citation to this key workflow review, as a recen overview of the
bioinformatics workflows field, for example together with the current citation [6] in the manuscript:
Wratten, L., Wilm, A., &amp; GAflke, J. (2021). Reproducible, scalable, and shareable analysis pipelines
with bioinformatics workflow managers. Nature methods, 18(10), 1161-1168.
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41592-021-01254-9

2. Although it might not have been the intention of the authors, the following sentence sounds
unneccessarily subjective and appraising, without data to back this up (rather this would be something



for the users to evaluate):

> The Yevis system is a great solution for research communities that aim to share their workflows and
wish to establish their own registry as described.

| would rather expect wording similar to:

"The Yevis system provides a [well-needed] solution for ..."

... which | think might have been closer to what the authors intended as well.

Wishing the authors best of luck with this promising work!
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