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This paper introduces the YEVIS workflow registry which aims at better sharing computational workflow 

by leveraging workflow metadata, testing datasets, as well as large-scale production infrastructures such 

as GitHub and Zenodo. 

The main issue identified by the authors is the cost for workflow developers to publish and maintain 

reusable workflows. The contribution of the paper is the description of a system composed by i) a 

command-line software tool to assist users when registering workflows, and ii) a web application aimed 

at browsing registered workflows. These two components benefit from the GitHub infrastructure to 

automate workflow testing and from Zenodo to store and identify data with DOIs. The system is 

evaluated based on an example workflow. 

## General comments 

Through the development of registries, the paper try to address very timely issues faced by large 

scientific communities. Researcher are more and more encouraged to publish their research artifacts 

online, but it is still difficult to make them discoverable and to concretely reuse them, especially for 

computational workflows. 

Although the authors provide a landscape analysis of existing workflow languages, systems, and identify 

clearly the gaps between strongly and more lightly curated workflow registries, the quality of the paper 

should be improved. 

One of my main concerns is that this works presents a technical implementation but lacks an 

architecture diagram or a big picture that would clarify the contributions of this work with respect to the 

features provided by the external platforms (GitHub, Zenodo). This would also help the reader 

understand how the solution proposed can be reused with possibly other services. 

It is also hard to understand the technical solutions when target users and their typical needs have not 

been clearly stated beforehand. It seems to be very complicated for non-developers to use or operate 

Yevis, especially when testing workflows through the "GitHub actions" infrastructure. Is the Yevis 

platform only targeting workflow developers ? It was not easy to understands the benefits offered to 

research communities aimed at sharing/reusing workflows. 

Regarding the background section, GA4GH-TRS is not introduced while mentioned as part of the results. 

It's hard for the reader to understand how the use of this standard contributes to better workflow 

sharing (metadata ?) or better reuse (tests ?) . 

Other workflow registries such as WorkflowHub or NF-Core have been described in the background 

section but a dedicated state-of-the-art section would have allowed the authors to provide more details 

on the positioning of Yevis. Some related works should also be part of the analysis such as BIAFLOWS 



also providing a benchmarking environment, or OpenEBench. 

The live deployment URL of the Yevis system should be provided in the paper so that readers can 

browse/reuse already registered workflow. The link provided in the source code repository only shows 4 

workflows and not the DAT2 workflow used in the "proof of concept" section. Is the system limited to 

some workflow engines ? Would it be possible to register and test Galaxy workflows for instance ? 

Regarding tests of workflows, the files associated to HiSAT2 on the Pitagora workflow were not 

accessible (404 not found). I also had some difficulties when trying to inspect the results of the 

automated tests in the GitHub actions. For this workflow, [Add workflow: Pitagora CWL - Download SRA 

Â· ddbj/workflow-registry@89961a4 Â· GitHub](https://github.com/ddbj/workflow-

registry/actions/runs/2256980244), the logs were expired and thus no more accessible. This highlights 

the challenge of relying on external computing services to run possibly long and costly executions, even 

with test data. 

Regarding the validation of metadata, very few informations are provided. Are all metadata fields 

mandatory ? are some fields recommended ? Which kind of validation is performed ? How the result of 

validation is returned to users ? Regarding the metadata themselves, how do they comply with 

community emerging standards such as Bioschemas or RO-crate ? At the time of the review, it was not 

possible to find any semantic annotations in the Yevis web page, thus limiting the discoverability and the 

interoperability of workflows descriptions. 

Finally, the discussion and future works sections could be enriched to address for instance 

- the scalability of the approach with possibly long or costly tasks when testing workflows 

- the interoperability of this platform with other registries 

- the genericity of the approach (is it applicable in the context of other scientific disciplines) 

- the use of this platform to compare or benchmark workflow executions based on predefined test 

datasets 

## Minor comments 

- Figures 2 and 7 seems to be very similar. Only one should be kept. 

- How are test specified, is the specification generic enough ? How does it support multiple workflow 

engines ? 

- The paragraph on decentralization in the discussion is confusing. All workflow executions seem to be 

centralized on the GitHub infrastructure with no control on data or computation placement. The same 

happens for data on the Zenodo infrastructure. 

- DAT2-cwl is not registered in the live deployment of Yevis 
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