

Response to Reviewer 2 Comments

Point 1: The beginning of the Introduction section has to be improved. The authors give a very interesting contextualization but lack scientific verification. There is a lack of references to prove and verify some statements.

Response 1: we updated the introduction.

Point 2: Authors note “Several new building blocks (blockchains, Hyperledger, IPFS, etc.) are now available to more easily develop secure architectures for different applications and even with new highly requested features.” Did these blocks appear at the same time? A better contextualization is needed.

Response 2: we updated the introduction.

Point 3: This information may be considering speculative if not properly cited and based in the literature “These new emerging technologies, including blockchains, provide a better solution for protecting patient medical records, while providing accessibility, delegation, anonymity, and other valuable properties.”

Response 3: we updated the information to “These new emerging technologies, including blockchains,  provide a better solution for  patients' record protection, accessibility, delegation, anonymity and other useful features.”

Point 4: The objectives of the proposal should be well grounded in the literature and should be aligned with the research gap.

Response 4: we updated the article.


Point 5: I consider it essential to further scientific deepening of the work. The scientific introduction to the topic and exploration of the research gap should be deepened.

Response 5: we updated the article.

Point 6: The choice of architecture and technologies used must be justified. The authors only present each of them without mentioning alternatives and a technical justification that allows understanding the choices.

Response 6: we justified this in the prototypea and the features of each architecture in tables 6,9,10 and compared between them in table 11.



Point 7: Related work section should be presented before the preliminaries section.

Response 7: we considered this comments and updated the article.

Point 8: The column “Approach” in Table 2 is not clear. Is an example shown or the author who first addressed the topic?

Response 8: Thanks for your comments, we updated the “Approach” to “Authors”


Point 9: The prototype proposal is too basic. It only describes the respective scenarios without actually analyzing them in terms of security, privacy, robustness and performance. More empirical exploration of the results is needed.

Response 9: we considered another criteria mensioned in releted work and compared all related work with that criteria.

Point 10: Avoid to present figures in the Conclusion section.

Response 10: we considered this comments and updated the article.

Point 11: The conclusion section needs to be reformulated. The theoretical and practical contributions of the work should be presented. Limitations also need to be addressed. Indications for future work have to be improved.

Response 11: thanks for you comment, we considered it and updated the article.
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