COVER LETTER

Dear the Editor and Reviewers,
We are the authors of the submitted paper: A Reliable and Secure Crowdfunding Platform Using Decentralized Blockchain.
We would like to express our gratitude for your precious time of reviewing our paper. 
We are grateful to you and the reviewers for your constructive and insightful comments, which have greatly improved the quality of our manuscript.
We have addressed each of the reviewers’ comments thoroughly, as detailed in the attached document. Below is a summary of the major revisions made in response to the reviewers’ feedback:
Reviewer 1:
Comment 1: Mention any measures to prevent voter collusion or spam votes. Malicious actors could potentially create fake accounts or coordinate voting to push through low-quality projects.
Response 1: In response to Q1, we covered the concern in Section 3.2 (Decentralized Voting Method) as follows.
“To prevent voter collusion and spam votes, the system requires account verification for all participants. In this proposed approach, the system administrator approves each role, such as system manager and voter. Administrators have the right to revoke malicious actions and fake accounts.”
Comment 2: The system assigns a creditworthiness score to voters and requires a minimum score for authorization. However, the details on how this score is calculated and what factors contribute to it are unclear.
Response 2: In response to Q2, we covered the concern in Section 3.3 (Decentralized Evaluation Method) as follows.
“The creditworthiness score is calculated based on several factors, including the voter's history of project evaluations, the success rate of projects they have supported, and their overall participation in the platform. Positive project evaluations contribute to a higher score, while backing unsuccessful projects or receiving negative rating results in penalties. This multi-faceted approach ensures a comprehensive assessment of voter trustworthiness.”
Comment 3: Could the system be expanded to incorporate ongoing evaluation mechanisms, perhaps allowing for milestone-based reviews or feedback during the project lifecycle? This could provide a more holistic picture of project quality.
Response 3: In response to Q3, we covered the concern in Section 3.3 (Decentralized Evaluation Method) as follows: 
“The system can be expanded to include ongoing evaluation mechanisms, such as milestone-based reviews and periodic feedback. This approach allows for continuous assessment of project quality and progress, providing a more comprehensive view of the project's execution and enabling timely interventions if necessary. At this stage, we have implemented a feedback system, though it is not fully incorporated into the ongoing evaluation mechanisms.”
Comment 4: Introducing a system manager to approve voters creates a centralization point. Can the authors explore alternative methods for determining voter eligibility that leverage the decentralized nature of the blockchain?
Response 4: In response to Q4, we covered the concern in Section 4.3 (Implementation of Decentralized Voting and Decentralized Evaluation Methods) as follows: 

“To eliminate the need for a central system manager, the system can use a multi-step voting process or a staked-token system in the future. In the multi-step process, existing high-creditworthiness voters approve new voters. In the staked-token system, potential voters must stake tokens, which serve as collateral against malicious actions.”
Comment 5: If a system manager remains necessary, can the authors elaborate on how the manager's decisions regarding voter approval will be made transparent and verifiable on the blockchain?
Response 5: In response to Q5, we covered the concern in Section 4.3 (Implementation of Decentralized Voting and Decentralized Evaluation Methods)  as follows: 

“To ensure transparency, the system manager's decisions on voter approval will be recorded on the blockchain. Each decision will include a rationale and be auditable by any participant, ensuring accountability and maintaining trust in the system manager's actions. Using the existing feedback and response system, rectifying the decisions based on participant concerns is possible.”


Reviewer 2:
Comment 1: The authors should add related cryptography algorithms for this systems.
Response 1: In response to Q1, we covered the concern in Section 4.2 (Blockchain and Smart Contract Concept) as follows.
“In our proposed system, we used Polkadot with a substrate framework, which uses Nominated Proof-of-Stake (NPoS) as consensus and SHA-256 for tamper-proof data integrity. It also uses EdDSA/ECDSA for transaction authenticity. The Advanced Encryption Standard (AES) and Transport Layer Security (TLS) protocols safeguard data, guaranteeing confidentiality during transmission and storage. Polkadot also incorporates Zero-Knowledge Proofs (ZKPs) to protect transaction privacy.”
 
Comment 2: The system results as well as system evaluation were not introduced. If possible, please add the results and comparison results to evaluate the proposed platform.
Response 2: In response to Q2, we covered the concern as follows.
The proposed system was evaluated through substrate simulations; all the functions were working well with the desired response. For a better understanding, we provide you the figure's implementation steps as an instance.

In addition to these specific changes, we have also reviewed and refined the manuscript for clarity, coherence, and precision to enhance its overall quality.
We believe that these revisions have significantly strengthened our manuscript, and we hope that it now meets the high standards of your journal. Thank you for considering our revised submission. We look forward to your favorable response.

Sincerely,
The authors
