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First of all, the authors would like to thank the opportunity to clarify some points of the aforementioned manuscript, which led to some revisions, which in the authors´ opinion contributed to the improvement of the manuscript’ quality.  

In the following pages the authors tried to respond in a detailed and itemized fashion to each of the referee´s comments.
Reviewer A

However, the questionnaire applied to patients referred to in the article
(composed of 14 questions, as mentioned in Methods), was not yet included in
the supplementary files.
 I recommend its inclusion in this article.
 - The authors thank the reviewer comment and agree with the suggestions and included the questionnaire in supplementary files


I also recommend correcting the word "informação" in the Portuguese
version of the abstract, in the "Discussão".
- The authors revised that word.
Reviewer B

The manuscript can now be published as is.
- The authors thank the reviewer comment 
Reviewer C
 Methods section: The following issues need to be clarified:

- The research design and sampling technique must be clarified, how were

participants selected? What were the inclusion and exclusion criteria?
- The authors clarified the selection of participants and the inclusion and exclusion criteria. "We surveyed 108 consecutive Portuguese patients diagnosed with psoriasis and treated with biologic agents in the Dermatology department of Centro Hospitalar do Porto. The survey was conducted from January 1 through July 31, 2017. During this period, all patients evaluated on psoriasis consultation were invited by their dermatologist to participate in this survey.  The participants were aged 18 years or older, had a diagnosis of psoriasis and were treated with originator biologic agents. Patients treated with biossimilars medications, phototherapy or oral conventional systemic treatments were excluded."

Have patients signed an informed consent? It is not clear if the study was

approved by the ethics committee.
- The study was approved by the hospital Institutional Review Board and subject’s written consent was obtained. This information was added to the manuscript. 
In relation to sample size, was it adequate for a survey? How sample size

was determined?
- The sample size was considerate adequate for the aim of the study.
Was questionnaire validated? Is it a reliable tool and was developed by

whom? Internal consistency should have been assessed, at least as regards

the points in figure 1.
- "The survey was prepared based on a study of the literature and collaboration with dermatologists”
The main points of this questionnaire should be provided.
- The questionnaire was included in the supplementary files
Statistical methodology was described very poorly. The methodology used in

the sample characterization was not described. 
- Descriptive statistics from qualitative data was presented as relative frequency per category.

The definition of the logistic regression model has to be presented: what is the dependent variable? 
- The dependent variables were the patient’s answers. We tested if patient’s answers were influenced by demographics (age, sex), household income, duration of biologic therapy and current biologic agent.
How were the independent variables defined? 
- We included all the variables that could influence the patients’ answers.

What was the method for selecting variables to enter the model? Wald test and odds ratio were considered?
- We used the standard method of entry – the enter method.

Results section: The following issues need to be clarified:

- No statistical test results were provided to demonstrate that patients

have significantly different opinions in relation to the questions shown in

figures 1 and 2. I suggest the one sample chi-squared test.
- We appreciate the reviewer suggestion and accordingly the one sample chi-squared test was applied to demonstrate that patients have significantly different opinions in relation to the different questions. The results (p<0.001) were included in the Results section.
- No associations were provided between questions in figures 1 and 2, and

the social demographics variables. For instance, is there any association

between the hypothesis of paying for some of the therapy-related costs and

the monthly household income? Patients with more years of education are more

willing to switching to a biosimilar agent? The responses shown in figures 1

and 2 are different between men and women? And what about age groups? Thefusion of some respon ses can be an option due to sample size.
- That answer to all of these questions is in the final paragraph of the results section “Multivariate logistic regression showed that demographics, household income, duration of biologic therapy and current biologic agent did not affect patient’s answers.” including questions shown in figures 1 and 2.
- At least a table with logistic regression results should be provided.
- Since all the results were non-significant (p>0.05) it’s our opinion that a table with that information would have no particular interest and would not give any additional and relevant data.
Reviewer D
Concordo com a publicação.
- The authors thank the reviewer comment 
Com os melhores cumprimentos,
