Dear Editor,
 
We appreciate very much the effort and time that you and the reviewers put into the review of the manuscript and the constructive comments and suggestions made. Each comment has been carefully considered and our responses and relevant changes are summarized below.
 
#Response to Editor:
Com o objectivo de optimizar a legibilidade do seu artigo e assim incrementar potencialmente as citações do mesmo, recomendamos que os conteúdos redigidos em inglês sejam revistos por um "native speaker", tradutor qualificado ou empresa especializada em serviços de "language polishing".
Response: The authors would like to thank for your comment. Being an article written in English and following your recommendation to optimize its readability, we asked for an English “native speaker” to review the content.
------------------------------------------------------
Response to Reviewer #1:
 
Thank you for your thoughtful and thorough review of our revised manuscript.
 
· RELEVANCE:
Is the manuscript globally important for the clinical practice - Yes
Will it help physicians improving their practice and therefore their approach to patients- No
Does it involve clinical, scientific, social, political and economic factors affecting healthcare – Yes
· ORIGINALITY:
What does this manuscript add to the current knowledge – There is little published literature on predatory publishing. This paper aims to introduce this concept.
· MISCONDUCT: Plagiarism, fraudulent and unreliable data, double or bias in publication - NA
· STRUCTURE OF THE MANUSCRIPT
· Title: The title needs modification. The title could easily be misinterpreted as “an industry-threatening science”. Suggesting changing to “an unethical business model threatening scientific publishing” or something similar.
Response: Thank you for your review. We appreciate your comments on the relevance and originality of the topic.
Regarding the structure of the manuscript, with the suggested title, the authors wanted to highlight the negative effects that predatory publishing might have on Science, through the publication of conclusions that are not scientifically validated, rather than the role of scientific publication as an industry per si. The original title wanted, above all, to highlight the role of predatory publishing as a threat to Science and the word “industry” meant only to highpoint their major goal, which is to obtain financial profit.
Therefore, although we appreciate your kind recommendations, we believe that the suggested alterations reinforce the role of scientific publishing as an industry - with predatory publishing being an unethical section of it - instead of valuing the importance of protecting Science. 
However, in order to make it clearer and, adopting some of the suggestions also made by the second reviewer, we changed it to a more assertive form - “Predatory Publishing: an industry that is threatening Science”.
 
· Abstract – There is no abstract. I could find abstract for similar type of articles previously published in the journal.
Response: The manuscript that we are presenting is a Perspective that draws on current literature, so per the journal’s publishing guidelines, an abstract is not warranted.
 
· Introduction: No comments
· Methods: Not applicable

· Results: Need to discuss further the factors that led to the emergence of predatory publishing, such as the “publish or perish” mentality and averse attitude of some inexperienced authors towards peer review without realizing the importance of peer review to the progress of science.
Response: We appreciate your comments. As suggested, we rewrote the section regarding the factors that contributed to the appearance of predatory journals, highlighting the role of the adverse attitudes of authors towards peer-review. The modifications were as follows:

· [bookmark: _GoBack]“Therefore, although research funders and academic institutions were not directly responsible for the appearance of predatory publishing, they also contributed to it, by imposing a scientific culture that tends to value the number of publications rather than their quality. The same applies to authors, who started using this type of journals as a mean to publish quickly and easily, without deeply scrutinizing their work, undermining the role of peer-review as a gatekeeper in science.”

· Suggest discussing the disappearance of “Beall’s list”. What other blacklists are available that authors can use?
Response: We would like to thank you for your comments. As suggested, we completed the discussion on the Beall’s list, mentioning its disappearance: 

· “Jeffrey Beall, a librarian of the University of Colorado, leaded the public exposure of the predatory journals, by developing a blog where he exposed a list of publishers and journals considered unethical.8 This content was taken offline at the beginning of 2017, but its last listing remains available in web archives.”
The Beall’s List was, for a long time, the only available blacklist of predatory journals. Although there were many concerns regarding its accuracy, the Beall’s List was and still is, the preferred database that researchers use to investigate illegitimate journals.
After its disappearance, a new blacklist emerged – The Cabell’s International. According to experts, this new list seems to be more robust and consistent, however it has the inconvenient of being a paid service.
Since it is difficult to define tight criteria that help identifying fraudulent journals - and, most importantly, not misjudging them with less experienced journals - nowadays some authors are encouraging to the use of whitelists, instead of blacklists. Most of these whitelists are a result of a tightening of indexing criteria, as happened with DOAJ. 
 
· Suggest mentioning the lack of indexing of most predatory journals, thereby rendering published papers in such journals largely irrelevant for progress of one’s career in science.
Response: We thank you for your kind comments. In order to emphasize the lack of appropriate indexing as a negative characteristic of predatory journals that researchers should be aware of, we added the following modifications to the last paragraph of the first section:
 
· “Most predatory journals are not indexed in appropriate databases, which renders the access to published literature more difficult, leading to eventual waste of published research, and they also use non-reliable journal-level metrics.4”
 
· Discussion: Well presented. Consider referring to and briefly discussing published guidelines on how to identify and avoid predatory journals.
Response: We thank you for your kind and thoughtful comments. It is important to say that, as already mentioned above, there is little published literature on predatory publishing and therefore, most of the information focusing on strategies to identify this type of journals is not condensed on a single published guideline.
However, there are some important publications that tried to identify some relevant characteristics of these journals that may be used to ascertain the nature of the journal, such as the 13 items recognized by Shamseer et al., the “Principles of Transparency and Best Practice in Scholarly Publishing” published by the Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE), the Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ), the Open Access Scholarly Publishers Association (OASPA), and the World Association of Medical Editors (WAME), which help to evaluate the legitimacy of journals and publishers and, finally, the algorithm of the World Association of Medical Editors (WAME) that intends to discriminate predatory journals from legitimate ones, using a compilation of Beall’s characteristics of potential problematic journals, the DOAJ list and features from the “Think Check Submit.” website.
Developing and disseminating more strategies on the identification of predatory journals was one of the strategies that the authors defined as relevant to tackle predatory publishing and all of these guidelines and tools were mentioned on this section. 
In order to produce more relevant guidelines, the authors believe that more research should be developed on predatory publishing, trying to identify some other peremptory characteristics of predatory journals, as well as systematic reviews, in order to try to answer to some of these particular questions, using some of the research that was already made.

· Conclusions: Are conclusions relevant - Yes? Are these related to the objectives - Yes? Are these based on the results - Yes?
 
· References: Was the literature review considered adequately – No. There is a lot of recent literature in this area. Consider a Medline search using the term “predatory publishing” and cite and discuss recent relevant articles. Especially consult PMID 28378542, 28051276 and 27550476
Response: The authors thank for the comment. We did that search and read the suggested papers. However, because AMP’s instructions for authors limit the references to a maximum of 10 and the manuscript is a perspective that makes a narrative review of the literature and not a systematic review, we selected a maximum number of very recent publications, avoiding redundancy
 
· Does it follow AMP’s style – Yes   	 
· Tables / Figures: NA
· Acknowledgments: Is any financial support declared –Yes. Are any conflicts of interest declared - Yes
 
EXTENSION: Can the manuscript be shortened without removing any crucial aspects? Can any figures/tables be removed or improved- No
 
PRESENTATION: Is the manuscript clearly and logically presented – Yes
------------------------------------------------------
Response to Reviewer #2:
 
I have read carefully the interesting manuscript Predatory Publishing: an industry threatening science, which addresses the recent phenomenon of Open Access scientific publishing (OA). This is an important topic which deserves discussion. The text is well balanced, written in good English and its structure is appropriate for an article of opinion.
 
Thank you for your thoughtful and thorough review of our revised manuscript. We appreciate your comments on the relevance of the topic and on the structure of the manuscript. 
Looking in more detail, the authors are advised to consider the following comments:
 
· Considering the authors’ roles in the editorial team of Acta Medica Portuguesa, an additional paragraph at the end of the manuscript should be inserted stating whether this article represents or does not represent the official opinion of the journal. In a way it almost could be inserted as an editorial….
Response: Thank you for your relevant observation. Indeed, although the authors are part of the Editorial Board of Acta Médica Portuguesa and the ideas here mentioned reflect the editors’ perspective on the topic, this work was developed independently and so it may not be considered a statement of the journal. Therefore we believe it is better assigned as a Perspective.
In order to clarify the position of the journal on the topic and the transparency of the reviewing process we added the following information:
 
· “Transparency declaration: Although the authors are members of the Editorial Board of Acta Médica Portuguesa, this manuscript was developed independently and it does not represent an official statement of the journal. Besides, the authors also declare that the manuscript was submitted to peer-review and that the reviewing process was transparent and independent.”
 
· Despite being already mentioned en passant on the text (#3.), the authors must be very clear informing that not all OA journals have a predatory nature and, in fact, some have extremely good quality.
Response: We thank you for the pertinent recommendation. In order to state more clearly that many OA journals are not predatory and can have excellent quality, we added the following modifications to the 5th paragraph of the first section:

· “These are the so-called predatory journals that do not have a rigorous peer-review process and do not follow international norms concerning ethics and quality standards3. Although predatory journals work on an OA basis, it is important to emphasize that not all OA journals have a predatory nature and that some of them have excellent quality and prestigious scientific impact.” 

· The title is a little confusing. Perhaps, something like: Predatory Publishing: an industry that is threatening science could be more assertive.
Response: Thank you for your thoughtful comments. We agree that the title may be more assertive and so we changed it to “Predatory Publishing: an industry that is threatening Science”.
 
· The page numbers are missing which makes the revision process more cumbersome.  On #3,2. the first paragraph should start with: “To discriminate predatory journals from “benign” OA journals…”
Response: Thanks for your review. For mistake we forgot to insert the page numbers, which has already been corrected.
 	As suggested we changed the beginning of the sentence to the infinitive form of the verb.


We would like to thank, once more, to our reviewers for their kind comments. We appreciate the opportunity to respond and we believe these changes strengthen our manuscript and contribute to the review of Predatory Publishing, which we believe is a relevant topic for medical literature. We look forward to working with your team to publishing this work in your journal.

Sincerely yours,

Joana Revés (on behalf of all authors)



